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SENATE-Thursday, October 6, 1983 
October 6, 1983 

<Legislative day of Monday, October 3, 1983) 

The Senate met at 11 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore <Mr. THURMOND). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Our 
prayer today will be offered by the 
Reverend Dr. Don S. Wheat, pastor, 
Central Baptist Church, Clovis, N. 
Mex. Dr. Wheat is sponsored by Sena­
tor PETE DOMENICI. 

PRAYER 

The Reverend Dr. Don S. Wheat, 
pastor, Central Baptist Church, Clovis, 
N. Mex., offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Almighty God, in whom we live and 

move and have our being. To whom we 
are finally accountable for the stew­
ardship of our lives. 

We bow humbly before Thee, our 
Father, asking for wisdom and courage 
tempered with compassion that we 
might in all things keep faith with our 
Nation, with ourselves and with Thee. 
May the deliberations of this body, as 
well as the actions it will take, be 
pleasing in Your eyes. 

We thank You, Lord, for the many 
personal, providential blessings we 
enjoy daily in this good land to which 
You have brought us. May our genera­
tion be worthy of the unselfish sacri­
fices of those who have lived before 
us. May we pass on to our children the 
good things which we ourselves have 
enjoyed. 

We ask this all in the Holy and Sov­
ereign Name of our God. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 

SENATE SCHEDULE 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there 

are four special orders for today which 
will be executed after the time for the 
two leaders under the standing order 
expires, and that will take us up to a 
little after 12 o'clock, probably. 

Then there is an order for a very 
brief period for the transaction of rou­
tine morning business that will run 
until 12:30. That may not be enough 
time for morning business. If it is not, 
it would be the intention of the leader­
ship on this side to provide additional 
time later in the day to transact rou­
tine morning business. 

The program is laid out in order to 
give the managers on both sides of the 
dairy-tobacco bill adequate time to try 
to complete that measure today. I 
hope they can do that today, and I en­
courage them to do so. 

When we get back on that bill at 
12:30 p.m. or thereabouts, the Moyni­
han amendment will be the pending 
question. I am told that there are 
other amendments that will be offered 
as well. 

Mr. President, in addition to that 
bill, we still have quite a list of things 
we can and should do. We will have an 
Interior appropriations conference 
report, perhaps. We may have an un­
employment benefits conference 
report. I hope so, because those bene­
fits will be in jeopardy if we do not act 
before we go out. 

There may be a reconciliation bill, 
which I doubt; but if there is not, it 
may be necessary to extend the time 
for reconciliation compliance under 
the statute. That is a matter I men­
tioned to the minority leader this 
morning, and I will confer with him 
further about that, after I have had 
an opportunity to talk to the chair­
man of the Budget Committee, Sena­
tor DoMENICI, and especially Senator 
DoLE, the chairman of the Finance 

· Committee. 
The trade authorization bill may be 

available, and there may be other 
COMMENDATION OF THE REV- things we can take up. 

EREND DOCTOR DON S. 
WHEAT 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I con­

gratulate our guest chaplain, Dr. 
Wheat, for his prayer this morning. 

We are always happy to have visit­
ing chaplains and ministers with us, 
and we especially extend our greetings 
to him and our thanks to Senator 
DoMENICI for suggesting and sponsor­
ing his appearance here today. 

It is not my intention to ask the 
Senate to take up the Commerce-Jus­
tice-State-Judiciary appropriations bill 
or the State authorization bill before 
we go out. 

One unhappy note, and I do not 
mean to unduly alarm my colleagues: 
At this moment, in an absolute abun­
dance of precaution, I intend to con­
sider offering an amendment to the 
adjournment resolution, which refers 

to Thursday and Friday of this week, 
to make it Thursday, Friday, and Sat­
urday. The reason for that is not to in­
timidate anybody but simply that -we 

· may have problems with either the 
unemployment conference report or 
some other matter that must be dealt 
with. I do believe I would be remiss if I 
did not offer that amendment. 

My hope is that we can finish those 
things we have to finish today and ad­
journ tonight, but I must say that that 
is now less than a 50-50 prospect. 

So Senators should plan to be here 
tomorrow, Friday; and I will work as 
hard as I can, as I am sure the minori­
ty leader and others, to see if we can 
improve on that schedule. 

For the time being, Mr. President 
we will do the dairy-tobacco bill, and 
we hope that can be finished today. 
We probably will have the Interior ap­
propriations conference report, and I 
hope we will have the unemployment 
conference report. We may have to do 
the trade authorization bill and may 
have to do something on reconciliation 
ins_tructions. 

One other matter is intelligence au­
thorization. I have written that as an 
item on my list. That is one we very 
much need to do. I will have a confer­
ence in a few moments with the mi­
nority leader and Members on both 
sides to see if we can work out an ar­
rangement on that matter. 

Mr. President, I believe that is all I 
can announce at this time. I have 
nothing further to say, and I offer my 
remaining time to the minority leader 
if he wishes it. ' 

Mr. BYRD. I will accept the remain­
ing time, and I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. President, I ask the majority 
leader this question: Is there anything 
under consideration for the movement 
of another immigration bill? Twice, 
this body has passed an immigration 
bill, and editorials in both the Wash­
ington Post and in the New York 
Times have called attention to the 
need for such legislation. 

I should like to know whether or not 
there is a possibility that the Senate 
will initiate another immigration bill. 
It should not take long to do it, be­
cause we have gone through this 
twice. I think the country needs this 
legislation. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I can 
assure the minority leader that I sup­
port the bill which, as he points out, 
we have passed twice, and I do so en-

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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thusiastically. I regret that, apparent­
ly, the Speaker does not plan to take 
up the bill before we go out, or in this 
session, as I read the newspapers. 

I have asked the staff on this side, 
the keepers of the calendar on this 
side, to examine the bills we have, to 
see what might be available onto 
which the immigration bill might be 
added as an amendment. I do not 
know whether it will do any good, but 
I have that inquiry in process. 

I have not yet talked to Senator 
SIMPSON, who is the principal sponsor 
of this bill and has done an excellent 
job of moving it, but I intend to do 
that today. I will confer with the mi­
nority leader during the day, and if we 
can find a way to do that, I suspect 
that we probably will. 

Mr. BYRD. I hope we will. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­

sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
editorials to which I have alluded. 

There being no objection, the edito­
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times Oct. 5, 19831 
THE SPEAKER AND THE BIG WINK 

Until yesterday, there was something re­
markable about the immigration reforms 
that have developed in the last five years: 
They have been truly nonpartisan. Putting 
the United States back in control of the bor­
ders is an idea not limited to either the lib­
eral or conservative canon, and a bill to do 
that has won wide support from both par­
ties. But yesterday, Speaker O'Neill killed 
both the nonpartisan spirit and the bill, 
saying "I don't think there's a constituency 
out there for it." 

The Speaker of the House deserves re­
spect as a canny politician, but that reason­
ing could stand elaboration. No constituen­
cy? 

After three years of work, a blue-ribbon 
Federal commission urged the immigration 
reforms. That at least suggested the start of 
a constituency. A Republican Senator, Alan 
Simpson, and a Democratic Representative, 
Romano Mazzoli, refined the recommenda­
tions into a bill that won overwhelming, bi­
partisan support in the Senate-twice. That 
at least seemed to hint at a constituency. 

President Reagan repeatedly expressed 
strong support, most lately yesterday. So 
did representatives of labor and industry 
like the president of the A.F.L.-C.I.O. and 
the chairman of Exxon. All that certainly 
seemed like a constituency, and a broad one 
at that. But if the Speaker of the House 
sees no constituency. there must not be one. 

Either that, or he had another reason for 
wanting to strangle this bill. In fact, he 
stated one yesterday, in a burst of candor. 
Leaders of Hispanic organizations oppose 
the bill and he doesn't want to jeopardize 
the traditional loyalty of Hispanics to the 
Democratic Party. 

In other words, with the 1984 campaign 
already under way, the day for nonpartisan­
ship is over, partisan politics is back-and 
immigration reform is cooked until 1985. 

That means America's immigration policy 
will continue to be a Big Wink. lllegal aliens 
will keep streaming in past the pitifully 
overworked Immigration Service. Americans 
will turn even more cynical, and nativist, 
and sentiment to curtail all immigration will 
continue to rise. Slam the door, people will 

say; and that, Mr. Speaker, is apt to be a po­
sition with a lot of constituents. 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 6, 19831 
FREE THE IMMIGRATION BILL 

What kind of arbitrary and obstructionist 
performance is that by Speaker O'Neill in 
deciding that the House should not have a 
chance to work its will this year or next on 
the immigration bill? 

The speaker claims the bill has no "real 
constituency." But that is only a way to say 
it's cosntroversial and does not stir wide­
spread enthusiasm. The bill represents an 
exhaustive legislative compromise. It has 
precisely a "real constituency," one that has 
endured the tradeoffs any serious approach 
to immigration must embody. 

Mr. O'Neill, with a candor bordering on 
shamelessness, says he is acting at the 
behest of the House Hispanic Caucus. How 
can he hand off to one special interest, 
which in any event may not represent the 
full range of its community's views, a veto 
over a bill of general application? The 
House has given a full and careful hearing 
to the considerations-the worthy consider­
ations, centering on a fear that the new law 
would provoke discrimination against His­
panics-voiced by the Hispanic Caucus and 
the organized Hispanic leadership. It would 
be good to know, by the way, who put into 
the speaker's ear the demagogic nonsense 
that the bill would "force Hispanics to wear 
a tag around the neck." Added Mr. O'Neill, 
"Hitler did this to the Jews, you know." 

Well, now listen to this, says the speaker: 
he buried the bill to keep President Reagan 
from vetoing it later in order to reap His­
panic support for the GOP in 1984. But the 
administration supported the version that 
passed the Senate <for the second time> last 
May, 76-18. It has voiced misgivings about 
some elements added in committee in the 
House, but there appear to be no solid 
grounds for the expectation of a veto. It is 
Mr. O'Neill who is most evidently playing 
politics. 

Alone among nations, the United States 
lets its borders be violated and its immigra­
tion law mocked. It is incredible that our 
Congress should be content to let this sit­
uation continue indefinitely. The Simpson­
Mazzoli bill represents a fastidious effort, 
respectful of a broad range of interests in 
American society, to bring immigration 
under what any other country would regard 
as minimal control. 

The White House can help retrieve the 
bill by removing the wisps of ambivalence in 
its position which Mr. O'Neill uses as cover. 
But the main responsibility for allowing 
Congress to do this piece of essential nation­
al business falls on the speaker. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CocHRAN). The minority leader is rec­
ognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if I may 
proceed, how much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader has 13 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Has the majority leader 
used all his time? 

Mr. BAKER. The majority leader 
yielded to the minority leader his re­
maining time, which is 3 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Which means I have 
what? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thir­
teen minutes. 

S. 1925-THE NATIONAL COAL 
SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND 
ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT 
ACT 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, today I 

am introducing "The National Coal 
Science, Technology, and Engineering 
Development Act," the purpose of 
which is to establish a 5-year program 
to accelerate the development of new 
and advanced technologies to allow for 
the expanded use of coal in an envi­
ronmentally acceptable manner. 

When Congress established the 
Office of Coal Research 22 years ago 
in 1961, we acknowledged the signifi­
cance of coal to the Nation's energy 
future. We also recognized at that 
time the need for research and devel­
opment in coal technologies to expand 
and improve coal utilization. That was 
an effort in which I am proud to have 
taken a lead role. It was almost 13 
years before the OPEC oil embargo 
and the subsequent rediscovery of coal 
as an important part of the Nation's 
energy future. 

Late last month, a subcommittee of 
the House Science and Technology 
Committee heard testimony which 
echoed the hopes of earlier decades. 
"There is no shortage of opportunities 
to improve the efficiency, reliability, 
and environmental performance of 
coal combustion," said Dr. Kurt 
Yeager, of the Electric Power Re­
search Institute. We need "a more con­
structive and coordinated partnership 
between Government and the private 
sector," Dr. Yeager testified. "This en­
compasses the planning and imple­
mentation of R&D as well as the com­
mercial transfer of results." 

There is a renewed interest emerging 
in coal research and development. 
This interest has been sparked by the 
heated public debate over the causes 
and consequences of acidic deposition 
in the Northeastern United States. 
Much of the debate has focused on 
coal-fired powerplants in the Midwest 
and Appalachian regions, due to the 
role of coal-fired powerplants in the 
emission of sulfur dioxide. It is esti­
mated that such powerplants emit a 
little more than half of the manmade 
sulfur dioxide and about one-fourth of 
the manmade nitrogen oxides. These 
emissions, it has been asserted by 
some, travel hundreds of miles from 
the Midwest and Appalachia, are 
transformed into sulfates and nitrates, 
and are then deposited in the North­
east in both wet and dry form. 

In the course of this debate, in 
which there is considerable disagree­
ment within the scientific community, 
several legislative proposals have 
emerged which call for significant re­
ductions in sulfur dioxide and nitrogen 
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oxides emission, largely from coal­
fired powerplants in the Midwest and 
Appalachia. Reductions on the order 
of 50 percent from 1980 levels have 
been proposed. Such reductions are in 
addition to those already achieved 
since the passage of the Clean Air Act. 

Mr. President, my position on this 
issue is well-known. I am the sponsor 
of the Acidic Deposition Mitigation 
and Research Act of 1983 <S. 454), 
which calls for an acceleration of the 
scientific work of the Interagency 
Task Force on Acid Precipitation, and 
provides for measures to alleviate the 
effects of high acidity on sensitive 
aquatic ecosystems. The point is, we 
simply do not have an adequate scien­
tific understanding of acidic deposition 
to launch an expensive new emissions 
control program, the environmental 
benefits of which are far from assured. 
The benefits are highly speculative 
and may not be realized at all. Under 
the auspices of the interagency task 
force, an extensive research program 
is underway which addresses the 
major areas of scientific uncertainty 
with respect to the causes and envi­
ronmental consequences of acidic dep­
osition. It seems abundantly clear to 
me and to many of my colleagues that 
this is a reasonable approach to a very 
complex problem. 

However, let me say that I am also 
convinced that a more comprehensive 
effort on all aspects of acidic deposi­
tion is desirable. The efforts of the 
task force will result in scientific data 
which should guide us in making the 
crucial decisions on the need, extent, 
and appropriate timing for any pro­
gram to address the problem of acidic 
deposition. To complement this effort. 
we urgently need an accelerated coal 
R&D program to address the techno­
logical challenges raised by the acid 
rain debate. There must be a Federal 
commitment to develop, in a timely 
manner, a variety of advanced coal 
technologies representing more effi­
cient and economically attractive al­
ternatives to current technology. 

Unfortunately, we have not acted 
with sufficient conviction in the past 
to develop that variety of technologi­
cal options which would enable us to 
use coal in an environmentally accept­
able manner. Improvements have been 
made in combustion efficiency; but the 
range of options for controlling or 
eliminating emissions from coal com­
bustion remains expensive, unreliable, 
and very limited. 

I have two major concerns with re­
spect to the current state of technolo­
gy for using coal in an environmental­
ly acceptable manner. The first con­
cern is based on the economic costs, 
and other problems, of flue gas desul­
furization as the dominant approach 
to controlling emissions from coal 
combustion. Proposals for addressing 
t he problem of acidic deposition are 
aimed at controlling emissions from 

older powerplants whose emissions are 
subject to State controls rather than 
the new source performance stand­
ards. 

In my State of West Virginia there 
are five such plants which generate 
about 8,400 megawatts of electricity­
almost 57 percent of the total generat­
ing capacity in my State-and con­
sume about 19 million tons of coal per 
year. This is about 68 percent of total 
West Virginia utility coal consump­
tion. If these plants had to retrofit 
"scrubbers" to control their emissions, 
the capital costs would be from about 
$640 million to about $1 billion, de­
pending upon the level of scrubbing 
required. 

The other option available for con­
trolling emissions from these plants 
would be to switch to low sulfur coal. 
While the capital costs of such an ap­
proach are far lower than the use of 
FGD, fuel switching will cause massive 
unemployment in the high-sulfur, 
coal-producing counties of northern 
West Virginia. 

My concern, then, is that we are in a 
situation where the available options 
for achieving any emission reduction 
requirements of an acid deposition 
control program will either be very ex­
pensive, or will cause unemployment 
in the high sulfur coal regions. 

My second concern is related to the 
issue of acidic deposition. It is based 
upon the recognition that the environ­
mental ethic is important to the Amer­
ican people. Unless we can develop a 
wide range of cost-effective technolog­
ical options which will efficiently con­
trol or eliminate coal combustion emis­
sions, future coal use will be con­
strained. 

Mr. President, we should not be pur­
suing policies which will render large 
segments of the Nation's coal reserves 
unmarketable. We should be pursuing 
policies which will enable us to maxi­
mize the potential of our coal reserves 
while meeting the Nation's environ­
mental goals. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today addresses both these concerns. 
The National Coal Science, Technolo­
gy and Engineering Development Act 
adds another dimension to the ongo­
ing scientific research program of the 
Interagency Task Force on Acid Pre­
cipitation. It complements that effort 
by addressing the technological chal­
lenges raised by the acid rain issue. 

However, as I have indicated. my bill 
also addresses the broader challenge 
of promoting the expanded use of coal 
within the framework of the Nation's 
environmental policies. My bill does 
not create an entirely new program of 
research and development. It recog­
nizes the efforts which have been un­
derway in the Department of Energy's 
fossil energy program for a number of 
years. My bill builds upon and acceler­
ates relevant ongoing activities in the 
Department of Energy's coal program. 

It refocuses and integrates such ef­
forts, and concentrates resources for 
the achievement of specific objectives 
within 5 years. Most importantly, my 
bill recognizes that any accelerated 
program of coal research and develop­
ment must have a broad base of sup­
port. It must involve the university 
community and the private sector in 
addition to the scientific and technical 
resources available through the 
energy technology centers and the na-
tional laboratories. · 

My bill has the following major ele­
ments: 

First. It establishes a 5-year program 
to accelerate the development of a 
range of technologies to allow the use 
of coal in an environmentally accepta­
ble manner. The program would focus 
on three areas: 

COAL SCIENCE 

This would involve a comprehensive 
effort to understand coal structure 
and process chemistry. Of particular 
concern would be an understanding of 
how pollutants are bound in coal mole­
cules and how they can be removed ef­
ficiently and effectively. 

PROCESS SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

This would involve a comprehensive 
research program to develop new and 
advanced technologies for coal prepa­
ration, precombustion cleanup of flue 
gases, and post combustion cleanup. It 
would also develop advanced utiliza­
tion processes, such as fluidized bed 
combustion. fuel cells, and diesel en­
gines and gas turbines that use coal. 

ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT 

This would be a broadly based effort 
carried out in conjunction with the 
private sector. The program would be 
directed to establish proof-of-concept 
and produce, within 5 years, processes 
and coal systems at a scale large 
enough to permit ready commercial­
ization by the private sector. This 
effort would involve significant cost­
sharing between the Federal and non­
Federal participants. It would concen­
trate on such technologies and ap­
proaches to emissions control as ad­
vanced coal cleaning, atmospheric and 
pressurized fluidized bed combustion, 
advanced flue gas desulfurization tech­
nologies, and S02 and NOX removal 
systems. 

Second. The bill would establish a 
leadership role for the Federal Gov­
ernment by which the Department of 
Energy would work through the 
energy technology centers, and re­
search contracts with industry and 
universities, to accelerate the develop­
ment of advanced and improved coal 
combustion technologies. 

Third. The Assistant Secretary for 
Fossil Energy would be responsible for 
administering the program. 

Fourth. It requires the preparation 
of a 5-year research plan which would 
be submitted to the President and the 
appropriate committees of the Con-
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gress. The 5-year plan would show 
how the program is to achieve the ob­
jectives of the act. 

Fifth. My bill provides an authoriza­
tion for funding for the program for 
the program over a 5-year period at a 
level of $775 million. 

Mr. President, I think this is a rea­
sonable approach to maximizing the 
potential of the Nation's vast coal re­
serves while achieving our environ­
mental goals. I urge my colleagues 
who are supporting the increased use 
of coal in an environmentally accepta­
ble manner to join as cosponsors of 
this legislation, and as in morning 
business I offer my bill and ask that it 
be appropriately referred, and that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The text of the bill follows: 
s. 1925 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "National Coal Sci­
ence, Technology, and Engineering Develop­
ment Act of 1983". 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSES 
SEC. 2. <a> The Congress makes the follow­

ing findings: 
(1) There is significant potential for the 

vast domestic coal resources of the United 
States to play an increasingly important 
role in the Nation's energy future. 

<2> Increased coal use is dependent upon 
establishing a foundation in coal science 
which is the basis for all activites leading to 
process and engineering development and 
the commercial application of advanced 
technologies and systems that are consist­
ent with the Nation's environmental goals. 

<3> An inadequate foundation in coal sci­
ence, process science, and engineering devel­
opment is limiting current efforts to exploit 
the Nation's vast coal resources. 

<4> There must be an accelerated and fo­
cused effort to develop and introduce into 
the marketplace improved and advanced 
technologies that limit the emissions of 
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxides, and partic­
ulate matter which result from coal combus­
tion. Such efforts must include a broad 
range of technology options that include 
pre- and post-combustion treatment, along 
with combustion modifications, and new and 
improved combustion technologies to limit 
sulfur and nitrogen oxide emissions. Waste 
solid and liquid treatment and disposal must 
be considered in these technologies to avoid 
negative environmental impacts. 

(5) Current environmental control capa­
bilities must be improved by reducing cap­
ital and operating costs and preserving and 
improving the overall availability of coal 
fired powerplants. 

<6> Changes in the domestic economy and 
changes in environmental requirements, 
coupled with rapid changes in the supply 
and price of oil and gas resources, have cre­
ated significant economic disincentives 
which preclude the private sector from sus­
taining a stable, long-term research and de­
velopment program that will enhance ex­
panded coal use. In recent years, both pri­
vate and Federal support for coal-related re­
search and development has declined sub­
stantially, which, if allowed to continue, 
could limit the future availability of coal 

which can be utilized in an environmentally 
acceptable manner. 

<7> Coal research and development pro­
grams in universities and industry tend to 
focus on the short-term due to the lack of 
adequate funding, and tend to be focused on 
projects with a near-term payback. As a con­
sequence, these efforts generally do not in­
clude the more extensive longer-term re­
search necessary to develop significant tech­
nological improvements or break-throughs 
which can enhance the utilization of the 
Nation's vast coal reserves in an environ­
mentally acceptable manner. 

(8) The current thrust of the on-going 
Federal coal research and development pro­
gram is too diverse and is not directed to es­
tablishing proof-of-concept of new and ad­
vanced technologies and systems at an engi­
neering-scale size in a timely fashion. This 
has constrained the timely transfer of tech­
nology which, in turn, has constrained the 
expanded use of coal. 

(9) A credible and productive Federal coal 
research and development program must be 
defined and sustained for many years. Such 
a program must be adequately funded, insu­
lated from short-term political and market 
fluctuations, must be sufficiently broad in 
scope to produce results, and must be exe­
cuted in cooperation with both the universi­
ty community and the private sector. 

(10) It is in the national interest for the 
Federal Government, through it energy 
technology centers, and research contracts 
with industry and universities, to play a 
leadership role in accelerating coal science, 
technology and engineering development, 
and to accelerate the development of ore ef­
ficient and cost-effective conventional and 
advanced coal combustion and emission con­
trol technologies. 

(b) The purposes of this Act are to-
<1> promote and significantly expand the 

use of the full range of the coal resources of 
the Nation in an environmentally accepta­
ble manner by accelerating research and de­
velopment in basic coal science and the de­
velopment and commercial application of 
more efficient and cost-effective coal utiliza­
tion technologies and systems; and 

<2> expand federally sponsored research 
and development, in a manner that permits 
a comprehensive, totally integrated, and 
clearly focused coal research and develop­
ment program to be implemented in coop­
eration with the university community and 
the private sector by establishing a National 
Coal Science, Technology and Engineering 
Development Program. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM 
SEc. 3. (a) The Secretary of Energy is au­

thorized and directed to carry out a Nation­
al Coal Science, Technology, and Engineer­
ing Development Program as provided in 
this Act. The program shall be administered 
by the Assistant Secretary for Fossil 
Energy. 

<b> The National Coal Science, Technolo­
gy, and Engineering Development Program 
shall consist of three research and develop­
ment programs-

< 1 > the Coal Science Research Program as 
provided in section 4; 

(2) the Process Science and Engineering 
Research Program as provided in section 5; 
and 

<3> the Engineering Development Program 
as provided in section 6. 

COAL SCIENCE RESEARCH PROGRAM 
SEc. 4. <a> The purpose of the Coal Sci­

ence Research Program shall be to conduct 
research, for all coal ranks, that seeks an in-

depth understanding of coal structure and 
process chemistry. The program shall be di­
rected toward the understanding of how 
pollutant species are bound in the coal mol­
ecule and how ·such species can be efficient­
ly and effectively removed. 

<b> The Coal Science Research Program 
shall be-

(1) carried out through the Energy Tech­
nology Centers, the National Laboratories, 
the university community, and the private 
sector; and 

<2> administered by the Assistant Secre­
tary for Fossil Energy. 

PROCESS SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING RESEARCH 
PROGRAM 

SEc. 5. <a> The purpose of the Process Sci­
ence and Engineering Research Program 
shall be to conduct research, applicable to 
all coal ranks, in the following areas: 

(1) COAL PREPARATION.-Development of 
new processes that pulverized coal to ex­
tremely fine particles and remove ash, pyrit­
ic, and organic sulfur to levels consistent 
with environmental and equipment uses. 

(2) SPECIFICATION FUELS.-Development of 
ready-to-use and fully characterized trans­
portable coal fuels <e.g., coal mixtures) that 
are suitable for use in various equipment 
such as boilers and combustion engines. 
These fuels are to be economically competi­
tive with oil and gas. 

(3) PRECOMBUSTION CLEANUP.-Develop­
ment of new and improved technologies 
that can clean coal-derived gaseous and 
liquid fuels prior to use, particularly gas 
streams at high temperatures, and remove 
deleterious materials that create pollutants 
or adversely impact equipment usage. Such 
technologies shall include necessary sup­
porting analytical and control equipment. 

(4) POSTCOMBUSTION CLEANUP.-Develop­
ment of new and improved processes that 
will remove sulfur, nitrogen, and ash con­
stituents that result in deleterious emis­
sions. Emphasis shall be given to those proc­
esses that are regenerable and will reduce 
the quantity and improve the quality of dis­
posable by product associated with sulfur di­
oxide scrubbing systems. This effort shall 
include improvements in state-of-the-art 
scrubbers to increase system availability and 
reduce costs. Emphasis shall also be given to 
processes that can reduce nitrogen oxide 
emissions and capture particulates. 

(5) UTILIZATION PROCESSES.-Improvement 
modification, and development of new proc­
esses and equipment that will permit utiliza­
tion of coal or coal-derived fuel such that 
pollutant formation and release is well 
below environmental limits, and the result­
ing integrated system is cost-competitive 
both in terms of capital costs and operation­
al costs. Technologies to be pursued in­
clude-

<A> direct combustion of coal for process 
heat and steam; 

<B> atmospheric and pressurized fluidized-
bed combustion; 

<C> fuel cells; 
<D> diesel engines; and 
(E) gas turbines. 
(6) INSTRUMENTATION AND CONTROL.-Re­

duction of system operating costs and im­
provement of system availability by develop­
ing new sensors and control systems that 
will enhance the commercial application of 
coal utilization technologies and systems. 

(7) SUPPORTING RESEARCH AND DEVELOP­
MENT.-Characterization of the various liq­
uids and solid wastes generated by the use 
of coal, and development of processes that 
will assure the disposal of such wastes in an 
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environmentally acceptable manner. Devel­
opment of processes that facilitate the cost­
effective recovery of raw materials from 
coal utilization wastes. Materials research 
shall be conducted to ensure that advanced 
process concepts can be supported with 
available engineering materials. 

<b> The Coal Science Research Program 
shall be-

<1> carried out through the Energy Tech­
nology Centers, the National Laboratories, 
the university community, and the private 
sector; and 

<2> administered by the Assistant Secre­
tary for Fossil Energy. 

ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Szc. 6. <a> The purpose of the Engineering 
Development Program shall be to establish 
proof-of-concept and producing developed 
processes and coal systems at a scale large 
enough to permit ready commercialization 
by the private sector. The program shall be 
structured and implemented to achieve the 
following objectives within five years of en­
actment of this Act: 

<1 > construct a fine coal preparation and 
cleaning process facility of no more than 
500 tons per day <the facility should be con­
structed in such fashion as to allow the ad­
dition of advanced chemical coal cleaning>; 

<2> retrofit an oil-fired boiler of at least 
100 MWe <Megawatts electricity> using 
deeply cleaned coal; 

<3> demonstrate a regenerable flue gas de­
sulfurization system of at least 50 MWe; 

<4> demonstrate a combined SOX <sulfur 
dioxide>/NOX (nitrogen oxides> removal 
system of at least 50 MWe; 

<5> conduct a furnace retrofit of in-boiler 
sulfur control technology of at least 50 
MWe; 

(6) demonstate an atmospheric fluidized­
bed combustion system of at least 100 MWe; 

<7> demonstrate a repowering application 
of a pressurized fluidized bed combustor of 
from 50 to 100 MWe; 

(8) demonstrate a repowering application 
of combined cycle coal gasification of from 
50 to 100 MWe; 

(9) develop and test a coal-fueled gas tur­
bine in a second generation combined-cycle 
system of at least 50 MWe; 

<10> develop and test an industrial-scale 
coal-fueled gas turbine suitable for industri­
al cogeneration of at least 5 MWe; and 

<11> test a utility phosphoric acid fuel cell 
system using coal-derived gas at a size of 10 
to50MWe. 

(b) The Engineering Development Pro­
gram shall be administered by the Assistant 
Secretary for Fossil Energy. The program 
shall be structured and implemented such 
that there are sufficient incentives to at­
tract private sector participation. Funds ap­
propriated for the program shall be avail­
able on a cost-sharing basis between the 
Federal Government and non-Federal par­
ticipants in the program. 

FIVE-YEAR PLAN 

SEC. 7. <a> As a part of the National Coal 
Science, Technology, and Engineering De­
velopment Program the Secretary of 
Energy, with the cooperation of the Assist­
ant Secretary for Fossil Energy, shall pre­
pare a five year National Coal Science, 
Technology, shall prepare a five year Na­
tional Coal Science, Technology, and Engi­
neering Development Research Plan. The 
plan shall include-

<1> identification and definition of the 
near- and mid-term opportunities for ex­
panding the use of coal in the industrial, 
electric utility, and other sectors of the 
economy; 

<2> a detailed description of the specific 
activities which have been, or will be, devel­
oped by the Department of Energy to ad­
dress these opportunities and carry out the 
mandates of this Act; 

<3> a statement and explanation of specific 
priorities and objectives, timetables for 
achieving such objectives, and a research 
strategy for achieving such objectives and 
the mandates of this Act; and 

<4> A detailed description of the resource 
requirements for the implementation of the 
plan, and a description of the manner in 
which those resources will be deployed. 

<b> The plan shall be submitted by the 
Secretary of Energy to the President and 
the appropriate committees of the Congress 
within six months of enactment of this Act. 

ANNUAL AND FINAL REPORTS 

SEc. 8. <a> At the end of each of the five 
fiscal years after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Energy shall 
submit an annual report to the President 
and the appropriate committees of the Con­
gress. The report shall include a detailed de­
scription of the program and activities un­
dertaken for that fiscal year, and the 
achievements and progress toward the ob­
jectives defined in the 5-year plan pursuant 
to this Act. 

<b> Within 90 days of the end of the fifth 
fiscal year after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Energy shall 
submit to the President and the appropriate 
committees of the Congress a report identi­
fying the achievements of the program, and 
identifying and defining further research 
needs and opportunites for promoting the 
expanded use of coal. 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEC. 9. <a> There is authorized to be appro­
priated for the Coal Science Research Pro­
gram, $75,000,000 to be available for the 
fiscal years 1985 through 1989. 

<b> There is authorized to be appropriated 
for the Process Science and Engineering Re­
search Program, $200,000,000 to be available 
for the fiscal years 1985 through 1989. 

<c> There is authorized to be appropriated 
for the Engineering Development Program, 
$500,000,000 to be available for the fiscal 
years 1985 through 1989. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader still has over a 
minute of time remaining. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. I 
yield, if I may yield, that to the distin­
guished Senator who already has an 
order. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
COHEN 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Maine is recognized for not to exceed 
16 minutes. 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE 
OFFICE OF FEDERAL PRO­
CUREMENT POLICY 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I rise 

this morning to bring to the attention 
of my colleagues what I consider to be 
a serious setback for procurement 
reform. 

Last week-4 days before the author­
ization for the Office of Federal Pro­
curement Policy was to expire-the 

Department of Defense prevailed upon 
some to block floor consideration of 
the reauthorizing legislation. The De­
partment's 11th-hour attack against 
the OFPP has succeeded in jeopardiz­
ing the very existence of this worth­
while office. While the OFPP is 
funded for the next 45 days under the 
continuing resolution, its authoriza­
tion has now expired, and it may be 
closed for good if the Department has 
its way. 

Most of my colleagues are probably 
unfamiliar with the OFPP and the 
crucial role it plays in promoting re­
forms in the way our Government pur­
chases goods and services. The OFPP 
is a small office of only 40 people with 
a budget of $2.5 million and part of 
the Executive Office of the President, 
the OFPP was established by Congress 
in 1974 to provide overall direction of 
Federal procurement policy. It serves 
as a link among the private sector, the 
Congress, and the executive branch in 
the continuing effort to improve Fed­
eral contracting procedures. 

Why has the Department of Defense 
aimed its guns at this small office? Be­
cause the Department believes that it 
should be strictly accountable for its 
procurement policies. 

In its own estimation, DOD's record 
is "ninety-nine and forty-four one­
hundredths percent pure," and there­
fore, it has no need to abide by any 
Government-wide procurement re­
forms. According to more objective 
sources, however, there is much room 
for improvement. 

Recent horror stories on DOD spare 
parts procurement-in which a 4-cent 
diode cost $110 and a 12-foot measur­
ing tape cost · $430-exemplify this 
point. Many small businesses are will­
ing and able to bid on spare parts for 
major DOD systems, but are precluded 
from doing so by the DOD's noncom­
petitive procurement practices. 

Despite the statutory requirement 
that agenci~s promote the use of full 
and free competition in the procure­
ment of goods and services, sole-source 
contracting is the rule at DOD, not ex­
ception. In fiscal 1982, DOD awarded 
more than 60 percent of its contract 
dollars noncompetitively. 

DOD's justification for going sole­
source in a majority of these contract 
awards was simply that "competition 
is impracticable." Oftentimes DOD's 
need to award a contract by the end of 
the fiscal year becomes the motivation 
behind unnecessarily restrictive speci­
fications that subsequently render 
competition impracticable. 

This apparently was the case during 
the last day of this fiscal year when 
the Defense Department awarded 234 
contracts-worth a remarkable $4.2 
billion. This classic example of hurry­
up spending, in which agencies rush to 
spend all their available funds at the 
end of the fiscal year for fear of not 
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receiving full funding the next year, 
represented the largest single-day de­
fense expenditure since American 
fighting in Vietnam was ended. It is 
my understanding that the majority 
of these contracts were awarded once 
again noncompetitively. 

The OFPP has tried to curb wasteful 
year-end spending. In 1981, the Office 
issued a policy directive outlining spe­
cific steps for all agencies to take to 
prevent hurry-up spending. The direc­
tive included several recommendations 
made by the Governmental Affairs 
Oversight Subcommittee as a result of 
its extensive hearings on unnecessary 
year-end buying. Evidently, the De­
partment of Defense has chosen to 
ignore OFPP's directive. 

This is not the first time that DOD 
has failed to comply with a Govern­
ment-wide directive. In fact, the De­
partment of Defense has repeatedly 
tried to sabotage the OFPP's procure­
ment reform efforts. It is no secret 
that the DOD fought the creation of 
the Office in 1974, tried unsuccessfully 
to persuade the administration to 
abandon the reauthorization this year, 
and will always oppose the existence 
of a central procurement policy office 
committed to reform. 

What makes this battle of the OFPP 
and the Pentagon significant is the po­
tential savings at stake. The Federal 
Government spent more than half of 
its discretionary budget last fiscal year 
on the direct purchase of goods and 
services from the private sector. I am 
convinced that significant economies 
can be realized through the effective 
implementation of procurement re­
forms, particularly in the DOD, which 
comprises approximately 80 percent of 
the Federal procurement budget. The 
Congressional Budget Office found, 
for example, that the increased use of 
competition in contracting would save 
over $2 billion annually. 

Without a strong OFPP to serve as a 
catalyst for procurement reform, how­
ever, these savings will never be real­
ized. The individual procuring agen­
cies have not been, and cannot be ex­
pected to be, a meaningful source of 
procurement reform. Their energies 
must of necessity be channeled to 
make procurement decisions on a day­
to-day basis. In contrast, the OFPP 
has a Government-wide perspective, 
insulated from parochial interests. 
The OFPP is able to synthesize the in­
terests of all the individual procure­
ment agencies, the Congress, and the 
vendor community. 

Given DOD's resistance, however, 
procurement reform has proved to be 
tantamount to the task facing Sisy­
phus as he pushed the rock uphill, 
never to reach the top. The late Sena­
tor Scoop Jackson, whose knowledge 
of the Department of Defense was un­
surpassed, had the perseverance in the 
1960's to battle the Department and at 
least get the stone rolling. Senator 

Jackson was the author of the legisla­
tion establishing the Commission on 
Government Procurement, which first 
recommended the creation of a central 
procurement policy office. 

The Commission based its recom­
mendation on the rationale that "ef­
fective management of the procure­
ment process requires a high degree of 
direction and control of basic policy." 

The Commission saw an urgent need 
for a central policy office-independ­
ent of any agency having procurement 
responsibility, empowered with direc­
tive rather than merely advisory au­
thority, responsive to Congress, and 
consisting of a small, highly compe­
tent cadre of seasoned procurement 
experts. 

Senator Jackson supported the Com­
mission's work, stating: 

The time has come for a close, hard look 
at the statutes, regulations, procedures, and 
practices governing Federal procurement. 
There are loopholes in the laws, inconsisten­
cies in the regulations, conflicts in the pro­
cedures, and variations in the practices. The 
mountain of procurement paperwork grows 
taller, the maze of procedures more compli­
cated with each passing day. 

Unfortunately, Senator Jackson's 
statement still rings true. The need for 
reform is today even greater than 
when he made his statement years 
ago. During the past decade, the dollar 
value of Government contracts has 
nearly tripled to $160 billion, and 
more than 130,000 Federal employees 
are now involved in the procurement 
process. The magnitude and budgetary 
significance of Federal contracting, 
plus the lack of progress in reforming 
the system, mandate the existence of a 
strong procurement policy office. 

The legislation that I have intro­
duced would not only reauthorize the 
OFPP, but strengthen the Office by 
restoring its regulatory authority over 
Government-wide procurement poli­
cies. Without regulatory authority, 
the Administrator is not considered a 
credible actor in the formulation of 
Government-wide policy. Lester 
Fettig, a former OFPP Administrator, 
testified during the Oversight Sub­
committee's April hearing why this 
authority is needed. He said: 

Without that directive authority in stat­
ute behind the Administrator, even the 
most mundane chores are difficult. Effec­
tively spearheading a particular reform 
simply could not be done without it. Why? 
Because there would be no clout, no threat, 
that OFPP could do anything but accede to 
the lowest common denominator of agency 
recalcitrance. The Administrator's kit of bu­
reaucratic tools, in the end, would be devoid 
of any wrench big enough to give him or her 
the necessary leverage. 

Let me be clear on what "regulatory 
authority" means. If DOD, NASA, and 
GSA are successful in maintaining the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation, 
OFPP's regulatory authority would 
not be used. It would remain a club in 
the closet, only to be brought out 

when there is conflict between the reg­
ulation-writing agencies, or as is more 
common, when agencies refuse to take 
action on a procurement reform. If, 
however, the agencies fail to agree or 
act on a Government-wide procure­
ment issue, the OFPP could issue the 
regulation. 

Uniformity in Federal procurement 
procedures is a highly desirable goal. 
While some agency-specific regula­
tions will always be necessary, basic 
contracting procedures should not 
vary widely from agency to agency. 
For a small contractor trying to do 
business with the Federal Government 
the bewildering maze of procurement 
regulations is the major obstacle. The 
new FAR system <Federal Acquisition 
Regulation) is a giant leap forward in 
simplifying, streamlining, and consoli­
dating procurement regulations. But, 
as the General Accounting Office 
points out, regulatory authority for 
the OFPP is necessary to prevent the 
FAR from crumbling. 

The Department of Defense has 
raised the specter of an OFPP wildly 
out of control, issuing regulations that 
would jeopardize our national security. 
This argument ignores the facts and 
the safeguards contained in my bill. 

The OFPP is not an independent 
regulatory agency that can issue regu­
lations at will. It is part of the Execu­
tive Office of the President; its Admin­
istrator is appointed by the President, 
confirmed by the Senate, and answers 
to the Director of the Office of Man­
agement and Budget as well as to the 
President and Congress. 

It is a small office that relies heavily 
on interagency task forces-frequently 
staffed by DOD officials-to develop a 
consensus on Federal procurement 
policies. 

It cannot interfere with any procure­
ment regulation which the Depart­
ment of Defense determines is neces­
sary because of its unique needs. The 
OFPP's role is limited to regulations 
which are Government-wide in appli­
cation. 

It cannot interfere with any agency's 
decision on a specific contract. The 
Office could not dictate to the Depart­
ment of Defense which paper clip or 
weapon system it should purchase. 

My legislation contains another safe­
guard against the OFPP abusing its 
regulatory power. The bill requires the 
OFPP to submit any major policy or 
regulation to the Senate Governmen­
tal Affairs Committee and the House 
Government Operations Committee 30 
days prior to its effective date. I have 
offered to broaden this reporting lan­
guage to permit the Senate and House 
Armed Services Committee to also 
review proposed OFPP regulations. 
This mechanism would permit Con­
gress to block any ill-conceived Gov­
ernment-wide regulation before it 
went into effect. 
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Despite these safeguards against 

abuse, the Defense Department still 
opposes the restoration of regulatory 
authority and has gone to great 
lengths to kill the bill. I have even 
been advised that DOD officials have 
told defense contractors that support­
ing regulatory authority for the OFPP 
would jeopardize their future relation­
ship with the Department. The DOD's 
attempts to torpedo this legislation 
represent one of the most pernicious 
subversions of the legislative process 
that I have ever encountered. If OFPP 
is killed, I intend to lay its corpse at 
the Department of Defense, whose 
shortsighted turf battles have contin­
ually impeded efforts to reform the 
procurement process. 

The reauthorization of the OFPP, 
with regulatory authority, enjoys 
widespread support. S. 1001 was re­
ported unanimously by the Govern­
mental Affairs Committee, and is co­
sponsored by Senators ROTH, CHILES, 
DANFORTH, LEviN, BINGAMAN, and 
SASSER. The bill has been strongly en­
dorsed by the General Accounting 
Office, the U.S. Chamber of Com­
merce, the American Bar Association, 
the three former Administrators of 
the OFPP, former members of the 
Commission on Government Procure­
ment, and several contracting associa­
tions. 

I ask unanimous consent that letters 
from these organizations and persons 
be included in the RECORD following 
my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. <See ex­
hibit 1.) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I hope 
that my colleagues will support pro­
curement reform by backing the 
OFPP reauthorization. I am pleased to 
yield at this point in time to a leader . 
in the procurement reform effort, Sen­
ator CHILES, of Florida. 

EXHIBIT 1 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C., September 30, 1983. 

Hon. WILLIAM S. CoHEN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight of 

Government Management, Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to ex­
press our support for the continued authori­
zation of the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy. 

We at the General Accounting Office 
have made many reviews of the Govern­
ment 's procurement activities and have 
worked closely with OFPP since it was es­
tablished. From our experience and perspec­
tive, we feel that OFPP has made signifi­
cant progress in improving the Govern­
ment's procurement processes. It would be 
unfortunate for the Office to expire just 
when its efforts hold considerable promise 
for yet further improvements. 

I know you have been supportive of the 
OFPP and I hope you will continue to lend 
this strong support to the continued author­
ization of the OFPP. Letters similar to this 

have been provided to other interested 
Members of Congress. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES A. BOWSHER, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, 
October 4, 1983. 

Hon. WILLIAM S. CoHEN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight of 

Government Management, Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the 
American Bar Association, I am writing to 
express strong support for S. 1001, legisla­
tion to extend the Office of Federal Pro­
curement Policy <OFPP> for an additional 5 
years. 

S. 1001 restores to the OFPP essential 
statutory functions in the establishment of 
policies, regulations, procedures, and forms 
that conform to and enhance good procure­
ment practices by all agencies of the Execu­
tive Branch. We believe the restoration of 
OFPP's regulatory authority is an impor­
tant step in the continuing efforts to im­
prove the federal procurement process. 

The ABA endorsed the establishment of 
OFPP by Congress in 1974. We testified ear­
lier this year in support of S. 1001, as did 
the General Accounting Office and most 
witnesses representing organizations that do 
contract business with the government. 
ABA believes the OFPP is a valuable and 
needed asset in the continuing effort to 
reform and improve the federal procure­
ment process. 

We are hopeful that after extensive hear­
ings by the Oversight of Government Man­
agement Subcommittee of the Governmen­
tal Affairs Committee, and the issuance of a 
favorable report by the full Committee <No. 
98-214>. S. 1001 can be placed on the agenda 
for prompt Senate action. It is particularly 
important that the Senate act on this bill in 
order to assure there is a focal point for ad­
dressing procurement reforms. The House 
already has passed a similar bill, H.R. 2293. 

Prompt action by the Senate, and resolu­
tion of the differences between the two 
bills, will provide needed assurance of Con­
gress' commitment to simplifying the feder­
al procurement system and increasing the 
use of competitive procurement procedures. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. EVANS. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D.C., October 3, 1983. 
Hon. WILLIAM S. CoHEN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight of 

Government Management, Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the 
U.S. Chamber, which is composed of more 
than 207,000 members, I am writing to ex­
press support for S. 1001, "Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act Amendments of 
1983." This legislation would reauthorize, 
for five years, the Office of Federal Pro­
curement Policy <OFPP>. which has played 
a vital role in improving procurement. Fur­
ther, it has served as a single contact point 
for the business community on procurement 
issues within the Executive branch. 

The chamber is the largest federation of 
business and professional organizations in 
the world, and is the principal spokesman 
for the American business community. More 
than 90 percent of the Chamber's members 
are small business firms having fewer than 

100 employees. Yet, virtually all the na­
tion's largest industrial and business con­
cerns are also members. We are particularly 
cognizant of the problems of small business­
es, as well as issues facing the entire busi­
ness community. 

We strongly endorse reinstating the regu­
latory authority of OFPP as provided in sec­
tion 5 of S. 1001. This would enhance 
OFPP's ability to lead the various govern­
ment agencies in developing procurement 
policy. 

In 1969, Congress created the Commission 
on Government Procurement to study all 
aspects of procurement by the federal gov­
ernment, and to make recommendations for 
increasing economy, effectiveness and effi­
ciency in the procurement of goods and 
services. This Commission submitted its 
final report in 1972, recommending that an 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy be es­
tablished to provide uniform direction for 
procurement by all federal agencies. In re­
sponse to this recommendation, Congress 
passed the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Act <P.L. 93-400) in 1974, establishing 
OFPP in the Office of Management and 
Budget. OFPP was reauthorized for four 
years in 1979 and has continued to seek im­
provements in the federal procurement 
process. 

OFPP has served as a focal point for the 
development of procurement policy, and as 
the motivating force for development of a 
uniform Federal Acquisition Regulation 
<FAR>. issued recently. FAR will provide, 
for the first time, a uniform system of pro­
curement regulations for all agencies, which 
will be supplemented only with essential ad­
ditional agency provisions. It is, therefore, 
particularly imperative that OFPP be reau­
thorized and that its regulatory authority 
be restored. 

Thank you for your consideration of our 
views. 

Cordially, 
HILTON DAVIS. 

AMERICAN ELECTRONICS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., October 5, 1983. 

Hon. WILLIAM S. COHEN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight of 

Government Management, Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The American Elec­
tronics Association strongly endorses S. 
1001 as reported by the Senate Governmen­
tal Affairs Committee, and its House coun­
terpart measure, H.R. 2293. In particular, 
AEA believes that it is essential that the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
<OFPP> be given regulatory authority to im­
plement government-wide procurement 
policy and to resolve inter-agency disputes. 

AEA represents over 2,300 member compa­
nies nationwide, and over 450 financial, 
legal and accounting organizations which 
participate as associate members. AEA en­
compasses all segments of the electronics in­
dustry, including manufacturers and suppli­
ers of computers and peripherals, semicon­
ductors and other components, telecom­
munications equipment, defense systems 
and products, instruments, software, re­
search, and office systems. The AEA mem­
bership includes companies of all sizes from 
"startups" to the largest companies in the 
industry, but the largest number (80%> are 
small companies employing fewer than 200 
employees. Together, our members account 
for 63 percent of the worldwide sales of the 
U.S. based electronics industry. 
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As you are aware, President Reagan 

signed Executive Order 12352 on March 17, 
1982 to provide a uniform, more efficient 
procurement system government-wide. 
Among the directives included in that Exec­
utive Order was a provision "to provide 
broad policy guidance and overall leader­
ship" to the OFPP. Since the issuance of 
the Federal Acquisition Regulations <FAR>, 
it is more important than ever that the need 
for such leadership and guidance be recog­
nized. Further, it is essential that this lead­
ership be centralized and apply to all feder­
al agencies. In other words, OFPP already is 
established with the mandate to oversee 
government-wide procurement policy. It 
now needs the authority to ensure imple­
mentation of such policy. 

The Department of Defense maintains 
that providing regulatory authority to 
OFPP infringes on its independence. It also 
maintains that it can conduct its own pro­
curement reforms without the need for out­
side oversight. However, as the House Gov­
ernment Operations Committee notes in its 
report on H.R. 2293, "the Department has 
little to show for its efforts and has proved 
incapable of reforming its own procurement 
activities." That report goes on to state that 
the Council on Economic Priorities cited the 
Pentagon for "fail[ingl to correct the most 
persistent causes of cost growth: lack of 
competition in contract awards; contracting 
practices that reward cost maximization; si­
multaneous design and manufacture, or 
'concurrency'; disorganized program man­
agement and decision-making ... " 

OFPP initially had regulatory authority 
under its original 1974 authorization. This 
authority was taken away, largely as a 
result of efforts by the Pentagon. AEA be­
lieves that OFPP's regulatory authority 
should be reinstated, especially since the is­
suance of the FAR. Without authority to 
ensure implementation of government-wide 
procurement policies and to resolve differ­
ences among government agencies, OFPP 
could issue all the high-minded policies it 
wants. But it would only be blowing smoke. 

The Office of Management and Budget 
itself has tacitly recognized this paradox 
when it resorted to using the regulatory au­
thority vested in the Office of Information 
and Regulatory Affairs <OIRA> in ensuring 
the issuance of the FAR. 

In conclusion, there is no reason to believe 
that the nature of OFPP's activities would 
change if its regulatory authority were rein­
stated. It is and should be only capable of is­
suing general guidance. This is what it did 
from 1974 until 1979, when its regulatory 
authority was taken away. However, with­
out providing OFPP with regulatory author­
ity, there is no reason to believe that the 
FAR or ·any other government-wide procure­
ment policy will be able to be is anything 
but a meaningless paper exercise. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH C. 0. HAGERTY, 

Vice President, Government Operations. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL 
OF TECHNICAL SERVICE INDUSTRIES, 

Washington, D. C., October 3, 1983. 
Hon. WILLIAM S. CoHEN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight of 

Government Management, Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The National Coun­
cil of Technical Service Industries <NCTSI> 
appreciates your efforts to improve procure­
ment practices of the Government, and sup­
ports your bill, S. 1001, on the reauthoriza-
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tion of the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy <OFPP>. The OFPP offers a forum in 
which the issues of Federal procurement 
can be addressed and a point of responsibil­
ity within the Government where procure­
ment problems receive a knowledgeable 
hearing. While the performance of OFPP 
over the past nine years can best be de­
scribed as mixed, and certainly not favor­
able from the viewpoint of the private 
sector, we need it as the sole Federal office 
concerned with procurement. 

The regulatory authority which OFPP 
had during the period 1974-1979 certainly 
needs to be reauthorized. This requirement 
is emphasized by the general disregard Ex­
ecutive agencies have shown for the Office 
of Management and Budget <OMB> Circular 
A-76 requirement to prepare a detailed 
schedule for the review of each commercial 
and industrial activity and to conduct such 
reviews within three years. Although the 
Defense Department and the National Oce­
anic and Atmospheric Administration have 
conducted some reviews, no agency is even 
close to compliance. 

You are also to be commended for your re­
quest to the Controller General to look into 
the progress on procurement reform under 
Executive Order 12352. The same general 
disregard has been shown for this Order as 
for OMB Circular A-76. While regulatory 
authority for OFPP theoretically may not 
be needed to insure implementation of OMB 
Circular A-76 and E.O. 12352, the record of 
compliance to date suggests such authority 
is needed. 

Overseeing the procurement of commer­
cial goods and services is a Governmental 
function which requires great skill and man­
agerial ability. The proposed Federal Pro­
curement System and revised Federal Acqui­
sition Regulations require the OFPP for 
successful implementation. 

Your bill, S. 1001, is needed. We support 
you and wish you success in getting it 
passed. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE A. DAOUST, Jr., 

Executive Director. 

CORPORATIONS CURRENTLY MEMBERS OF THE 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF TECHNICAL SERVICE 
INDUSTRIES 
ARA Services, Inc. 
Boeing Computer Services Company. 
Boeing Services International, Inc. 
Burns & Roe Services Corporation. 
Calculon Corporation. 
Cerberonics, Inc. 
Chemfix Technologies, Inc. 
Computer Sciences Corporation. 
Comsis Corporation. 
Control Data Corporation. 
Federal Electric Corporation-A Subsidi­

ary of International Telephone and Tele­
graph Corporation. 

Hughes Aircraft Company. 
Kentron International, Inc. 
Lear Siegler, Inc. 
Lockheed Corporation. 
Northrop Services, Inc. 
Northrop Worldwide Services, Inc. 
Raytheon Service Company-A Subsidiary 

of Raytheon Corporation. 
RCA Service Company-A Division of 

RCA. 
Rural Metro Fire, Inc. 
United Information Services, Inc. 
Vinnell Corporation. 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES COUNCIL, 
Washington, D.C., October 3, 1983. 

To: Members of the U.S. Senate. 
From: Virginia Littlejohn, Executive Direc­

tor. 
Subject: Reauthorization of the Office of 

Federal Procurement Policy <OFPP>. 
The Professional Services Council is a 

trade association of professional and techni­
cal services firms and associations, repre­
senting small and large businesses, with a 
common interest in improving the Federal 
government's methods of procuring profes­
sional services. 

PSC strongly endorses S. 1001, reauthoriz­
ing the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy <OFPP), as well as reinstating its reg­
ulatory authority as provided in Section V 
of S. 1001. 

A meaningful OFPP will serve as a focal 
point for the development of procurement 
policy and play a vital role in simplifying 
and improving federal procurement policy. 

We urge your support and assistance on 
the reauthorization of OFPP. Thank you. 

THE INTERNATIONAL 
COMMUNICATIONS 

INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION, 
Fairfax, Va., October 4, 1983. 

Hon. WILLIAM S. CoHEN, 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, Chair­

man, Subcommittee on Oversight of 
Government Management, Hart Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN COHEN: On behalf of the 
International Communications Industries 
Association, I am pleased to convey to the 
Senate our support for S. 1001 as reported 
<Senate Report 98- 214, September 1, 1983). 

We have dealt with the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy since it was created and 
we continue to feel that the OFPP serves a 
useful public purpose and should not be 
abolished or diminished in any way. 

As the National Audio-Visual Association, 
we supported the creation of OFPP in the 
early 1970's. It was our view at that time 
that General Services Administration and 
the Department of Defense operated far too 
independently making it difficult for compa­
nies selling identical products and services 
through two different procurement systems. 
While progress has been made by OFPP, 
there still remains much to be done. 

Prior to OFPP, there was no point in the 
Executive Branch beyond those two agen­
cies where outside organizations such as 
ours could bring issues to a focus and find 
resolution of public policy problems. Usual­
ly, we were forced to take our problems to 
Congress. 

It is difficult to imagine the Office of 
Management and Budget containing the 
word "Management" in its title without 
clear regulatory authority in the multi-bil­
lion dollar procurement policy area. S. 1001, 
as reported, provides the correct measure of 
regulation and management authority for 
OFPP. 

Therefore, we strongly recommend that 
the Senate adoptS. 1001. We feel confident 
that in doing so the Senate will be assuring 
itself that most procurement policy differ­
ences among agencies are ironed out before 
these problems are referred to Congress. 

We appreciate your leadership on S. 1001 
and we look forward to seeing this bill, with 
regulatory authority for OFPP, passed by 
the Senate in the near future. 

Warmest regards. 
Sincerely, 

KENTON PATTIE, 
Senior Staff Vice President. 
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COMPUTER AND 

BUSINESS EQUIPMENT 
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, 

Washington. D. C .• October 5, 1983. 
Hon. WILLIAMS. COHEN, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR COHEN: The Computer and 
Business Equipment Manufacturers Associa­
tion <CBEMA> would like to re-state its sup­
port for your legislation, S. 1001, to reau­
thorize the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy. 

We feel that the reauthorization of OFPP 
is a matter of great importance to the Gov­
ernment's procurement process. CBEMA 
has for some time actively supported OFPP. 
In addition to responding to your letter 
dated April 7, 1983, we presented a state­
ment in support of reauthorization before 
the Senate Subcommittee on Federal 
Spending Practices and Open Government 
on March 9, 1979, and provided detailed 
comments to OFPP's Proposal for a Uni­
form Federal Procurement System submit­
ted by OFPP to the Congress on December 
9, 1981. 

In our letter to you dated April 22, 1983 
we stated that we were in support of the re­
authorization of OFPP for an additional 
five years. We arrived at that number be­
cause we firmly believe that at least five 
years is necessary to implement and main­
tain any well conceived changes to the pro­
curement process. Additionally, we stated in 
our letter than we believe it is necessary 
that OFPP be given directive authority. We 
maintain that the office should be granted 
strong positive authority. However. you will 
recall that the issue of directive vs. regula­
tory authority was addressed and clarified 
by you and Senator Chiles during your 
hearings on April 27, 1983. During that ex­
change, it was decided that by the use of 
the term directive authority, what is essen­
tially desired is regulatory authority. For 
the record, we would like to join you in 
strongly recommending that OFPP be 
granted regulatory authority. 

The need for OFPP to have regulatory au­
thority is clear. OFPP has been unable to 
successfully propose a single statute uni­
form procurement system, implement a 
single set of Federal Acquisition Regula­
tions, and it was unable to maintain fixed 
timeframes in revising and publishing the 
FARs. Because of this lack of strong author­
ity Federal procurement management has 
become indecisive and fragmented. There is 
an obvious need for a strong procurement 
office which is what OFPP was intended to 
be. 

CBEMA appreciates your efforts to im­
prove the Federal procurement system. If 
we can be of any additional assistance 
please feel free to call upon us. 

Very truly yours, 
VICO E. HENRIQUES, 

President. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
PHOTOGRAPHIC MANUFACTURERS, INC., 

Harrison, N.Y., October 5, 1983. 
Hon. WILLIAM S. CoHEN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight of 

Government Management, Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CoHEN: The National Asso­
ciation of Photographic Manufacturers 
<NAPM> is a voluntary association com­
posed of companies engaged in manufactur­
ing photographic products. Membership in 

the Association is open to both domestic 
and nondomestic manufacturers. Shipments 
by domestic NAPM member companies ac­
count for over 90 percent of all photograph­
ic products manufactured in this country on 
a dollar basis and represents a broad cross 
section of the products of the photographic 
industry. 

While the majority of photographic prod­
ucts are sold into the private sector, a large 
number of agencies of the Federal govern­
ment purchase a wide variety of photo­
graphic equipment, sensitized materials and 
chemicals that are manufactured by our 
member companies. It is because of this gov­
ernment procurement activity that we are 
writing you in support of S. 1001, which, if 
enacted, would reauthorize the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy <OFPP>. 

Our support for this legislation which you 
sponsored is based upon several factors, not 
the least of which is an assessment of the 
past performance of OFPP in providing 
overall direction of procurement policies 
and procedures by government agencies. It 
is our opinion that, in this regard, OFPP 
has proven its value many times over in 
eliminating confusion and reducing vari­
ations between agencies to the mutual bene­
fit of the government and private industry. 

With the current emphasis on maximizing 
the return on government spending and 
with government procurement activity 
measured in billions of dollars, it appears to 
us that the reauthorization of OFPP would 
well prove to be an investment worth many 
times its relatively small budget. 

We also believe that it only makes good 
sense that there be an independent group 
within the Office of Management and 
Budget with a charter directed at coordinat­
ing and improving the economy. efficiency 
and effectiveness of the procurement 
processess by providing this overall direc­
tion in the form of policies and regulations 
to the various agencies as they establish 
their procurement policies. In this regard, 
we believe it is important that OFPP have 
regulatory authority as was the case prior 
to 1979. 

We strongly support your efforts and ap­
preciate the opportunity to express our 
views in that regard. We would be pleased to 
elaborate should you deem it desirable. 

Sincerely, 
JOSEPH T. MORRIS, 

Executive Vice PresidenL 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
CHILES 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, the Senator from Flori­
da may speak out of sequence. 

Under the previous order, the Sena­
tor from Florida is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

REAUTHORIZATION OF 
OFFICE OF FEDERAL 
CUREMENT POLICY 

THE 
PRO-

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I want 
to join with Senator CoHEN in his re­
marks on S. 1001, the Office of Feder­
al Procurement Policy's reauthoriza­
tion. 

The Senator has made two basic sets 
of points. First, he brought to the Sen­
ate's attention that a duly considered 
and reported bill by the Committee on 

Governmental Affairs has been 
blocked from consideration on the 
Senate floor by the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, who was 
prevailed upon by the Defense Depart­
ment. That came 4 days before the ex­
isting authorization expired. 

It is a procedural observation that 
the Senator makes which has plenty 
of precedents in this body. Such 
"holds" are not uncommon. I do feel 
compelled to note however, that while 
I have high regard for the sophistica­
tion of the Defense Department's leg­
islative activities, this maneuver was a 
little less than subtle. 

The Senator and the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs have done their 
homework on this bill. I genuinely 
doubt that the Department will bring 
forth any "new" arguments that are 
not already on the record. So, on the 
procedural point, I want to express my 
view and appeal to my colleagues that 
this bill is entitled to consideration by 
the full Senate. There are Senators ca­
pable of speaking on either their own 
initiative or on behalf of the Defense 
Department, that may want to offer 
amendments or vote in opposition. 
That is fair. But the Senator from 
Maine is entitled to have his bill con­
sidered here in the Capitol, not killed 
across the river in the Pentagon. 

Second, the Senator discussed the 
merits of the Office of Federal Pro­
curement policy. Why should that 
small White House shop next to the 
President be reauthorized? 

Let me add some historical perspec­
tive to help clarify the substantive 
issue about which the Defense Depart­
ment is so concerned. I can assure my 
colleagues that reauthorization of a 
strong OFPP does not present a threat 
to our national security. The head of 
the Office is appointed by the Presi­
dent, confirmed by the Senate, and is 
housed with the Director of OMB. 
Failure to reauthorize OFPP however, 
does preclude an opportunity to bring 
about Government-wide management 
savings in what is now some $160 bil­
lion a year the Government spends 
buying goods and services. Every 1 per­
cent that is over a billion and a half 
dollars-! believe you are talking 
about a potential 5- to 10-percent 
range of savings with a strong, viable 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy. 

Back in 1974, I sponsored the legisla­
tion which originally created OFPP. 
The idea for a small but strong central 
manager for what was then a $60 bil­
lion procurement policy ball game 
grew out of a recommendation from 
the Federal Procurement Commission. 
The Commission was created by a law 
in 1969 which was sponsored here in 
the Senate by Scoop Jackson. 

The Procurement Commission con­
cluded in 1972 that there was a need 
to raise the visibility of the procure­
ment function both within agencies 
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and in the White House, or the prob­
lems associated with different procure­
ment practices, duplicative regula­
tions, and each agency going its own 
way would get worse and more expen­
sive. The regulatory and paperwork 
maze facing the business person who 
wanted to do business with the Gov­
ernment was wasteful and worked to 
discourage competition and small busi­
ness participation. 

The OFPP was put next to the 
budget process in OMB and given reg­
ulatory authority by Congress so it 
could excerise clout and resolve the 
turf wars that inevitably occur in large 
bureaucracies. You are going to have 
disputes between Defense and Labor, 
on such things as labor surplus and 
Davis-Bacon interpretations, between 
Defense and the Small Business Ad­
ministration on small business partici­
pation, between Commerce and De­
fense on such things as patent law in­
terpretations. I should add other agen­
cies are not fond of OFPP either for 
similar reasons. But what often hap­
pens in these policy battles is that 
nobody makes a decision. A wasteful 
vacuum is created. Everybody keeps 
going their own way. That is why the 
Congress gave OFPP regulatory au­
thority in 1974. The idea was to get 
these bureaucratic fights resolved, or, 
alternatively, raise their visibility so 
they could be focused upon by the 
Congress and/or the President. 

I sponsored the 1979 reauthorization 
of OFPP as well. Then the House view 
that regulatory authority was not 
needed prevailed. Thereafter, OFPP 
was basically ignored by the agencies 
and was not able to accomplish a more 
limited mission of developing an exec­
utive branch consensus for a uniform 
procurement statute proposal to Con­
gress. 

That experience was persuasive. 
Without the regulatory authority, 
OFPP is not a credible interagency co­
ordinator. This year the House has 
passed a companion reauthorization 
bill and regulatory authority is in it. It 
is in the bill Senator CoHEN has re­
ported. Neither in 1974 nor 1979 did 
the Armed Services Committees of 
either House obtain a referral of this 
legislation. It was not obtained in the 
House this session. 

The Department of Defense opposes 
the regulatory authority. Put simply, 
that is why we have not, as yet, consid­
ered this legislation on the Senate 
floor. They opposed it in 1974; they 
opposed it in 1979; and they tried to 
get the administration to abandon re­
authorization efforts this Congress. 

The reasons on each occasion have 
been very similar. The DOD is going 
to resist OFPP because, among other 
things, OFPP is a congressional crea­
ture that facilitates and encourages 
more congressional oversight. I agree 
with that, even if the oversight comes 
from committees other than Armed 

Services, and I think it is a good thing, 
not a bad. 

It is a little bit like the Inspector 
General Act we passed in 1978. None 
of the agencies wanted an Inspector 
General that had to report to Con­
gress as well as their own Secretary. 
DOD successfully resisted then, and 
they are not very happy with the 
weaker kind of Inspector General they 
have now. But I think what is going on 
over there is helping to focus the Con­
gress attention on where it should be­
not hurting. 

Second, Defense does not like some­
one who might be as close to the Presi­
dent as they are-particularly when 
you get down to the day-to-day Assist­
ant Secretary issues-to be able to 
force a decision and arbitrate. Again, 
OFPP tends to have an overall per­
spective, more like the President's 
than a functional agency perspective. 
When it comes to the issue of whether 
or not what is good for the Govern­
ment as a whole is good for DOD, the 
Department of Defense wants to 
decide that by itself. I believe a system 
that is more likely to give the Presi­
dent and the Congress a role is a 
better idea. The more sunshine to 
these decisions, the better. 

This is an "institutional" point of 
view on the Department's part. 
Deputy Secretary Paul Thayer reflects 
this view today. But were he still pre­
siding at the Chamber of Commerce as 
he was before he enterd the Defense 
Department, he would probably be as 
supportive as that organization is of 
this legislation. Apart from the tax­
payer, it is the businessperson who is 
interested in selling to the Govern­
ment that suffers the most from the 
fragmentation and inconsistency that 
exists in Federal procurement. Keep 
in mind that many do not even bother 
to try to do business with the Govern­
ment. 

When that many do not bother to 
try, there is no competition and that 
means the Government has to pay 
more for its goods and services. 

Mr. President, there is that saying 
"the more things change, the more 
they are the same." That is kind of 
what I feel when you look at the situa­
tion Senator CoHEN and I are trying to 
bring to our colleagues attention 
today. 

I am not interested in knocking the 
Defense Department just for the sake 
of it. But I have experienced this issue 
before and I think the merits are on 
the side of reauthorizing a strong 
OFPP. I think, too, we should recog­
nize the Department's agenda, and not 
let it deter us from considering this 
legislation before the full Senate on 
the floor. 

Thank you. 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Will the Sena­

tor yield? 
Mr. CHILES. I yield. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. If the Senator 
has finished that subject, would he 
yield to me the time he has remaining 
on his special order? 

Mr. CHILES. I so yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Kentucky. 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 

already this morning the action by the 
Speaker of the House <Mr. O'NEILL) in 
setting aside for this session of Con­
gress the immigration bill has been re­
ferred to by both the majority leader 
of the Senate and the distinguished 
minority leader <Mr. BYRD). 

Senator BYRD suggested that in view 
of the fact that this body has already 
passed that particular legislation twice 
by substantial margins, and that there 
is a need for immigration reform in 
this country, we ought to seek ways of 
either reenacting that legislation and 
sending it back to the House, or possi­
bly-and I support this endeavor­
finding some House-passed measure 
that is of particular significance and 
adding to it that piece of legislation. 

As one who has for a number of 
years been closely involved in trying to 
develop a reasonable program of immi­
gration reform, I was shocked by the 
arbitrary and ill-advised action of the 
Speaker of the House, and particularly 
some of the statements he made in 
justifying the actions that he took. 

I do not know where he heard the 
phrase that the particular legislation 
under question would "force Hispanics 
to wear a tag around the neck," and 
likening that to the actions of Adolf 
Hitler against the Jews. 

If that ill-informed statement were 
not beneath the dignity of the Speak­
er to utter, it is beneath the dignity of 
this Senator to comment on any fur­
ther, except to say that it does belie a 
total lack of understanding about 
what the bill does and what it is in­
tended to do. 

The Speaker also said that he could 
find no constituency for that particu­
lar bill. 

The Speaker is dead wrong. 
Mr. CHILES. Will the Senator yield 

at that point? 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. I yield. 
Mr. CHILES. The Senator has been 

the leader over many years in trying 
to bring to the attention of the Senate 
and the country the need for an immi­
gration policy. He only continues 
today something that he has been 
doing for many, many years. I share 
his disappointments. I just wanted to 
comment on one point of the constitu­
ency, that there is no constituency for 
the bill. 

The Speaker needs to come to my 
State if he says there is no constituen­
cy for this bill. He does. We welcome 
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him there. He comes to our State 
sometimes. 

I can assure the Speaker, and cer­
tainly the Senator from Kentucky 
knows from his own experience, that 
in Florida, having suffered the rav­
ishes of what happens because of our 
failure to have an immigration policy 
and the hardships and the other prob­
lems that we have suffered, there is a 
constituency that is sort of equal to 
the 10.5 million people who are in our 
State now in the feeling that any sov­
ereign nation needs to have an iiruni­
gration policy and needs to be able to 
decide or elect to decide who comes to 
their State. There is certainly con­
stituency in my State. 

I must say I also believe as the Sena­
tor has said, that we need to find an 
appropriate vehicle to give the House 
a chance to be able to consider this 
bill. I share that sentiment. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I thank the dis­
tinguished Senator from Florida. 

What the Speaker apparently is not 
aware of, is that recently reliable pro­
fessional polling has taken place on 
this issue. The result is that a vast ma­
jority of the Hispanics in this country 
and the blacks in this country support 
the iinmigration reform that would 
control illegal entry into the United 
States and provide sanctions for those 
who knowingly hire illegals. 

It is reasonable that they do, be­
cause they are the ones who are suf­
fering and being disadvantaged be­
cause of unliinited illegal entries into 
the United States. 

What the Speaker said was that he 
was taking this action at the behest of 
the Hispanic Members of the House of 
Representatives. What he has done, 
then, is placate a minority of a minori­
ty, which does not represent the ma­
jority of that particular minority and 
certainly does not represent the other 
minorities that are in this country. 

I find it even more incredible that 
the Speaker admitted that this was 
done as a political maneuver on his 
part. That indicates that he will not 
permit this legislation to come up 
during the entire remainder of this 
Congress, which means not only the 
rest of 1983, but all of 1984. 

Mr. President, I call attention to the 
fact that hundreds of people within 
the Congress-Members of the Senate, 
Members of the House-and represent­
atives of various organizations outside 
the Congress, have worked now for a 
number of years to reach the point of 
developing a reasonable and accepta­
ble piece of legislation to reform our 
iirunigration policies. I think the 
Speaker has done a great disservice to 
all of those people, certainly a great 
disservice to Members of the Senate 
such as Senator SIMPSON of Wyoming, 
the chairman of the Immigration Sub­
committee, who has labored so long 
and so hard on this complex issue, and 
Representative MAZZOLI, with like re-

sponsibilities on the House side. I 
think the Speaker's action is a great 
disservice to the Congress itself, be­
cause it arbitrarily set aside what has 
been so laboriously put together over 
a long period of time. His precipitate 
actions does not take into account the 
foregoing effort and the need for the 
legislation. 

He said it was political. In my judg­
ment, he has done a disservice to the 
Democratic Party, because there is a 
constituency out there that recognizes 
the need for iirunigration reform. Per­
haps most importantly, he has done a 
great disservice to the people of the 
United States of America. 

Less than 2 weeks ago, Mr. Presi­
dent, new figures were in about the ac­
tions of our Immigration Service along 
our borders and already this year, a 
recordbreaking 1 million apprehen­
sions have been made of illegals 
coming across the border. We all know 
that, historically, there is about one 
apprehension for each two or three 
that come through, so I think we can 
generally agree that probably already 
this year, 2 million illegal aliens have 
come into the United States. The ille-
6al alien problem is growing and grow­
ing at great proportions at a time 
when we have a large number of un­
employed in this country. Now is not 
the time to be backing away from a 
bill that offers at least a partial solu­
tion-none of us thinks it is perfect­
to these particular problems. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that I may have printed in the 
RECORD at this point a letter I have 
sent to the Honorable THOMAS P . 
O'NEILL, Speaker of the House of Rep­
resentatives, asking him to reconsider 
his position, and to the President of 
the United States, relating to this 
matter. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., October 5, 1983. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: At the present time, 
there are press reports that the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives has decided 
not to call up the immigration reform and 
control bill because he believes you intend 
to veto it for political purposes. 

I am greatly disappointed by this action 
and have written to the Speaker asking that 
he reconsider this decision. As a member of 
the Senate who has worked for immigration 
reform since 1975, I believe that this legisla­
tion is urgently needed and of vital impor­
tance to the United States. 

Because of the importance of this legisla­
tion to the nation, I strongly believe that 
partisan politics should be put aside. This is 
why I cooperated with Senator Simpson to 
pass the legislation twice in the Senate. 
Even though I do not completely agree with 
the content of the bill passed by the Senate, 
it is the closest we have come to solving this 
serious problem. Without it we will continue 
to have little or no control of our borders. 

I strongly urge you to express your strong 
support of this legislative effort in order to 
remove any doubt that may exist as to your 
intentions. Without this clear and open sup­
port from you, this vital piece of legislation 
will not be brought before the House. 

Sincerely, 
WALTER D. HUDDLESTON. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., October 5, 1983. 

Hon. THOMAS P. O'NEILL, 
Speaker of the House, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I was extremely disap­
pointed to learn that you have made the de­
cision not to call up the immigration reform 
bill in the House. As a loyal Democrat who 
has worked for immigration reform in the 
Senate for many years, I strongly urge you 
to reconsider this decision. 

I have been actively involved in the immi­
gration issue since 1975 and I can assure you 
that unless we pass the long overdue legisla­
tion it will be minorities, the unemployed, 
and low income individuals who will suffer 
the consequences. It is these people, whom 
the Democratic party also is pledged to rep­
resent who must compete with an ever in­
creasing flow of illegal aliens into the 
United States. 

I agree that the bill is not perfect but it in 
no way represents a danger to the rights of 
minorities, as some representatives of spe­
cial interests allege. I am enclosing a copy of 
a statement and poll which I placed in the 
Congressional Record on August 2, 1983. 
This poll revealed that "substantial majori­
ties of both Hispanics and blacks favor pro­
posals to curb illegal immigration by having 
penalties and fines for employers who hire 
illegal aliens." 

I am also writing to President Reagan 
urging him to make clear his support of the 
bill. If the President wishes to play politics, 
as you suggest he will, with legislation 
which is obviously in the nation's best inter­
est, then it is the President who should and 
will have to bear the burden of doing so. 

Thousands of hours have been devoted to 
the development of this legislation. Distin­
guished members of Congress such as Sena­
tor Simpson and Congressman Mazzoli have 
joined with other fair and unbiased mem­
bers of both parties to draft it. To deny 
them the opportunity to present their work 
to the House does them a great disservice. 

I urge you to let the immigration reform 
bill stand or fall on its own merits and not 
to let a few individuals use it as a way of 
magnifying their own political influence. 

Sincerely, 
WALTER D. HUDDLESTON. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
I yield back the floor. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
PRYOR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Arkansas <Mr. PRYOR) is recognized 
for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the Chair. 

A GOOD JOB WELL DONE 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I want 

to comment briefly on the statements 
of the Senator from Maine <Mr. 
COHEN) and the Senator from Florida 
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<Mr. CHILES) about the reauthoriza­
tion of the Office of Federal Procure­
ment Policy. 

I commend them for their efforts to 
improve the Federal procurement 
system. I wish this morning to pledge 
my support to my colleagues to try to 
move forward with that legislation. 

The Department of Defense should 
not be allowed to veto procurement 
reform that is in the interest of tax­
payers. We in the Congress need to go 
forward and we will, I am sure, have 
the support of people across the coun­
try. 

I would like once again to commend 
these two very valuable colleagues and 
friends, who have been so active in 
this particular arena. 

A PROGRAM THAT WORKED 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, this 

morning, I would like to talk for a few 
minutes about something that is dis­
cussed so seldom on the floor of the 
Senate. I would like to talk about a 
program that works. We hear always 
about programs that do not work. A 
discussion of this program is high­
lighted by the fact that last Friday 
night, the Federal Government's fiscal 
year ended. It is, therefore, an oppor­
tune time to look back at the successes 
and failures we experienced in pro­
grams last year. Unquestionably, one 
of the major achievements of the year 
was the funding and providing of as­
sistance to meet the Nation's emergen­
cy food and shelter needs. 

As my colleagues will recall, the jobs 
bill enacted earlier this year contained 
two provisions totaling $100 million to 
provide emergency food and shelter. 
One of the programs provided for 
grants to the States to be adminis­
tered under the community services 
block grant formula. The other pro­
gram was to be administered by ana­
tional board consisting of the follow­
ing: 

The United Way of America, the 
Salvation Army, the National Confer­
ence of Catholic Charities, the Nation­
al Council of Churches, the Council of 
Jewish Federations, the American Red 
Cross, and the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. In addition, 
there were local boards involved in 
areas designated to receive funds. · 

I want to discuss the second program 
this morning. In my opinion, this pro­
gram was a triumph of voluntarism, a 
success story of public and private­
sector cooperation. 

As one of the principal sponsors of 
this legislation proposal late last year 
and again early this year, I am espe­
cially pleased with its success and I 
commend those who made it possible. 
In the Senate, my colleagues, the dis­
tinguished Senators from Pennsylva­
nia <Mr. SPECTER); from New York 
(Mr. MOYNIHAN); from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN); from New Mexico (Mr. BINGA-

MAN); from Tennessee <Mr. SASSER); 
and especially the distinguished chair­
man of the Appropriations Committee 
<Mr. HATFIELD), worked to secure its 
approval. I also commend the House 
leadership, and especially Representa­
tive WHITTEN, Representative CONTE, 
and Representative BoLAND. 

More important to its success have 
been the board members and the vol­
unteers who have turned legislative 
action into food and shelter for 
hungry, homeless people. The volun­
tary organizations, their staffs, FEMA 
staff, and volunteers in communities 
across the country made this idea a re­
ality. It is truly an inspiring story that 
needs to be told. 

When the program was proposed, 
some questions understandably arose 
such as: How many meals and rooms 
would be provided? Could administra­
tive costs be restrained? Would there 
be widespread fraud or waste? 

The answers are very impressive, Mr. 
President. 

First, some 33 million meals were 
served and more than 2.2 million 
nights of lodging were provided, all 
within 6 months. Those are conserva­
tive estimates and truly remarkable 
achievements. 

Second, administrative costs were 
waived by the national board, board 
organizations, the fiscal agent-the 
United Way of America-and by most 
local boards. United Way estimates 
that it absorbed costs of at least 
$250,000. 

In effect, Mr. President, the adminis­
trative costs of administering some 33 
million meals and providing 2.2 million 
nights of lodging have been almost 
zero. 

The legislation allowed for adminis­
trative costs of 2 percent of $1 million. 
Even if the administrative costs had 
been paid and utilized, they would 
have totaled less than 1 percent. The 
efficiency and hard work donated de­
serve the thanks of the Congress and 
the American public. In short, these 
dollars went for food and shelter, not 
administrative costs. 

In addition, during the time period 
involved, from April to September of 
this year, United Way itself absorbed 
some 6,000 staff hours as well as the 
$250,000 in costs it expended. FEMA 
devoted one full-time staff member to 
the project and absorbed all mailing 
costs involved. The national board ad­
ministering the program held approxi­
mately 20 meetings on voluntary time. 

Other figures resulting from the 
project are equally impressive. For in­
stance, 961 civil jurisdictions received 
awards covering 57 percent of the Na­
tion's unemployed. According to local 
board plans, awards totaling 
$50,790,000-including the $790,000 
earned as interest on the grant 
funds-are making possible the 33 mil­
lion additional meals and 2.2 million 

additional nights of lodging for the 
homeless. 

Mr. President, over the time period 
covered, some 3,600 private voluntary 
organizations received funds. I think 
the speed and efficiency with which 
this disbursal was handled is also im­
pressive. Award notices went out on 
May 9, and the first checks were cut 
on May 27. A month later, some $41 
million had been spent, and by August 
28, all allotments had been completed. 
At a time when bureaucracies are criti­
cized for slow work, this program 
offers a model of responsiveness and 
quick action. 

The board also established a fraud 
alert system to assure that these funds 
were not used improperly. Mr. Presi­
dent, once again, the system worked. 
The small number of problems were 
identified and appropriate action was 
immediately taken. 

One major benefit of the emergency 
food and shelter program is that the 
board concept provided organizations 
an unusual opportunity to work to­
gether. Cooperation was not only pos­
sible, it was encouraged, and it became 
the rule of the day. The success rate 
of these varying and different boards 
is very high, resulting in stronger links 
between social service providers and a 
better review of community needs. 

Another fringe benefit is that the 
program brought together Govern­
ment and private agencies in a way 
that has far-reaching and important 
consequences. The positive alliances 
have already affected communities 
across America outside of food and 
shelter distribution. 

I especially want to commend FEMA 
for its leadership in gathering infor­
mation, reviewing it, calling together 
meetings, and encouraging agreement. 
At the same time, final decisions were 
made at the local level within a loose 
framework of regulations. Allocations 
were all made locally, as they should 
have been, and this has surely 
strengthened the effect of the pro­
gram. 

There are thousands of inspiring sto­
ries of innovative, dedicated work by 
committed local people all across this 
country. One story concerns a pro­
gram in a rural area of the South 
where the local board wanted to use 
some of its funds to equip their bus 
with a generator so that meals could 
be kept on the bus and delivered to 
people all over the county. Since such 
equipment was outside the guidelines, 
a waiver was needed. With a letter 
from the program head and telephone 
meeting of the national board, the 
waiver was granted. This story demon­
strates not only creative ideas at the 
local level, but also the repsonsiveness 
of the national offieials and the abso­
lute absence of redtape. 

Time and again, local Red Cross 
chapters, ministerial associations, food 
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banks, Traveler's Aid societies, veter­
ans' organizations, YWCA and YWCA 
branches, senior citizen organizations, 
community centers and other organi­
zations have stepped forward to serve 
local needs in a local crisis situation. 
This is one more of those great stories 
about our country. 

Mr. President, because of the re­
markable success of this effort and the 
dedication of these participants, I 
intend to introduce a resolution after 
the recess to commend these organiza­
tions which have participated in this 
most successful program. I hope that 
my colleagues will join me in honoring 
these fine organizations and their 
members for a job well done and for 
their unselfish and humanitarian ef­
forts. 

Finally, Mr. President, following the 
recess next week, it is my plan to also 
propose new legislation to meet new 
needs. The emergency situation is not 
over, and the hard, cold winter once 
again lies ahead. This program is not 
meant to be a permanent program. 
None of the participants involved want 
to make it permanent. However, we 
must prepare today for the cold, 
hunger, and loneliness in the coming 
months, and the food and shelter that 
will be needed. I hope that my col­
leagues in the Senate, as well as the 
House, will respond affirmatively. 

Mr. President, in closing, we can be 
proud of these efforts made in the 
past 6 months, and I am very hopeful 
that we will be ready for the continu­
ing challenges that we face. 

It is true, as I have stated before, 
that this program was a triumph of 
voluntarism across our country and it 
is a prime example of the Government 
and private interests working togeth­
er. We hear of those programs that 
fail, of those programs that miss the 
target, where fraud becomes the rule 
rather than the exception, and costs 
of administration consume huge parts 
of those dollars that should be utilized 
for human needs. Mr. President, I 
thought it would be appropriate on 
this occasion to bring to the attention 
of my colleagues a program that works 
and that must continue to work in 
serving these human needs in the 
future. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the names and organizations 
of the national board members be 
printed in the RECORD. These are the 
individuals who gave so unselfishly of 
their time and talents and who would 
be honored in our commendation reso­
lution which will be before the Senate 
hopefully in the coming weeks. 

There being no objection, the list 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

NATIONAL BOARD MEMBERS 
Chair: Dennis Kwiatkowski, Chief, Indi­

vidual Assistance Division, Federal Emer­
gency Management Agency. 

Brother Joseph Berg, Associate Director 
for Special Programs, National Conference 
of Catholic Charities. 

Enso V. Bighinatti, Assistant to the Presi­
dent, American Red Cross. 

Dr. Lisle Carter, Attorney-at-Law, 1660 L 
Street, NW. 

James Hamilton, Director, Washington 
Office, National Council of Churches of 
Christ in the U.S.A. 

Lt. Col. Ernest A. Miller, Director, Nation­
al Public Affairs Office, Salvation Army. 

Mark Talisman, Director, Washington 
ACTION Office, Council of Jewish Federa­
tions. 

Staff: Robert M. Beggan, Senior Vice 
President, United Way of America; Karen 
Keefer, Disaster Program Specialist, Feder­
al Emergency Management Agency. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
LEAHY 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DANFORTH). Under the previous order, 
the Senator from Vermont is recog­
nized for 15 minutes. 

NATIONAL MUSEUM FOR THE 
U.S. ARMY 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, my dis­
tinguished colleague from Virginia 
<Mr. WARNER) and I are introducing a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
support of Congress for the establish­
ment of a National Museum of the 
U.S. Army. 

The U.S. Army, since its creation 
over 200 years ago in the fires of the 
struggle for national independence, 
has made inestimable contributions to 
our national heritage. Its story is the 
story of our Nation, of millions of men 
and women, from every walk of life, 
who have given of themselves in their 
country's name. These individuals de­
serve our highest respect for the sacri­
fices they have made. The heritage 
they have created and inspired should 
be displayed for future generations of 
Americans. 

Yet the U.S. Army is the only 
branch of our Armed Forces which 
does not have its own national histori­
cal museum. Of the leading powers in 
the world today, only the United 
States does not have a museum hous­
ing the records and memorabilia of its 
Army. In the past, a national museum 
was thought unnecessary because of 
the existence of the military halls of 
the Smithsonian Institution and the 
installation museums of the Army 
Museum System. This is no longer 
true. The Smithsonian has acknowl­
edged its inability to devote adequate 
attention to the Army story. Each of 
the Army's installations can tell only a 
part of the whole story. We feel, then, 
that a national facility is required. 

This year in May, a private organiza­
tion, the Army Historical Foundation 
was formed. One of its central objec­
tives is to raise funds for the construc­
tion of a facility to house a National 
Museum of the U.S. Army. Under the 

direction of retired Gen. E. C. Meyer, 
former Army Chief of Staff, the Foun­
dation plans to meet the cost of the 
museum entirely through private do­
nations. These will come primarily 
from veterans organizations. I ask 
unanimous consent that a letter from 
General Meyer describing the pur­
poses of the Army Historical Founda­
tion, and urging adoption of our con­
current resolution of support, be in­
cluded in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

This planned museum will tell the 
story of the U.S. Army in peace and 
war. It will exhibit a selection of arti­
facts and works of art; provide a 
center for the study of the Army; and 
be a forum for the education, edifica­
tion, and inspiration of members of 
the Armed Forces, the public, and 
those who seek knowledge about the 
history of the Army. It will bring to 
the American people a greater aware­
ness of the part this institution has 
played in shaping their heritage. The 
national museum will not compete 
with Army installations museums, du­
plicate their missions, or interfere 
with their programs by removing per­
tinent objects; nor will it cater to a 
special branch, unit, personality, or 
group of the Army. 

The museum will be located in the 
Washington, D.C. area. The proximity 
of the Smithsonian Institution, the 
National Archives, the Library of Con­
gress, and many other museums will 
complement the museum as a serious 
research facility. Additionally, the 
high rate of visitors to the Nation's 
capital will make the museum avail­
able to the domestic and foreign visi­
tor and to the many military person­
nel living in and visiting Washington. 
The projected size of the museum is 
approximately 100,000 square feet. 
This will provide a facility that will be 
able to house a museum, art gallery, 
supporting storage, and administrative 
facilities. 

Mr. President, I am indeed proud to 
introduce this resolution, and I urge 
its speedy adoption as a signal of 
strong congressional support and ap­
proval for the concept of an Army 
museum. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a letter from General Meyer 
describing the purposes of the Foun­
dation be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

ARMY HISTORICAL FOUNDATION, 
Washington, D. C. 

Ron. PATRICK LEAHY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: I wish to express 
the appreciation of the members of the 
Army Historical Foundation for your sup­
port for the idea of a National Museum for 
the United States Army. As you have so visi­
bly indicated by your willingness to sponsor 
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legislation emphasizing congressional sup­
port for the museum, it is an idea whose 
time has come, if not long overdue. In seek­
ing this legislation, it is not the Founda­
tion's desire to seek a commitment to pro­
vide funding but to gain the sense of Con­
gress toward this undertaking as we begin 
our fund raising program. 

As you may know, the Army Historical 
Foundation is a non-stock charitable corpo­
ration the purposes for which include pro­
grams that will promote a deeper under­
standing of the historical contributions of 
the U.S. Army and its members to American 
society. Among several such projects that 
we anticipate undertaking, our premier ac­
tivity is the raising of funds to support the 
building of a National Museum for the 
United States Army. It is our belief that 
this museum will provide a most significant 
monument to that historical contribution. 
The location of the museum in the Nation's 
Capital will place it appropriately along 
with the historical structures that Ameri­
cans view as the heritage of our birth, 
growth, and fruition as a nation. Its attrac­
tion will be significant to all of those who 
have served their country in the United 
States Army and to their friends, neighbors, 
and loved ones. 

As you pursue this legislative effort, if I 
may answer any questions or provide fur­
ther information please contact me. Once 
again your sponsorship of this legislation is 
greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
E. C. MEYER, 

President, Army Historical Foundation. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
that the resolution be appropriately 
referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The text of the concurrent resolu­
tion follows: 

S . CoN. RES. 75 
Whereas, there is no National central re­

pository for the military material culture of 
this Nation which has been forged through 
periods of peace and war by the patriotism, 
sacrifice, and ingenuity of the men and 
women of this Nation who have come from 
all walks of life and from diverse races, reli­
gions, and creeds; and 

Whereas, the establishment of an histori­
cal museum will provide for the preserva­
tion of the spirit and heroism in telling a 
story of the United States Army that ex­
tends from the tragic tolls of the battle­
fields, from the frontiers of science and the 
wilderness, from the development of indus­
try and medicine, and from the conquering 
of man's baser instincts to a negotiation of 
Nature's wrath unleashed; and 

Whereas, the history of the United States 
Army cannot be separated from the history 
of a Nation and the Nation's Senior Service 
stands alone among the Armed Forces of 
the United States in not having a National 
museum to tell its story and among the 
armies of the leading powers of the World 
in not having a museum; and 

Whereas, there is no central point of 
access to the United States Army's heritage 
for both the military and civilian popula­
tions and such access could tell, for the first 
time, the story of the United States Army in 
peace and war as well as be a forum for the 
education, inspiration, and edification of 
those persons seeking knowledge of the 
United States Army; and 

Whereas; a National museum of the Army 
would be a museum not of war but of people 

from diverse parts of the country and di­
verse ethnic backgrounds, colors, and creeds 
who responded, when called to act for their 
Nation in its darkest hours, and who pre­
vailed; and 

Whereas, the National Museum of the 
United States Army would promote an in­
terest in the understanding of the land 
forces of this Nation among the citizenry, 
soldier and civilian, present and future; it is 
hereby 

Resolved by the Senate fthe House of Rep­
resentatives concurring), That it is the 
sense of the Congress that the Congress 
should encourage the historical preserva­
tion of the Nation's material culture and 
provide for the education of its citizens in 
the rich heritage that is theirs by the strug­
gles of their forebears; that the Congress 
should recognize the contributions in both 
peace and war made to this heritage by the 
land service of this Nation; and that the 
Congress should encourage the establish­
ment of the National Museum of the United 
States Army. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Vir­
ginia. The museum will be located in 
his beautiful State, which is my part­
time residence when Congress is in ses­
sion. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, first, I 
inquire as to the parliamentary situa­
tion and the time that could be allo­
cated to me and for a possible further 
comment by the Senator from Ver­
mont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has 12 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I rise to express my 

total support for the resolution intro­
duced today by the Senator from Ver­
mont <Mr. LEAHY), which favors the 
creation of a National Museum of the 
U.S. Army. 

The Nation's senior service is alone 
in not having a national museum. 
With the recently renovated U.S. Navy 
Museum joining the facilities of the 
U.S. Marine Corps Historical Center in 
Washington, and the U.S. Air Force's 
large complex in Dayton, it is only ap­
propriate that the U.S. Army have a 
similar facility. 

While serving as Secretary of the 
Navy, I took an active role in the es­
tablishment of the U.S. Marine Corps 
Museum at the Navy Yard here, where 
also located is a principal repository of 
Navy artifacts in the Navy Museum. 

Not only is such a museum needed 
for those interested in learning more 
about the history of the Army, but it 
is also needed in order to provide for 
the proper storage and exhibition of 
the art collection and historical mate­
rial from the Army's past. 

The estimated $7 million required to 
build the museum, which would be lo­
cated at Fort Myer, Va., would be 
raised from private sources by the 
Army Historical Foundation, a non­
stock charitable corporation founded 
to promote the historical contribu­
tions of the U.S. Army. 

This museum will tell the story of 
the U.S. Army in both times of peace 
and times of war. Through the collec­
tion and exhibition of representative 
examples of military material culture, 
the museum will illustrate and docu­
ment the long, colorful history of the 
Army. 

Although there are various halls in 
the Smithsonian set-aside for military 
history exhibits, they are insufficient 
to tell the entire history of the Army. 
A central national facility would be 
able to provide such a comprehensive 
display. 

It is appropriate to build this new 
museum at Fort Myer, the Army's 
post in Arlington, since it is within 
minutes of some of our Nation's most 
revered monuments, and in centrally 
located for the benefit of the millions 
of tourists who visit the Nation's Cap­
ital each year. 

Mr. President, I urge each of my col­
leagues to support this resolution. The 
U.S. Army has played a major role in 
the development of our Nation, and it 
is only fitting that the Congress indi­
cate its support for such a museum. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Virgin­
ia. I am delighted to have him as a co­
sponsor of this resolution. 

This should not be considered a par­
tisan matter. We have tried to indicate 
the bipartisan nature of it, and we join 
in urging our colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to support this resolution. 

I also point out that a former Secre­
tary of the Navy is supporting the 
museum for the Army; if that does not 
show that this is an idea whose time 
has come, I know of nothing else that 
can. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
thank my distinguished colleague for 
his thoughtful remarks. He has taken 
the leadership in this matter. I urge 
my colleagues to express their appre­
ciation to him for this initiative. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, not to extend 
beyond 12:30 p.m., with statements 
therein limited to 2 minutes each. 

Mr. WARNER. 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. TSONGAS. 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. 
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LATEST REAGAN 

ARMS CONTROL 
ARE PROMISING 

NUCLEAR 
PROPOSALS 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it 
appears possible that the Reagan ad­
ministration has begun to make some 
arms control proposals that-if accept­
ed by the Soviet Union might begin to 
provide some limit on the nuclear 
arms race. The proposals might also 
shift the nuclear arsenals of both su­
perpowers toward less vulnerable and 
therefore less hair trigger and more 
stable systems. The new Reagan ap­
proach has been regarded as a sharp 
departure from past proposals and as 
such has reportedly been opposed by 
chief START negotiator, General 
Rowny, also by Kenneth Adelman, the 
Director of the Arms Control and Dis­
arment Agency. Here is what it would 
do: 

First, it would cut each side's missile 
warheads by about one-third to 5,000, 
plus a formula for reducing the Soviet 
advantage in missile throw-weight or 
mega tonnage; 

Second, it would apply this limit 
across the board so that the Russians 
could maintain a greater number of 
land-based missile warheads, and we 
could maintain a greater number of 
sea and air-based missile warheads, 
provided both sides reduced to 5,000 
warheads overall; 

Third, it would provide a variable 
formula for the so-called build-down 
designed to discourage the hair-trig­
ger, immobile, MIRV'd land-based mis­
siles like the MX and the lion's share 
of Russian missiles. Here is how it 
would accomplish this: 

First, for every new fixed land-based 
missile warhead such as the MX, two 
old warheads would be destroyed; 

Second, submarine-launched missile 
warheads, such as the new D-5 or Tri­
dent 2 missile would be converted on a 
3 to 2 basis; 

Third, mobile land-based missiles 
like the Midgetman would be on a 1-
for-1 basis. 

Mr. President, how useful and con­
structive are these latest proposals? 
Frankly, Mr. President, they can and 
should be improved, but to be fair 
they do represent remarkable 
progress, particularly coming from 
this administration. I have frequently 
attacked the so-called build-down pro­
posal because as originally proposed I 
believe it would result in a definite 
build up. This latest proposal however 
is, indeed, different. Previous propos­
als would have driven both sides to an 
inevitable buildup for two reasons. 
First, the ongoing research programs 
of both superpowers could be counted 
on to keep the technology racing 
ahead to develop ever more devastat­
ing and lethal weapons, so sharply im­
proved that one of the new weapons 
would be far more deadly than two or 
three of the old. Second, with the 
transition to new weapons left to the 

military forces of each superpower to 
act unilaterally within the trade off 
rules, neither superpower would sub­
stitute new weapons unless its military 
were convinced that the single new 
weapon would give a sharply better 
lethal kick than the two new weapons 
that had to be retired. So a buildup 
would be absolutely certain. Now some 
could ask how could the dilution of 
the 2 for 1 build-down idea to a 3 for 2 
for submarine-launched nuclear war­
heads and the further dilution to an 
even-steven 1 for 1 no build-down, for 
mobile midgetman-how could this 
provide less nuclear killing power than 
the original formulation? Is not this 
latest build-down even weaker? No. It 
is not. Why not? Here is why not: The 
new proposal ties the build down into 
the reduction in warheads from rough­
ly 7,500 down to 5,000. Also it would 
begin to put a limit on megatonnage 
and throwweight. If that warhead re­
duction is mandated then the build­
down might, indeed, begin to reduce 
the lethal arsenal on both sides. And 
the incentives for retiring the hair­
trigger land-based, heavily MIRV'd 
missiles and the move toward less vul­
nerable and more stable missiles adds 
an additional constructive dimension. 

We cannot escape the grim fact, 
however, that this nuclear arms con­
trol proposal does not touch on the 
prime threat of a nuclear holocaust. 
These proposals make real progress 
against the relatively unlikely possibil­
ity that a super power nuclear war 
would break out with a planned, pre­
meditated first strike by either super­
power. The suicidal consequences 
make such a first strike unlikely. The 
proposal also makes a beginning 
toward reducing the possibilities of a 
nuclear war beginning from a more 
likely cause-a mistaken early warn­
ing. This is because the proposal 
would move us away from the hair­
trigger launch warning type of weap­
ons like the Russian land-based mis­
siles and our MX. What the proposals 
fail to deal with is the most likely 
starting scenario for a nuclear world 
war which is that with nuclear tech­
nology encouraged to move ahead, 
these proposals would encourage ex­
actly that on both sides, the technolo­
gy will develop nuclear weapons that 
will fit the needs and capacity of many 
countries including such as Libya, 
Syria, Iran, Iraq, South Africa, and 
others. A nuclear war developing any­
where in the world would quickly 
spread and engulf all of us. 

These latest proposals fail to meet 
this problem. To meet it we need two 
emphatic changes in policy. First, vig­
orous pursuit of negotiations to reduce 
the threshold for underground nuclear 
testing from 150 kilotons to a much 
lower figure; and second, a far more 
stringent antinuclear proliferation 
policy. Opposition to nuclear prolifera­
tion is the single area where the 

Soviet Union has pursued a more con­
structive and effective nuclear arms 
control policy than we have. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed in the RECORD, an 
article by Leslie Gelb in yesterday's 
New York Times that provided the 
basis for my statement. 

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

ARMS TALKS: SHIFT BY U.S. NEW OFFER A 
RESPONSE TO CRITICISM AT HOME 

<By Leslie H. Gelb> 
WASHINGTON, Oct. 4.-President Reagan's 

new strategic arms proposal is widely seen 
here as a significant advance toward com­
promise with the Soviet Union, an advance 
that will make arms control policy a more 
difficult target for domestic critics. 

In the proposal, which was formally an­
nounced today, Mr. Reagan met the main 
concerns of an influential group of legisla­
tors and arms specialists by agreeing to re­
design the so-called build-down idea, which 
provides that the deployment of new war­
heads must be accompanied by the destruc­
tion of older ones. 

Under the new proposal, more old war­
heads would be destroyed if a nation de­
ployed fixed, land-based missiles than if it 
deployed sea-based or mobile land-based 
missiles. In that way modernization would 
be channeled toward less vulnerable and 
less threatening mobile systems. 

In addition, the Administration moved to 
meet some of the Soviet Union's major de­
mands by showing a willingness to reduce 
the number of bombers, and by putting 
lower limits on planned bombers that carry 
air-launched cruise missiles and on the 
highly accurate D - 5 submarine-launched 
missile. 

This does not mean that Administration 
officials think Moscow will respond eagerly 
or positively, or that major differences have 
been resolved. For the moment at least, 
they see Soviet leaders as ill disposed to deal 
with the Administration in the wake of the 
controversy over t he shooting down of the 
South Korean airliner Sept. 1. 

In recognition of this, officials said there 
was considerable sentiment in the Adminis­
tration against making the new proposal to 
the Soviet delegation in Geneva at this 
time. Instead, some are suggesting a delay 
until the atmosphere improves, and perhaps 
until Secretary of State George P. Shultz 
could go to Moscow and present the ideas 
directly to Soviet leaders. 

Nor does it mean that the Congressional 
critics and outside experts who helped fash­
ion the new proposal believe their job is now 
done. In a move several legislators and out­
side experts described as having great im­
portance, these elements succeeded in put­
ting one of their own into the negotiating 
delegation, " to watch things," as one legisla­
tor put it. 

NEW WORKING GROUP PLANNED 
R. James Woolsey, an Under Secretary of 

the Navy in the Carter Administration and 
a member of the President's Commission on 
Strategic Forces, will join the delegation 
when talks resume in Geneva later this 
week. Further, according to officials, he is 
expected to become a member-if not the 
chairman-of a proposed new special work­
ing group to discuss the new build-down 
idea with the Russians. 
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This new group, which will operate paral­

lel to the formal negotiations if Moscow 
agrees, is seen by a number of legislators 
and officials as a way of getting around 
Edward L. Rowny, the chief American nego­
tiator. whom they see as an obstacle to a 
treaty. 

Officials said that Mr. Rowny and Ken­
neth L. Adelman. the director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, were the 
Administration's strongest opponents of the 
new proposals. They were said to have 
argued that the United States had already 
lost credibility by changing its negotiating 
position too many times under domestic 
pressure. 

TWO-STAGE APPROACH SOUGHT 

Officials said that State Department offi­
cials under Mr. Shultz argued that an 
almost wholly new approach at this time 
would only serve to confuse Soviet leaders 
and make agreement with Moscow more dif­
ficult. They argued instead for a two-stage 
approach: an expanded version of the un­
ratified 1979 strategic arms treaty, followed 
by the build-down idea. 

In the formal negotiations in Geneva, Mr. 
Rowny will be instructed to present a modi­
fied version of the existing proposal. That 
calls for a reduction in each side's missile 
warheads by about one-third to 5,000, plus a 
formula for closing the 3-to-1 Soviet advan­
tage in missile throw weight, or payload. 

Moscow wants to put a ceiling on all "nu­
clear charges," that is, missile warheads, 
bombs and air-launched cruise missiles, and 
does not want any payload limits. 

SUBCEILING WOULD BE DROPPED 

To make the new United States approach 
more attractive, Mr. Rowny is instructed to 
drop the subceiling of 2,500 land-based mis­
sile warheads within the overall 5,000-war­
head limit. This would permit Moscow to 
keep more of its powerful land-based mis­
siles. 

At the same time, officials said, the Ad­
ministration is prepared to reduce its strate­
gic bomber fleet to below 400 and limit the 
number of cruise missiles carried by the 
bombers to 3,500 instead of the previously 
proposed 8,000. 

In the proposed parallel talks to be con­
ducted in a separate working group, Soviet 
and American negotiators would work on a 
"double" build-down approach-in numbers 
of missile warheads, bombers and cruise 
missiles, and in "destructive capacity," or 
missile and bomber payloads. 

In this context, the Administration will 
suggest an annual cut of 5 percent in missile 
warheads or a reduction based on a build­
down formula, whichever is greater. 

Officials said these are the build-down 
proposals, which would be put on the table 
with some flexibility: 

For every new fixed land-based missile 
warhead such as those on the MX, two old 
warheads would be destroyed; 

Submarine-launched missile warheads, 
such as the new D-5 or Trident 2 missile, 
would be converted on a 3-to-2 basis; 

Mobile land-based missiles, such as the 
proposed Midgetman, would be on a one-for­
one basis. 

This would penalize modernization of po­
tential first-strike weapons and reward mod­
ernization in the direction of submarine­
launched and mobile missiles. 

At some point, or so the framers of the 
proposal hope, the efforts of the working 
group would be merged into the formal 
talks. 

DISARRAY IN ADMINISTRATION SEEN 

A number of officials described the situa­
tion in the Administration as one of consid­
erable disarray, with no senior participant 
showing any particular enthusiasm for the 
new approach. 

Last Friday. according to these officials, 
the Administration was still without an 
agreed position when Ronald F. Lehman 3d, 
the chief arms control expert on the Nation­
al Security Council staff, met with a group 
including Brent Scowcroft, the chairman of 
Mr. Reagan's Commission on Strategic 
Forces, Mr. Woolsey and Senator WilliamS. 
Cohen, Republican of Maine, who was one 
of the originators of the build-down idea. 

By all accounts, Mr. Scowcroft and his 
commission members and Mr. Cohen and 
several of his Congressional colleagues es­
sentially wrote the position paper with Mr. 
Lehman, although they strongly preferred 
one overall new proposal rather than break­
ing it down into one piece for the formal 
talks and one piece for the working group. 

A NOT-SO-CHEERFUL 
IGNORANCE 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, an 
article recently appeared in the Wash­
ington Post which described a certain 
"cheerful ignorance" of some southern 
California youth. The writer, Benja­
min Stein, points to a pervasive phe­
nomenon among both the high school 
and college students that he spends 
time with-an apparent lack of knowl­
edge about the world in terms of both 
historical and contemporary issues. 
One example cited by Stein was that 
of the students he interviewed, "Not 
one could name all the Presidents since 
World War II. Only one could even 
place the correct decade in which 
Dwight Eisenhower was President." 

While Mr. Stein makes no claim 
about the representativeness of his 
student "sample," there is a very seri­
ous point underlying this piece. Appar­
ently, some young people are unable 
to put even recent historic events in 
perspective. What is truly frightening 
about this situation is that the igno­
rance that does exist is not restricted 
to purely benign historical facts. Some 
extremely sensitive issues are involved 
as well. 

One such important incident pointed 
out by Stein concerns anti-Semitism. 
He describes an interaction with two 
students as follows: 

Recently, two of them read an article 
about a militantly anti-Semitic organization. 
One of them pointed at the word "anti­
Semite" and said, "What's this word?" I ex­
plained that it was someone who hated Jews 
for no other reason than that they were 
Jews. The girl looked at me with genuine 
amazement and asked, "Why would anyone 
do that?" The other girl said, "What is that 
again? I never heard of that." 

How are we to respond to this? Per­
haps these young people have never 
been touched by such intolerance and 
bigotry but there is a sad and poten­
tially dangerous side to such "inno­
cence." These same youth who are un­
aware that anti-Semitism exists prob-

ably are unaware that a Holocaust oc­
curred; they may not know, for that 
matter, if bigotry exists at all and if 
people are motivated to kill because of 
that bigotry. If we are ever to prevent 
a repetition of the Holocaust, it is es­
sential that its memory be preserved. 

Mr. President, I suggest that our 
Nation needs something symbolic to 
serve as a constant reminder that 
genocides have occurred. More impor­
tantly, we need something that will 
enable us to recognize genocide as it 
occurs and to bring its perpetrators to 
legal justice. Our ratification of the 
Genocide Convention will serve both 
goals. It will be a memorial to those 
who have perished, and a beacon to 
those it may save. 

TERENCE CARDINAL COOKE 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, it is 

an altogether sad duty for me to 
report to the Senate that His Emi­
nence, Terence Cardinal Cooke, passed 
away early this morning. 

He was a man of exalted simplicity­
above all, a paster to his flock which 
extended far beyond the bounds of 
doctrine or institution. 

Cardinal Cooke was the spiritual 
leader of nearly 2 million Catholics in 
the archdiocese of New York, a 175-
year-old institution which now covers 
10 counties in the Metropolitan New 
York area. 

The statement read this morning by 
officials of the archdiocese was suc­
cinct but moving: 

Terence Cardinal Cooke . . . completed 
his work on earth and was called home by 
Almighty God to heaven this morning, Oc­
tober 6, 1983, at 4:45 a.m. His Eminence died 
peacefully at his residence . . . in the 
shadow of his beloved Cathedral of St. Pat­
rick. 

Pope John Paul II announced his 
death to a gathering of 220 bishops at 
a Vatican synod and asked that the 
bishops pray for the Cardinal. Trib­
utes from around the world are com­
mencing to arrive in New York. 

Mr. President, Cardinal Cooke was a 
man of truly extraordinary grace. 
Even as his final moments were filled 
with suffering, they were filled, too, 
with concern and compassion for the 
church he loved so well. One of his 
very last letters, to be read this 
Sunday at masses throughout New 
York, dealt with the church's sacred 
view of life. The Cardinal wrote: 

Life is no less beautiful when accompanied 
by illness or weakness, hunger or poverty, 
physical or mental diseases, loneliness or old 
age ... 

Mr. President, it is a measure of the 
man that in his own suffering, he 
found wisdom to share with his con­
gregation. Yet his teaching, boundless­
ly energetic as it was, never ap­
proached the dogmatic. Cardinal 
Cooke was preeminently a man of 
learning and recognized the diversity 
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of opinion that flourishes within the 
church. 

His was a good life, his presence 
among us powerful in its simpleness 
and virtue. How we were blessed by 
that life. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that an account of Cardinal 
Cooke's life, from the United Press 
International, be entered at this point 
in the REcORD along with the text of a 
statement issued this morning at the 
White House by the President: 

There being no objection, the mate­
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the United Press International, Oct. 

6, 1983] 
CARDINAL TERENCE J. COOKE 

Terence J. Cooke became archbishop of 
New York-the fourth largest archdiocese 
in the United States with nearly 2 million 
faithful-at a time of change and turmoil in 
both the church and the world at large. 

On the day he was installed at St. Pat­
rick's Cathedral-April 4, 1968-another 
clergyman, Dr. Martin Luther King, was 
killed by an assassin's bullet in Memphis. 

Cooke called on Catholics at that time to 
understand poverty and racial tensions in a 
"spirit of love." 

In 1969-just four years after the Second 
Vatican Council ended, ushering the church 
into a new era-Pope Paul VI gave Cooke 
the red cap of a cardinal, making him, at 48, 
the youngest "prince of the church" in the 
world. He also was military vicar. 

He was the American leader of the 
church's fight against abortion, pressing for 
legislation to ban the practice and serving 
for 10 years as chairman of the National 
Conference of Catholic Bishop's Committee 
for Pro-Life Activities. 

It was an issue that was to occupy Cooke 
until the end. 

Last weekend, Vatican Radio broadcasted 
a letter from the cardinal condemning abor­
tion and mercy killing. It is to be read in all 
of the archdiocese's churches Sunday. 

"Life is no less beautiful when accompa-
~ nied by illness or weakness, hunger or pov­

erty, physical or mental diseases, loneliness 
or old age," Cooke said in his last message 
to the faithful. 

While the anti-abortion position was one 
that Cooke's fellow bishops held, he did 
have his differences with them on the issue 
of nuclear weapons. 

On Dec. 7, 1981, the 40th anniversary of 
the sneak attack on Pearl Harbor, in his 
role of military vicar, Cooke issued a letter 
saying "it is legitimate to develop and main­
tain weapons systems to try to prevent war 
by detering another nation from attacking." 

Dissenting clergymen criticized Cooke for 
maintaining a limited nuclear war was possi­
ble and said his position on the use of nucle­
ar weapons was clearly contracted by the 
developing position of his fellow bishops. 

A letter issued last May by the National 
Conference of Catholic Bishops condemning 
nuclear war, accepting nuclear deterrence 
only as a step toward disarmament and call­
ing for a nuclear freeze went farther than 
Cooke preferred in some aspects. 

At home, the cardinal created a storm 
among some members of his own flock last 
March when he denounced the selection of 
Michael Flannery, an Irish Republican 
Army supporter, as grand marshal of the St. 
Patrick's Day Parade up New York's Fifth 
Avenue. 

The dispute reached a dramatic climax 
parade day when Cooke snubbed Flannery 
by refusing to appear on the steps of the ca­
thedral for the traditional greeting for 
parade leaders. After the grand marshal had 
headed up Fifth Avenue, the cardinal 
emerged to review the rest of the parade 
and was greeted by boos. 

The ruddy-faced Cooke became archibi­
shop after serving as secretary to his prede­
cessor, the late Cardinal Francis Spellman. 

As an administrator, Cooke was known as 
a hard worker who modernized the archdio­
cese by centralizing many operations into a 
new Catholic Center, a 19-story skyscraper 
that was criticized by some as a luxury, but 
defended by others as a needed change. 

Besides serving the 1.8 million Catholics 
in the archdiocese covering 10 counties 
ranging from Manhattan to rural Sullivan 
County, and fulfilling his duties as military 
vicar, Cooke found time to accommodate 
the world leaders, celebrities and church of­
ficials who arrived to visit him and see St. 
Patrick's. 

When Pope John Paul II visited the 
United States in October 1979 he was a 
guest of Cooke's in his residence behind St. 
Patrick's. 

Cooke was born on LaSalle Street in Man­
hattan's Upper West Side on March 1, 1921. 

The future cardinal's parents, Michael 
and Margaret Cooke, moved to the Bronx a 
few years later and placed their two sons in 
parochial schools. 

Cooke graduated from Cathedral College, 
now Cathedral Preparatory High School, in 
1940, and entered St. Joseph's Seminary in 
Yonkers, N.Y. 

He was ordained by Spellman on Dec. 1. 
1945, and became the first graduate of St. 
Joseph's Seminary to be appointed arch­
bishop of New York. 

Cooke always maintained that the two 
people who influenced his life most were his 
father, a private chauffeur and later a con­
struction worker, and Cardinal Spellman. 

" It was a rich experience and an education 
being around him," Cooke said of Spellman. 
"His memory was incredible. He knew how 
to take the best of the past and the present. 
His consideration was unfailing." 

For a brief time Cooke was chaplain at St. 
Agatha's Home for Children in Nanuet, 
N.Y. He then studied at the University of 
Chicago and Catholic University of America 
in Washington, where he received a master's 
degree in social work. 

From 1945 until 1956, Cooke served as an 
instructor of the Fordham University 
School of Social Services and from 1954 to 
1957 he was procurator at St. Joseph's Semi­
nary. 

In early 1957 Spellman appointed Cooke 
as his personal secretary and in 1965 he was 
ordained an auxiliary bishop. 

Cooke became a cardinal 22 years after en­
tering the priesthood and was the seventh 
archbishop of New York. 

President Johnson, Gov. Nelson Rockefel­
ler and Mayor John Lindsay were among 
hundreds of dignitaries who heard Cooke's 
first sermon as archbishop. 

In 1975, Cooke went to Rome for the can­
onization of another native New Yorker, 
Elizabeth Bayley Seton, who became the 
first American-born saint. 

Cooke began each day with mass in his 
chapel, newspapers at breakfast, brief con­
ferences with his own staff on critical sub­
jects, appointments with administrative 
aides and people with pressing personal or 
professional business, and a review of his 
mail. 

After lunch he would start reading reports 
on church, city, state, national and interna­
tional affairs and meet with boards or 
groups. Following supper he allowed himself 
an occasional walk on Madison Avenue 
behind the cathedral and then retired with 
an armful of papers. 

Last April, Cooke celebrated a mass mark­
ing the 175th anniversary of the archdio­
cese, which covers Manhattan, Staten 
Island and the Bronx and the counties of 
Westchester, Rockland, Putnam, Dutchess, 
Ulster, Sullivan and Orange. 

[From the United Press International, Oct. 
6, 1983] 

STATEMENT OF PRESIDENT REAGAN 
WASHINGTON.-President Reagan said 

today that "all of America is saddened by 
the loss of Cardinal Cooke, a saintly man 
and a great spiritual leader." 

Reagan visited Cooke last week when he 
was in New York to address the United Na­
tions General Assembly. 

Cooke died early today, and Reagan this 
morning issued the following statement: 

"All of America is saddened by the loss of 
Cardinal Cooke, a saintly man and a great 
spiritual leader. In life, Terence James 
Cooke inspired us-with his personal holi­
ness, his dedication to his church, his devo­
tion to his flock. But in death as well, he 
had for us a special gift and a special inspi­
ration. 

"The world has rarely seen a more moving 
display of the three cardinal virtues in the 
faith, hope and love with which Cardinal 
Cooke confronted and conquered death. He 
bore his suffering in imitation of his savior. 

"Nancy and I consider it one of the great 
privileges of our lives that in his final 
months we had the chance to visit and pray 
with Cardinal Cooke. We join the people of 
New York and all America in mourning the 
grievous loss of a wonderful and holy man." 

CARDINAL TERENCE J. COOKE 
(By Carol Vecchione> 

NEw YORK.-Cardinal Terence J. Cooke, 
spiritual leader of nearly 2 million Roman 
Catholics in the Archdiocese of New York 
for 15 years, died today of leukemia. He was 
62. 

"Terence Cardinal Cooke, tenth Bishop, 
seventh Archbishop, fifth Cardinal of the 
See of New York and Vicar to Military Serv­
ice, Veterans Administration hospitals and 
Government Service overseas, completed his 
work on earth and was called home by Al­
mighty God to heaven this morning, Oct. 6, 
1983, at 4:45a.m.," the Rev. Peter Finn read 
from a formal announcement. 

"His Eminence, Cardinal Cooke, died 
peacefully this morning at his residence . . . 
in the shadow of his beloved Cathedral of 
St. Patrick," said Finn, archdiocese spokes­
man. 

Cooke's physician, Dr. Kevin Cahill, and 
two nurses were in the room, and Monsignor 
Joseph Murphy, chancellor of the archdio­
cese, was praying at his bedside when the 
cardinal died, Finn said. 

Although funeral arrangements would be 
announced later today, Finn said tentative 
plans included a wake at the cathedral 
Friday evening through Sunday and serv­
ices on Monday. 

Cooke's body was removed from his resi­
dence about 6 a.m. and was taken to the 
Abbey Funeral Home in Manhattan. 

Cooke's death came 40 days after the 
archdiocese announced that the cardinal 
was terminally ill and two days after the 
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archdiocese announced he had suffered a se­
rious setback and was near death. 

He had suffered with cancer of the lymph 
system for eight years, which was recently 
complicated by the onset of leukemia. He 
had received chemotherapy and blood trans­
fusions in his battle. 

Pope John Paul II, who will choose 
Cooke's successor, announced the cardinal's 
death to 220 bishops attending a synod in 
the Vatican, shortly after he was informed 
of the death by telephone. The pope asked 
the bishops to pray for the archbishop, a 
Vatican spokesman said. 

President Reagan, who with his wife vis­
ited Cooke at his residence on Sept. 25, 
issued a statement calling Cooke a "saintly 
man" and a "great spiritual leader" who 
"bore his suffering in imitation of his 
savior." 

Mayor Edward Koch ordered city flags to 
be flown at half staff. 

"New Yorkers of all denominations loved 
and respected Cardinal Cooke," Koch said 
in a statement. "He was a man of simple 
tastes but of extraordinary compassion, and 
he loved God with all his mind and all his 
heart. There is no doubt that his place in 
heaven is assured." 

Catholic schools remained open today but 
were expected to be closed the day of the 
funeral, Finn said. 

The archdiocese's Board of Consulators 
was expected to meet today to elect an ad­
ministrator to run the archdiocese until a 
successor is announced, he said. 

Pope Paul II, the Apostolic Delegate in 
Washington and members of the cardinal's 
family were notified immediately after his 
death, Finn said. 

Cooke had become so weak Wednesday 
that he could barely speak, and he and his 
family decided not to see each other again. 
"He and they would like to remember each 
other at better moments in the course of his 
illness," Finn said. 

Cooke, a leader of the church's fight 
against abortion during his 15 years as arch­
bishop, received the last rites of the church 
Tuesday after his condition worsened. 

On Wednesday he received several blood 
transfusions and was under heavy medica­
tion to ease his pain. 

The rapid deterioration in the cardinal's 
condition came just days after the archdio­
cese released a letter in which Cooke con­
demned abortion and mercy killing. 

The letter is to be read in the archdio­
cese's churches on Sunday. The 175-year-old 
archdiocese covers 10 counties in the metro­
politan area. 

MAYNARD LAYMAN, AN 
OUTSTANDING ALABAMIAN 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, May­
nard Layman, farm editor and assist­
ant to the publisher of the Decatur 
Daily, has recently announced that he 
is retiring after more than 50 years 
with the newspaper. For the next few 
moments I would like to share a little 
bit of the story of this dedicated and 
diversely talented public servant with 
my colleagues. 

A native of north Alabama, Maynard 
graduated from Maryville College in 
Tennessee in 1928. The next year, 
1929, he simultaneously held down 
four jobs: Director of physical educa­
tion for the Decatur public school 
system, boys secretary for the YMCA, 

and director of recreation programs 
for both the Louisville & Nashville 
Railroad and Connecticut Mills Co. In 
1930, Layman joined the Decatur 
Daily as circulation manager and farm 
editor. He has been with the paper 
ever since. 

It has been in the agricultural area 
that Maynard Layman has been best 
known. Through the years, Maynard 
has been chairman of the agricultural 
committee of the Decatur Chamber of 
Commerce, and is, in great part, re­
sponsible for Decatur becoming one of 
Alabama's finest farm marketing cen­
ters. 

For more than a quarter century, 
Maynard has been helping the Ala­
bama congressional delegation with 
agricultural issues. His work has been 
of particular help with the problems 
experienced by cotton farmers in Ala­
bama and other States in the South­
eastern United States. 

In 1968, Layman was selected by the 
Progressive Farmer as Alabama's Out­
standing Man of Agriculture. He is a 
former member of the Agricultural 
Center Board, a former consultant 
with the Alabama Cotton Legislative 
Study Committee, a soil conservation 
supervisor for 20 years, and was a 
member of the original North Ala­
bama Cotton Hardship Committee. He 
was also a member of the National 
Feed Grain Advisory Committee. 

Despite this impressive listing of 
honors and activities, Maynard Lay­
man's accomplishments have not been 
limited to the agricultural sphere. 
Maynard has been an active member 
of the Decatur Rotary Club, and a 
member of the Alabama Small Busi­
ness Advisory Council. He was recently 
chosen by the Tennessee Valley 
Brotherhood of the National Confer­
ence of Christians and Jews to receive 
one of their annual brotherhood 
awards. In 1981, the Alabama Chapter 
of the American Cancer Society 
named Maynard "Volunteer of the 
Year." He has also been named a Paul 
Harris fellow by the Decatur Rotary 
Club, the single highest honor a Ro­
tarian can be a warded. 

In addition, Layman is a past presi­
dent of the Alabama Educational Tele­
vision Commission, and is a former 
member of the Alabama Ethics Com­
mission. 

Clearly, Mr. President, Maynard 
Layman is a man of great and diverse 
talent. I wish him the best in his re­
tirement years, and know I speak for 
all who have known him in thanking 
him for his many contributions. 

THE CENTENNIAL OF ANNISTON, 
ALA. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, as the 
senior Senator from the State of Ala­
bama, I am quite pleased and proud to 
congratulate the citizens of Anniston, 

Ala., who this week are celebrating the 
100th anniversary of their city. 

The city of Anniston, the seat of 
Calhoun County, lies in the foothills 
of the Appalachian Mountains. The 
entire region was sparsely settled until 
the Civil War. During the war, a blast 
furnace of the Oxford Iron Works, lo­
cated at Anniston, was destroyed by 
Union forces. After the war, in 1872, 
the Woodstock Iron Co. was organized, 
with a base at the former holdings of 
the Oxford Iron Works. 

The new company laid out a town, 
built a sewer system, a waterworks, 
and powerhouse. The town was to be 
called Woodstock, but Alabama al­
ready had a town named Woodstock. 
The town Anniston-Annie's town­
was then chosen, to honor Mrs. Annie 
Tyler, the wife of Woodstock's compa­
ny president. 

A textile mill was established in 
1880, and a pig iron furnace was built 
in 1892. A railroad was built from An­
niston south to Sylacauga, and then 
extended north to Gadsden and At­
talla. 

Eighteen eighty-three saw the publi­
cation of the town's first newspaper, 
the Hot Blast. This same paper is still 
in existence today, as the Anniston 
Star. 

The year 1883 also saw the charter­
ing of Anniston as a municipality. 
Until that time, the town had func­
tioned as a private corporation. It is 
the centennial of that chartering that 
the people of Anniston are celebrat­
ing. 

Anniston has a firm hold on a promi­
nent place in the history of Alabama. 
Among citizens of the town who have 
received national recognition have 
been Gen. Robert E. Noble, Surgeon­
General in the U.S. Army, who assist­
ed General Gorgas with his work in 
Panama; John B. Knox, president of 
the Alabama Constitutional Conven-

. tion of 1901; former Governor Thomas 
E. Kilby; and Ruth Elder, first woman 
to attempt a trans-Atlantic flight. 
This, Mr. President, is by no means a 
complete list. 

In recent years, Anniston has been 
known as the home of the Alabama 
Shakespeare Festival, which is gaining 
an outstanding reputation among the­
atergoers across the South. 

The Anniston Centennial Celebra­
tion is now in the midst of a weeklong 
expression of pride in the city's past. I 
commend the people of Anniston on 
their 100th anniversary, marking not 
only an event in history, but also 
marking a spirit of pride and fortitude. 
It is truly a pleasure to represent the 
citizens of Anniston in the U.S. 
Senate. 
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A TRIBUTE TO TOM 

DEJARNETTE 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I have 

recently learned of a notable honor 
awarded to a citizen of my State of 
Alabama, Tom DeJarnette of Tusca­
loosa, preparator <retired) of the Ala­
bama Museum of Natural History at 
the University of Alabama. DeJarnette 
became only the third person in the 
last quarter of a century to be named 
to tribal membership in the Alabama­
Coushatta Indian Tribes of east Texas. 

Tom is best known in Alabama for 
his more than 35 years of dedicated 
service to the Alabama Museum of 
Natural History. From the middle of 
the 1940's on, it was his pictorial de­
pictions that were viewed by the thou­
sands of people who visited Mound 
State Park in Moundville, Ala. 

For almost a decade, DeJarnette has 
been a consultant to the Alabama­
Coushatta Tribes. In 1976, he directed 
an extensive exhibition program for 
the tribe's museum at their reserva­
tion 90 miles north of Houston. 

My home State has a strong Indian 
historical heritage, having received its 
name from the Alabama Indians. More 
than two centuries ago, the Alabamas 
and the Coushattas were inhabiting 
the area from Selma to Wetumpka as 
members of the Upper Creek Confed­
eracy. After the Treaty of Paris in 
1763, many members of the two tribes 
migrated first to Louisiana and then 
to east Texas. 

Being named to tribal membership is 
quite a signal honor for Tom DeJar­
nette, Mr. President, and I commend 
him on this recognition. 

TRIBUTE TO BETTY 
HAMBURGER 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, one 
of the great advantages of being in 
public office is the opportunity it af­
fords to work with individuals of the 
highest merit. Thus, it is with a great 
deal of personal and professional 
pleasure that I commend to my col­
leagues' attention the forthcoming tes­
timonial to Betty Hamburger, one of 
the most extraordinary and forcefully 
compassionate members of the com­
munity of Baltimore. A pioneer and 
tireless champion for the rights and 
well-being of the senior citizens of our 
Nation, Betty Hamburger has devoted 
the majority of her considerable skills 
and energy since her retirement in 
1969 to improving the lives of those 
people who have given so much to 
their communities and country over 
the years. 

Admired and respected by all who 
have had the privilege of knowing and 
working with her, Betty Hamburger's 
career has been as diverse as it has in­
tense. A native of San Francisco, Mrs. 
Hamburger is a graduate of Barnard 
College and holds a master's degree in 
political science and international law 

from Columbia University. She mar­
ried Isaac Hamburger in 1927 and 
moved to Baltimore where she took 
courses leading to a doctor's degree 
from Johns Hopkins University. While 
a housewife and mother of two sons, 
she did freelance feature writing and 
gave lectures; in 1936, she wrote the 
book "Watchmen of the Night." 

At the beginning of World War II, 
Mrs. Hamburger went to work in the 
family department store-Baltimore's 
oldest men's clothing retailer-where 
she was alternately an interpreter of 
Government regulations, buyer, comp­
troller, advertising manager, and final­
ly the vice president until her retire­
ment in 1969. In 1959, she was hon­
ored as the "Ad Woman of the Year" 
by the Women's Advertising Club of 
Baltimore. 

As a volunteer, Betty Hamburger's 
life has been equally full. She has 
taken active roles in the Community 
Chest, the Maryland Federation of 
Women, the National Association of 
Christians and Jews and the Barnard 
College Club of Maryland. She has 
done publicity work for the Associated 
Jewish Charities and the Jewish Com­
munity Center; she has served as 
president of the Jewish Educational 
Alliance and the Jewish Community 
Center, as well as on the boards of the 
Maryland Conference of Social Con­
cern and the Associated Jewish Char­
ities. The awards she has received for 
such distinguished service are numer­
ous. 

At the age of 65, when many are 
looking toward retirement, Betty 
Hamburger launched herself into a 
whole new arena by becoming a re­
searcher for Ralph Nader's political 
action group. This involvement subse­
quently led to an appointment to the 
Maryland State Commission on Aging 
and an instrumental role in the found­
ing of Maryland Advocates for the 
Aging 8 years ago; she served as its 
president for 5 years. Advocates for 
the Aging is affiliated with the Gray 
Panthers; its title was selected because 
its membership is not limited to sen­
iors and therefore brings in people of 
all ages who are interested in social 
issues. 

As an articulate and hardworking ac­
tivist, Mrs. Hamburger is a tremen­
dous force for dramatizing senior citi­
zen issues and getting results at all 
levels of government. What makes her 
even more effective is the contagion of 
her enthusiasm. She gets excited, for 
example, about lobbying for legisla­
tion which would insure that nursing 
homes not meeting standards be put 
into receivership with a competent ad­
ministrator rather than closing them 
and dislocating all the patients. It is 
this enthusiasm which is responsible 
for meaningful reforms in our coun­
try. 

Betty Hamburger's passionate com­
mitment to the needs of older Ameri-

cans-and her example of dedication 
and commitment-is an inspiration to 
us all. I personally have been the ben­
eficiary of her wisdom and counsel 
throughout the years and feel very 
privileged to call her my friend. She 
has enriched our lives both by her 
many good works and by her spirit. 
Mr. President, at this point in the 
RECORD, I would like to have reprinted 
a brief section of an article which ap­
peared in the Baltimore Evening Sun 
on June 2, 1981. Entitled "When Chil­
dren and Youthfulness Fly the Coop," 
the interview recorded by reporter 
Phyllis Brill states Betty Hamburger's 
own philosophy on aging; in so doing, 
it captures as well the spirit and vitali­
ty of this extraordinary woman. 

When asked when she first realized 
she was aging, when it first truly hit 
her, she just laughs. She cannot re­
member her first gray hair or her first 
wrinkle. She cannot even tell you how 
many years now she has been a widow. 
The past is not so important to her, 
she lives in the future. 

I tell people gray hair is a crown of 
glory and wrinkles are a sign of honor. 

SUPPORT FOR ITEM-VETO 
GROWING 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to see a rising level of in­
terest in the notion of giving the Presi­
dent of the United States an item-veto 
power. I read with great interest the 
comments of my good friend and col­
league, Senator MATTINGLY, who intro­
duced two item-veto measures yester­
day. I also want to note that a number 
of item-veto proposals have been intro­
duced in the House of Representa­
tives. 

As Senator MATTINGLY pointed out 
in his statement, there seems to be a 
rising level of interest in the adminis­
tration regarding the item-veto con­
cept. Secretary of the Treasury Regan 
spoke strongly in support of granting 
the President item-veto authority ear­
lier this week. 

It is important to remember, howev­
er, that the item-veto is not, and 
should not become, a partisan issue. I 
did not offer an item-veto proposal in 
the last Congress, and offer it again in 
this Congress, because I want to give a 
Republican President more power, and 
take away power from the Democrats 
in Congress. Rather, I think that both 
the President-whether Republican or 
Democrat-and the Congress-wheth­
er controlled by Democrats or Repub­
licans-will benefit from a mechanism 
that will help to encourage more re­
sponsible budgeting. Most Important­
ly, the average American will benefit, 
because an item-veto will help reduce 
the pressures that have given us $200 
billion deficits as far as the eye can 
see. 
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Most of the States give their Gover­

nors item-veto power. Democratic Gov­
ernors and Republican Governors 
make use of it every day. Democratic 
legislators and Republican legislators 
work effectively and efficiently under 
constitutions that give their execu­
tives item-veto authority. 

Mr. President, many of the other 
item-veto proposals now pending 
before Congress differ significantly 
from my own. My proposal uses a con­
stitutional majority override standard 
for item-vetoes; other proposals use a 
two-thirds standard. My proposal is a 
constitutional amendment; others 
have introduced constitutional amend­
ments and proposed statutes. 

I think the issues raised by the vari­
ous proposals are important and 
worthy of serious attention. What is 
most important, however, is that the 
concept of an item-veto is increasingly 
viewed as a workable means for attack­
ing our serious budget problems. 

Most Governors could have told us 
decades ago that the item-veto works. 
Congress has been rather late in get­
ting the message, but at long last, it 
seems, we are beginning to pay atten­
tion to an idea whose time has come. 
So I welcome my colleagues' interest. I 
solicit their support. Working togeth­
er, we can make the item-veto part of 
the law of the land, and begin to re­
store needed discipline and restraint to 
the budget process. 

Make no mistake. While the item­
veto alone will not solve our $200 bil­
lion annual deficit problem, it can 
make a noticeable difference. It will 
help insure that fiscal responsibility is 
not just something that is talked 
about, but is something that the Gov­
ernment of the United States begins 
again to live by. 

THE TRICENTENNIAL ANNIVER­
SARY YEAR OF GERMAN SET­
TLEMENT IN AMERICA 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 

October 6, 1683, 13 German Mennon­
ite families arrived at Philadelphia 
after a long and dangerous journey 
across the Atlantic Ocean aboard the 
vessel, Concord. Escaping religious 
persecution, these courageous individ­
uals risked their lives to find a better 
existence in America. 

Three hundred years later, we cele­
brate this humble beginning of the 
first organized settlement of German 
immigrants in our land. President 
Reagan, with the authorization of the 
97th Congress, designated 1983 as the 
"Tricentennial Anniversary Year of 
German Settlement in America." 

In addition to recognizing those 
early German pioneers, this designa­
tion is also an appropriate affirmation 
of the vital relationship which exists 
between the United States and the 
Federal Republic of Germany. One of 
the primary purposes of the tricenten-

nial is to salute the countless contribu­
tions that German Americans have 
made to strengthen our economic, po­
litical, social, and cultural way of life. 

In an effort to encourage nationwide 
participation in the tricentennial cele­
bration, the joint resolution passed 
during the 97th Congress established a 
Presidential Commission to plan and 
coordinate activities promoting this 
event. As President pro tempore, I had 
the privilege of recommending to the 
President, in consultation with the 
majority and minority leaders. 10 indi­
viduals who would serve on this impor­
tant panel. The Commission, com­
prised of 40 outstanding leaders from 
across America, have done a magnifi­
cent job of stimulating public interest 
in the 300th anniversary of German­
American relations. Their organiza­
tional efforts deserve our deepest grat­
itude and commendation. 

Mr. President, since 1683, 7 million 
Germans have chosen to make Amer­
ica their home. Sixty million Ameri­
cans of German descent make up our 
Nation's largest ethnic group. Nearly 
30 percent of our citizens claim 
German ancestry, including myself. 
My own roots may be traced to Ger­
many, as my name, Strom, originally 
spelled Straub, suggests. The ances­
tors of my mother, Eleanor Gertrude 
Strom Thurmond, arrived in South 
Carolina along with other German Pa­
latines in 1764. I am proud of my 
German heritage and I consider it an 
honor to be associated with a people 
whose contributions have so greatly 
shaped the course of American histo­
ry. 

Throughout my home State of 
South Carolina, the German-American 
influence is greatly felt. South Caro­
linians consider themselves fortunate 
that German-based industries have 
chosen the resource-rich Palmetto 
State to locate. As vital members of 
our industrial community, German 
businesses have bolstered our economy 
in many ways. In fact, the German­
American Chamber of Commerce 
notes that, on a per capita basis, 
South Carolina has one of the largest 
concentrations of German enterprise 
in the country. Aside from business 
matters, Charleston has one of the 
oldest German societies in the United 
States. 

Indeed, the people of West Germany 
and America have much in common. 
Our alliance is based on common 
values of democracy, individual liber­
ty, and opposition to any force which 
threatens our freedoms. In 1961, an 
enemy of freedom made an indelible 
stain on Germany when the Govern­
ment of East Germany at the instiga­
tion of the Soviets, erected a wall in 
Berlin, creating a totalitarian prison 
for its people. The Iron Curtain con­
tinues to stand as a terrible symbol of 
oppression, and its presence is a dark 
reminder to West Germany and the 

entire free world of the evils of com­
munism. 

Mr. President, on the 22d anniversa­
ry of the Berlin Wall, the mayor and 
city council of Charleston adopted a 
resolution expressing their hope that 
the Iron Curtain will one day be dis­
mantled. I ask unanimous consent 
that this proclamation be included in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re­
marks. 

Fortunately, West Germany remains 
free, and we have been honored to 
have its leader, President Karl Car­
stens, and his wife, and others includ­
ing Ms. Annemarie Renger, Vice Presi­
dent of the Bundestat, visit America 
during this tricentennial. Yesterday, 
President Carstens reaffirmed his 
country's support for the United 
States in a joint meeting of both 
Houses of Congress. I was pleased to 
request, along with House Speaker 
O'NEILL, that this meeting of histori­
cal significance take place. 

Mr. President, I am sure that all 
freedom loving Americans and Ger­
mans join me in the hopes and prayers 
that peace and freedom will reign in 
Germany, and that our friendship and 
mutual respect will continue to grow 
in the centuries to follow. 

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

PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, on August 13, 1961, the Govern­
ment of East Germany, in total disregard of 
treaty obligations and international law, 
erected a wall in the City of Berlin; and 

Whereas, by doing so, Germans living in 
East Berlin are prevented from moving 
freely in their city; and 

Whereas, it is altogether fitting and 
proper that we call attention to the somber 
anniversary of The Berlin Wall; and 

Whereas, by doing so we pay respect to 
the many citizens of Charleston of German 
origin who have made valuable contribu­
tions to the quality of life in our city: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Mayor and City Coun­
cil of Charleston express our solidarity with 
the citizens of Berlin and hope the day will 
come when the wall is dismantled and that 
Berliners will once again breathe the sweet 
air of freedom. 

ROBERT McCLORY'S ARTICLE, 
"WAS THE FIX IN BETWEEN 
FORD AND NIXON?" 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

would like to bring to the attention of 
our colleagues an article by Robert 
McClory, a former member of the 
House of Representatives. The article 
is entitled "Was the Fix In Between 
Ford and Nixon?", and it appeared in a 
recent issue of National Review. 

Mr. McClory's article is an excellent 
refutation of allegations made by Sey­
mour Hersh in an article in the August 
edition of Atlantic. Mr. Hersh accuses 
the former Presidents of striking a 
deal whereby Nixon would resign and 
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Ford would pardon him after becom­
ing the President. Mr. Hersh's entire 
calumnious attack hinges upon our ac­
ceptance at face value of the reliabil­
ity of an unidentified source. 

Mr. McClory does not rely on such 
tactics. He quotes Carl Albert, the 
former Speaker of the House, PETER 
RoDINO, chairman of the House Judici­
ary Committee and Leon Jaworski, the 
Special Prosecutor. We owe a debt of 
gratitude to Mr. McClory for bringing 
the truth about this matter to light. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that Mr. McClory's article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the National Review] 
WAS THE FIX IN BETWEEN FORD AND NIXON? 

<By Robert McClory) 
Seymour Hersh's article. "The Pardon," in 

the August Atlantic, presents a dramatic 
tale of illegal activity and political intrigue 
behind the decision of former President 
Gerald R. Ford to grant a full pardon to 
Richard Nixon. 

Hersh's story hinges on dozens of ques­
tionable assertions, unidentified sources, 
clandestine conversations, and unsupported 
allegations by some of Ford's bitterest polit­
ical enemies. It is more suitable as the sce­
nario for a Hollywood thriller than as an in­
formed account of what actually happened. 
Hersh tried to make the case that a top­
level "deal" was struck whereby Nixon 
would. resign the Presidency if Ford-when 
he became President-would grant Nixon a 
full and complete pardon. 

The "deal," Hersh insists, was consum­
mated during an alleged telephone conver­
sation between Ford and Nixon on Septem­
ber 7, 1974, a month after the resignation, 
in which, Hersh says, Nixon threatened "to 
go public" and claim that Ford had prom­
ised the pardon in exchange for the Presi­
dency. 

At the heart of Hersh's tale is the most 
sacred of journalistic cows-the unidentified 
source. In other disciplines, such as science 
and law, the unidentified source is regarded 
as no source at all. The naming of credible 
sources is considered an essential ingredient 
in discovering the truth. In a court of law, 
information provided by second-hand or un­
identified sources is treated as hearsay and 
is not admissible as evidence. In Hersh's 
brand of journalism, facts, sources, and evi­
dence are whatever the author says they 
are. 

The real story behind the resignation and 
the decision not to subject Nixon to crimi­
nal prosecution, at least on the congression­
al level, has nothing to do with Hersh's 
cloak-and-dagger melodrama. 

As the second-ranking Republican on the 
House impeachment committee in 1974, the 
author of one of the Articles of Impeach­
ment <Article III), and the co-author <with 
Congressman James Mann <D., S.C.) of an­
other <Article II), I was one the principal 
actors in the events surrounding the investi­
gation of Nixon. 

After voting to impeach the President, I 
issued a statement to the press urging his 
resignation. I was present throughout the 
House Judiciary Subcommittee's hearings 
on the Nixon pardon, including President 
Ford's unprecedented, and voluntary, ap­
pearance before our committee-the first 

time that a President has testified before a 
committee of Congress during the period of 
his Presidency in more than a hundred 
years. 

Richard Nixon was the only President of 
the United States to resign. His resignation, 
at noon on Friday, August 9, 1974, came less 
than 48 hours after he had vowed to mem­
bers of his Cabinet that he would not 
resign. What happened in the House of 
Representatives during that 48-hour inter­
val merits close scrutiny. 

The House Judiciary Committee, includ­
ing seven Republicans, had voted on July 30 
to recommend three Articles of Impeach­
ment that the full House seemed certain to 
adopt. A few days later, the committee re­
ceived the transcript of the incriminating 
June 23, 1972 taped conversation that con­
tained the "smoking gun" segment conclu­
sive evidence of Richard Nixon's dominant 
role in the Watergate coverup, and other 
elements of the obstruction-of-justice 
charge. This evidence was so damaging that 
such hard-line Nixon supporters as Con­
gressmen Charles Wiggins <R., Calif.) and 
Edward Hutchinson <Mich.), the ranking 
Republican on the committee, who had 
voted against impeachment, indicated that 
they would vote for impeachment when the 
Articles came before the full House. What 
little support Nixon had in Congress before 
the June 23 revelations had collapsed. 

Meanwhile, chairman Peter Rodino and I, 
and several other Judiciary Committee 
members, were formulating a plan for the 
floor debate to present to the House Rules 
Committee. Rodino, Speaker Carl Albert, 
and I had agreed that there would be live 
national television coverage of the House 
debate, which was expected to take two full 
weeks, starting at noon Monday, August 26. 

On Tuesday, August 6, in Rodino's office 
in the Rayburn Building, Rodino and I dis­
cussed an equal division of the time between 
Democrats and Republicans. He seemed fa­
vorably inclined toward such a division. The 
meeting was also attended by Democratic 
committee members Don Edwards <Calif.) 
and Bob Kastenmeier <Wise.), and Republi­
cans Tom Railsback (Ill.) and William 
Cohen <Me.), Jerome Zeifman, chief majori­
ty counsel for the Judiciary Committee, and 
Frank Polk, the committee's chief minority 
counsel. My recommendations, which 
seemed likely to be adopted, would allot 
each member of the House five minutes to 
discuss the Articles of Impeachment; mem­
bers of the Judiciary Committee would have 
ten minutes each. The time would be broken 
into 397 segments of five minutes each and 
38 segments of ten minutes each, for a total 
of about forty hours. Richard Nixon would 
become the center of the most damaging 
criticism suffered by an officeholder in the 
nation's history for five hours a day over a 
two-week period. 

During the discussion in Rodino's office 
the bells sounded for a quorum call, bring­
ing our formal meeting to an abrupt end. 
The committee counsel departed, as well as 
Congressmen Railsback, Cohen, and Kas­
tenmeier. Rodino asked me to stay for a 
minute, Congressman Edwards also re­
mained. 

Rodino began: "Say, Bob, got your press 
release urging the President to resign." He 
continued: "I'm all for it. See what you can 
do. It would save us all a lot of trouble. The 
damage to the country will be terrible if this 
all goes on TV. Think what it would do 
around the world. If he resigns, we can drop 
all this, the impeachment, the threat of 
criminal proceedings. If he quits, that's the 
end, that's it." 

I replied: "Pete, I'm glad you feel as you 
do, and the way you're talking to me, it 
sounds as though you want me to communi­
cate your views to the people on my side." 

Rodino answered, "Of course. You tell 
your guys that if he quits, we'll drop the im­
peachment, and there should be no criminal 
proceedings." 

I was completely unprepared for Rodino's 
overtures. But was he simply speaking off 
the cuff or, at least, off the record? I asked 
him if others felt the same way-and wheth­
er I should report his position to "my guys." 
Congn~ssman Edwards volunteered, "Bob, 

I feel the same way. If Nixon resigns, he's 
through. No impeachment. No criminal 
prosecution. That's my position." 

I placed great reliance on Edwards's state­
ment. He had been a key figure in encourag­
ing Rodino's fairness as chairman of the Ju­
diciary Committee during the impeachment 
hearings. A one-time Republican, Edwards 
had switched parties and at one point served 
as head of the Americans for Democratic 
Action. A genuine liberal with an unbroken 
record of adherence to constitutional and 
civil rights, Edwards joined Republicans in 
insisting that Richard Nixon had a basic 
right to counsel during our Judiciary Com­
mittee hearings and that Nixon's counsel, 
James St. Clair, could examine and cross-ex­
amine witnesses during our closed executive 
sessions. I felt Edwards's support of the res­
ignation movement reflected the prevailing 
attitude of the Democrats on the commit­
tee. 

But did it reflect the position of the 
Democratic leadership? There was nothing 
to do but ask. So I said, "Pete, what about 
the Speaker? How does he feel about this?" 

Rodino then told me that he had already 
talked with the Speaker, and that "he feels 
the same way." "Do you mind if I talk to 
the Speaker about this?" I asked. 

Rodino replied. "No. You can talk to him 
right now." We hurried to the Capitol and 
walked onto the House floor near the end of 
the quorum call. Speaker Carl Albert was 
standing on the Democratic side of the ros­
trum, as was customary, awaiting an an­
nouncement by the chairman of the House 
that the members would rise, at which time 
the Speaker would take his seat on the ros­
trum. 

My conversation with Speaker Albert was 
brief, but it confirmed what Congressmen 
Rodino and Edwards had told me: If Rich­
ard Nixon would resign, the impeachment 
would be dropped and the Speaker would 
argue against any criminal prosecution. The 
Speaker interposed a clear caveat-which I 
recall as though he had uttered the words 
today: "Of course, we have no authority 
over the criminal proceedings. That is in the 
hands of the special prosecutor. It's up to 
[Leon] Jaworski-and the Judiciary. But, 
sure, my advice would be to drop the whole 
thing-the impeachment and the criminal 
prosecution." This, of course, was true. 

The Speaker added that the impeachment 
proceedings in the House and a trial of a 
President of the United States in the courts 
would be very damaging. "He ought to 
resign." 

I made it clear to the Speaker that I was 
going to communicate his position "to the 
people on my side." The Speaker said, 
"Sure," as he left to take his seat on the ros­
trum. 

I puzzled on how best to communicate this 
advice to the White House. 

I looked but couldn't find the Republican 
Leader, John Rhodes, so I thought of Bill 
Casselman, my former legislative assistant, 
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who had worked at the White House during 
the first four Nixon years. He was now 
counselor to Vice President Gerald Ford. 

I reached Casselman in the Republican 
Cloakroom at about 3:30 p.m. and recounted 
briefly my conversations with Rodino, Ed­
wards, and Speaker Albert. Casselman told 
me that Ford wanted nothing whatever to 
do with any possible Nixon resignation; he 
didn't even want to discuss the subject. In 
sum, Casselman said that he couldn't talk to 
Ford about this subject, and he felt it would 
be inappropriate for him to communicate 
the information to the White House. 

Casselman then suggested that Bill Tim­
mons, a Nixon aide, might be the right 
person for me to talk to. He said he would 
have Timmons call me. At 4:20 p.m. I re­
ceived a call in the Republican Cloakroom 
from Timmons. I told him the whole story, 
beginning with the discussion in Rodino's 
office about the live television debates cov­
ering the three Articles of Impeachment. 
Then I described Rodino's overtures, Con­
gressman Edward's assent, and finally my 
discussions with Speaker Albert. 

Timmons told me that at that very 
moment Congressman John Rhodes and 
Senators Barry Goldwater and Hugh Scott 
were talking to the President in the Oval 
Office. Timmons was speaking from the ad­
joining room. 

" I know the President is not interested in 
any plea bargaining," Timmons told me, 
"but I feel that he would be interested in 
what you are telling me. At any rate, as 
soon as Mr. Rhodes and Senators Scott and 
Goldwater leave, I will report what you 
have told me directly to the President." 
This Timmons did. During the discussion 
the President had with Rhodes, Scott, and 
Goldwater, the subject of resignation was 
never mentioned. 

The next day, Richard Nixon stunned the 
nation by announcing that he would resign 
the Presidency. His statement made no ref­
erence, of course, to the assurances that had 
been communicated to him. The decision, 
according to Nixon, was made because his 
"base of support" in the House and the 
Senate had diminished to the point where 
his vindication in impeachment proceedings 
seemed most unlikely. While admitting mis­
takes, he appeared to express no sense of 
guilt. 

Impeachment is the sole method of re­
moving from office a President of the 
United States or persons in the executive or 
judicial branches of government. Although 
in Great Britain impeachment procedures 
permitted the House of Lords to impose 
penalties (including the death sentence> on 
kings and lesser wrongdoers, our American 
system has clearly established that the only 
penalty the Senate may impose in an im­
peachment trial is "removal from office." 
Even if action in the House and Senate 
would have proceeded to a final conclusion, 
Richard Nixon could suffer no penalty at 
the hands of Congress other than his re­
moval from office. 

Special prosecutor Leon Jaworski's posi­
tion on the issues of the resignation and 
pardon coincided with the views of Speaker 
Albert and Chairman Rodino, as expressed 
to me that August afternoon. About a 
month after the pardon, in an interview 
with Karen J. Elliott of the Wall Street 
Journal, Jaworski said he saw nothing 
wrong with President Ford's decision to 
pardon Richard Nixon. " If Mr. Nixon's case 
had been allowed to proceed to indictment 
and trial, the public would have learned 
nothing more about the President's role 

than will come out in the trials of his 
former aids," he told Miss Elliott. 

Jaworski further confirmed that if Rich­
ard Nixon had been charged and tried, his 
trial would not have come up for many 
months. 

When Gerald Ford appeared before a Ju­
diciary Subcommittee on September 8, 1974 
to explain his pardon of Richard Nixon, he 
said he did it to "change our national 
focus." He added: " I wanted to do all I could 
to shift our attention from the pursuit of a 
fallen President to the pursuit of the urgent 
needs of a rising nation." 

Does Hersh dispute this? Does he claim 
that a trial of Richard Nixon in a criminal 
court would have been good for the nation? 

Many regard the pardon as the single act 
that lost Ford the presidential election in 
November 1976. Obviously, he was conscious 
of the risk. He assumed the responsibility 
for making that decision. 

The tragedy of Seymour Hersh's dramatic 
tale is that a man of courage and dedication, 
Gerald R. Ford, is recklessly presented as a 
co-conspirator with Richard Nixon, intent 
upon obstructing justice. Only a handful of 
congressmen, all bitter political enemies of 
Gerald Ford, supports such a conspiracy 
theory, and none has offered any evidence 
to support it. 

Former Representative Bella Abzug, a 
compulsive Ford opponent, charged in testi­
mony before the House Judiciary Commit­
tee that if Ford had offered to pardon 
Nixon in exchange for Nixon's agreement to 
resign the Presidency, then "conceivably 
Mr. Ford could be charged with accepting a 
bribe, which is an impeachable offense." 

When cross-examined by Representative 
David Dennis <R.. Ind.), who asked her, "Do 
you have any evidence whatsoever to sup­
port those suspicions?" Mrs. Abzug replied, 
"No, and I make it very clear, Mr. Dennis, 
that I make no judgment here as to wheth­
er these suspicions are justified." 

Yet Hersh expects readers to share his 
faith in Congresswomen Bella Abzug and 
Elizabeth Holtzman and Congressman John 
Conyers. Hersh conveniently ignores the 
fact that the Democratic leadership had di­
vorced itself from the position taken by 
these three. 

President Ford acknowledged to the Judi­
ciary Subcommittee that on August 1, 1974 
he met twice (eight days before the Nixon 
resignation> with Alexander Haig Jr. and 
discussed the damaging evidence against 
Nixon in the June 23, 1972 "smoking gun" 
tape. 

Haig told Ford that he was presenting var­
ious options to Nixon: a) resignation, b) 
temporary reliquishment of the Presidency 
as authorized by the 25th Amendment, and 
c) Nixon's possible pardon of himself and 
other Watergate defendants to be then fol­
lowed by his resignation. 

Although Haig had elicited Ford's views 
on the various options, Ford called Haig the 
next day <August 2) to advise him that he 
<Ford) did not intend to make any recom­
mendation as to what Nixon should do 
about resigning or not resigning. 

These two contacts with Haig seem to be 
undisputed, even by Hersh. 

In his testimony before the Judiciary Sub­
committee, Ford declared flatly: "At no time 
after I became President on August 9, 1974 
was the subject of a pardon for Richard M. 
Nixon raised by the former President or by 
anyone representing him." 

At his first press conference as President 
on August 20, 1974, Ford anticipated possi­
ble questions on the subject of the pardon. 

After denying any negotiations on that sub­
ject, Ford added that " the general view of 
the American people was to spare the 
former President from a criminal trial." 

Ford continued: "Shortly afterward, I 
became greatly concerned that if Mr. 
Nixon's prosecution and trial were pro­
longed, the passions generated over a long 
period of time would seriously disrupt the 
healing of our country from the wounds of 
the past." 

This, indeed, is the view that prevailed in 
Congress and in the country. 

Ford's erstwhile political ally, former Sec­
retary of Defense Melvin Laird, questioned 
not the pardon but the timing of the 
pardon. So did I. 

But none of those with whom I discussed 
the Nixon resignation would have demand­
ed Nixon's prosecut ion. They supported the 
resignation as an alternative to the trauma 
of an impeachment trial by the Senate or 
the criminal trial of the former President. 

On August 11 of this year, I telephoned 
Gerald Ford to ask him about the Hersh 
piece. He found it grossly "unfair" and told 
me he had offered Hersh all the logs of tele­
phone calls received at the White House for 
the period about which the charge of a 
Nixon call was alleged to have occurred. But 
Hersh refused to examine this record. When 
I asked the former President about the ex­
istence of an "unmonitored" call, as Hersh 
suggests, he replied, "Hogwash." 

The fundamental fact is this: There is no 
evidence anywhere of a telephone call to 
President Ford in the early evening of Sep­
tember 7, 1974, from an angry Richard 
Nixon, 29 days after he had resigned as 
President of the United States, demanding a 
pardon. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morn­
ing business is closed. 

DAIRY AND TOBACCO 
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1983 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 12:30 
p.m. having arrived, the Senate will 
now resume consideration of the pend­
ing business, S. 1529, which the clerk 
will state by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 1529> to stabilize a temporary 
imbalance in the supply and demand for 
dairy products, to enable milk producers to 
establish, finance, and carry out a coordi­
nated program of dairy product promotion, 
to adjust the support levels for the 1983 and 
subsequent crops of tobacco, to make modi­
fications in the tobacco production adjust­
ment program, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2293 , AS MODIFIED 

<Purpose: To modify the dairy production 
stabilization and promotion programs> 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to modify the amendment which 
is at the desk, on behalf of myself and 
Senator HATCH, and I send the modifi­
cation to the desk. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator has a right to modify his 
amendment, and the amendment is so 
modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 2, beginning on line 8, strike out 
all that follows through line 9 on page 19 
and inset in lieu thereof the following new 
section: 

DAIRY PRODUCTION STABILIZATION 

SEc. 102. On the first day of the month 
following the enactment of this Act, section 
201 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 
1446> is amended-

<1) by striking out subsection (d); 
(2) by striking out subsection (c) and in­

serting in lieu thereof the following: 
"(c) The price of milk shall be supported, 

through purchases of milk and the products 
of milk, at such level, not less than $11.60 
per hundredweight for milk containing 3.67 
per centum milk fat, as the Secretary deter­
mines necessary in order to assure an ade­
quate supply of milk to meet current needs, 
taking into consideration the net price-sup­
port purchases of milk or the products of 
milk by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
during the preceding fiscal year. Such level 
shall be established by the Secretary at the 
beginning of each fiscal year.". 

On page 23, line 8, strike out "order. Such 
order shall become effective" and insert in 
lieu thereof "order as soon as practicable, 
but". 

On page 27, line 22, strike out "10 cents" 
and insert in lieu thereof "15 cents". 

On page 31, strike out line 20 and all that 
follows through line 11, page 32, and insert 
in lieu thereof: 

"SEc. 115. (a)(l) Within thirty days follow­
ing the issuance of an order under section 
112, the Secretary shall conduct a referen­
dum among producers who, during a repre­
sentative period <as determined by the Sec­
retary), have been engaged in the produc­
tion of milk for commercial use in order to 
determine whether such producers favor 
the implementation of a dairy promotion 
program. 

"(2) If at least one-half of the eligible pro­
ducers vote in the referendum and at least 
two-thirds of the eligible producers voting 
in the referendum favor the implementa­
tion of a dairy promotion program, the Sec­
retary shall issue a dairy products promo­
tion and research order. 

"(3) If more than one-half of the eligible 
producers fail to vote in the referendum or 
less than two-thirds of the eligible produc­
ers voting in the referendum do not favor 
the implementation of a dairy promotion 
program, the Secretary may not issue a 
dairy products promotion and research 
order.". 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer an amendment on 
behalf of myself and my distinguished 
colleague from Utah, Senator HATCH, 
to provide a long-term solution to the 
critical dairy surpluses we confront 
today. I am pleased that Senators 
THURMOND and HOLLINGS join US in in­
troducing this amendment. 

Let me begin by commending the 
members of the Committee on Agricul­
ture for their many hours of diligent 
work on this most difficult issue. The 
problem of surplus dairy production is 
quite complex, and the import of any 
modification of the price support pro-

gram will vary from region to region. 
The amendment Senator HATCH and I 
propose today represents a fair and 
workable solution to the present crisis. 

The cost of the dairy price-support 
program has grown with the Federal 
deficit, more than ten-fold, from $250 
million in fiscal year 1979 to some $2.7 
billion in fiscal year 1983. Today, the 
Federal Government finds itself the 
reluctant owner of a hugh and grow­
ing surplus of dairy goods, for which 
there simply is no market. On April 1 
of this year, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation <CCC) owned 420 million 
pounds of butter, 758 million pounds 
of cheese, and 1.2 billion pounds of 
nonfat dry milk. The Government's 
cost to transport, handle, and store 
the commodities came to $112.8 mil­
lion in fiscal year 1982. 

In the 1982 Omnibus Budget Recon­
ciliation Act, Congress tried to reduce 
the quantities of surplus milk products 
to lower the cost of the dairy price­
support program. To do so, Congress 
authorized the Secretary of Agricul­
ture to collect two 50-cent assessments 
on the sale of every hundredweight, or 
hundred pounds, of milk marketed 
commercially. 

Mr. President, these assessments are 
a most extraordinary phenomena. The 
American Government is seeking to 
reduce the costs of the dairy price sup­
port program by imposing a tax on 
food. A tax, I might add, that is both 
unnecessary and counterproductive. It 
matters not that the money comes 
from the farmer's paycheck, or the 
consumer's at the checkout counter, it 
is a tax, pure and simple. This is the 
character of the $1 assessment per 
hundred pounds of milk-9 cents per 
gallon-levied on dairy production this 
year. 

What has the tax accomplished? 
Dairy production has risen steadily 

since the first assessment was im­
posed. This past June, our farmers 
were milking 20,000 more cows than 
last January, and milk production was 
up between 2 and 4 percent. Dairy 
farmers are producing more milk to 
compensate for $1.2 billion in income 
lost annually to the tax assessment. It 
is not, in short, reducing the surplus of 
milk production. 

To be sure production has been re­
duced in one area: Small family farm­
·ers have been driven out of business. 
This reduction, a tragic one, has been 
more than offset by the overall in­
creases in production by large produc­
ers. 

We offer a simple remedy: Repeal 
the tax on milk, repeal the assess­
ments. Let the Secretary of Agricul­
ture reduce the price supports, at his 
discretion, to $11.60. And give dairy 
men and women a direct voice in 
whether they want to participate in, 
and help fund, a national promotion 
campaign for dairy products. 

By repealing the assessment, we will 
eliminate the incentive for dairy farm­
ers to increase production at a time of 
high surplus. In this way, we can 
reduce the surpluses while ending the 
tax on milk. Dairy farmers will be 
more profitable, and milk, butter, 
cheese, and other dairy products will 
cost the consumer less. 

This offer is the most efficient and 
equitable means to reduce our current 
surplus and the attendent costs of the 
support program. Every region of the 
country will share the burden, and all 
sectors of the dairy industry will be 
encouraged to seek ways to expand the 
milk market. Our amendment has the 
support of a wide array of organiza­
tions representing interests of dairy 
farmers, manufacturers, and consum­
ers including the American Farm 
Bureau, Food Marketing Institute, 
Milk Industry Foundation, National 
Independent Dairy Foods Association, 
Public Citizen/Congress Watch, and 
the Public Voice for Food and Health 
Policy. 

I would inquire of the distinguished 
chairman of the committee does he 
wish to consider a time agreement at 
this point or at some later point after 
we have begun our discourse? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. If I might re­
spond, Mr. President, to the Senator 
from this side of the aisle, we are not 
quite ready to explore the time agree­
ment. We should be in just a few min­
utes. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN, In that case, Mr. 
President, I will make just a few open­
ing remarks and then turn to my col­
league in this matter. First I ask unan­
imous consent that the junior Senator 
from Washington <Mr. EVANS) not be 
listed as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
there are a few things to be said in 
sum on this subject: The first is that 
the dairy price support program, as 
with all major agricultural programs, 
has grown fantastically in cost over 
the last 4 years. 

The idea that a 1980 cost total of 
about $4 billion should have risen to 
$23 billion in the space of 3 years is a 
record of mismanagement and miscal­
culation. You would have to go back to 
Pearl Harbor to find even a military 
analogy, for none exists in the area of 
farm policy. 

The specifics of the dairy price sup­
port program are that a Federal Gov­
ernment deficit of $250 million in 
fiscal 1979 has grown to $2.7 billion in 
fiscal 1983. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield-and I apologize 
for interrupting-will the Senator ex­
plain the modification of his amend­
ment? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The modification 
is basically technical. 
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Mr. HUDDLESTON. The change is 

the effective date? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. The modification 

changes the effective date so the 
amendment could take effect on the 
first day of the month following enact­
ment. 

The cost of a program of $250 mil­
lion in fiscal 1979 grew 10 times by 
fiscal1983 to $2.7 billion. This is a pro­
gram that has failed and is failing. 
The Federal Government's accumula­
tions of butter, cheese and nonfat dry 
milk-420 million pounds, 758 million 
pounds, and 1.2 billion pounds, respec­
tively-indicates the failure of this 
program. The government's cost 
merely to transport, handle, and store, 
is now over $112 million. 

It has led to an absurdity in modern 
government. Dairy farmers are pro­
ducing more than can be consumed 
and storing it at ever greater costs. In 
1982, in the Omnibus Reconciliation 
Act-a term we are going to come to 
view with fear and loathing in this 
Congress as each successive Omnibus 
Reconciliation Act turns out to have 
15 wholly unanticipated and absolute­
ly calamitous provisions unknown to 
the Senators voting for them-for the 
first time in the history of the Nation, 
if I am not mistaken, we put a tax on 
food. Not just the exotic foods, not 
just marginal food which for some 
reason we wish to discourage consump­
tion but we put a tax on milk. 
N~w, think of milk and think how 

elemental a food it is. I live on a dairy 
farm in a dairy-producing part of New 
York State. The idea of raising the 
price of children's school lunch milk 
as part of a farm program is difficult 
for me to comprehend. This money 
goes to the general funds of the Treas­
ury. And this is not the administra­
tion's work, as such. I do not want to 
make any political allegations here at 
all. 

But now, Mr. President, something 
worse has happened, something worse 
could be about to happen. We are 
about to extend to the dairy industry 
a program which has so desperately 
affected the general production of 
grains and other such commodities in 
this country. While there is a shortage 
of food, in a period after the worst 
drought in 50 years, the Department 
of Agriculture pays people in kind for 
not growing food. 

1 do not wish to raise moral issues on 
this floor, but it seems to me there is 
something sinful about being paid not 
to produce food. I just do not know 
how we ever got into it. The economic 
catastrophe in the 1930's, when a vast­
ly greater proportion of the popula­
tion lived on farms and demand levels 
in the urban areas had collapsed re­
quired drastic measures. Even so, I 
cannot forget from my childhood the 
derision that was directed toward the 
paid diversion at the time. 

The paid diversion program is said to 
be temporary. It will never be a tempo­
rary program. Coal mining apart, 
there is not a harder job in this coun­
try than dairy farming. Dairy farmers 
work 16-hour days. 

The proposal we have before us 
would pay the farmer $10 per hun­
dredweight of milk not to milk cows. 
Anyone who has ever been in a barn in 
upstate New York at 4 o'clock on a 
cold February morning, who calculates 
the benefit-cost ratio of being there, 
will perfer to stay in bed and receive 
$10 for doing so. That person will not 
go back into his barn, and this legisla­
tion will never end. 

We have heard of the formidable 
powers of the milk lobby to influence 
events on the floors of the two bodies. 
They can say to their constitutents: 
"We have got you a genuine, guaran­
teed income. Just live on what was a 
dairy farm and say that you milked 
400 cows night and day. Just sit there 
and draw your money. It will come in 
large sums regularly, as regular as a 
milk check, and larger than a milk 
check." And everything comes in and 
nothing goes out. It defies reason that 
we should think it right to do this. 

This is called the dairy PIK program 
in the parlance of our present dis­
course-the PIK program entailing 
payments-in-kind for farmers not to 
produce. 

Now, Mr. President, I live on a dairy 
farm. I have a neighbor, Eric Meyer­
hoff, who has a large and successful 
farm. He uses some of our fields. He 
said to me 3 weeks ago that for the 
first time in his long life of farming he 
called the grain dealer in Syracuse 
from whom he gets his corn, and the 
grain dealer said, "I don't have any. I 
have none to sell." 

Why do the grain dealers not have 
any? Because nobody grew any. Why 
did the farmers not grow any? Because 
they were given the corn instead of 
growing it. And those that did grow 
found themselves faced with the worst 
drought in 50 years in the corn areas 
of the country. Western New York is 
one such area. 

The price of corn is going to go up 
by 40 percent. Soybeans, I am told, as 
much as 60 percent. And now we are 
going to do the same thing to milk. 
The Agricultural Stabilization Conser­
vation Service of the Department of 
Agriculture estimates that this diver­
sion program will cost $1.194 billion in 
the coming fiscal year. 

Mr. President, we have two absurd 
choices. We can pay $1.354 billion for 
the assessment, or $1.194 billion for di­
version. 

Senator HATCH and I offer a direct 
alternative, which is to lower the price 
support to $11.60; lower the · level at 
which the Secretary of Agriculture 
can set that supr.ort; let the market 
work; stop taxing consumers for basic 
staples of their diet: milk, butter, and 

cheese; stop paying American farmers 
for not doing what they do so well, 
which is to produce. Simply let the 
market set the price. 

If there is a serious case to be made 
against that, I do not know it. If the 
Members of this body want to start 
another program of paying farmers 
not to produce food, and then go out 
and say that this has been a period of 
cutting back Government activities, I 
am baffled. I am without any coherent 
response. It would have to be an act of 
folly. 

I have now made my opening state­
ment, Mr. President. My colleague is 
on his feet. I will at this point yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would 
like to express my sincere appreciation 
for my colleague's remarks. Senator 
MoYNIHAN certainly covered this 
matter to a large degree. I would also 
like to express my sincere appreciation 
to the majority leader, to Senator 
DOLE, Senator HUDDLESTON, and 
others, for their efforts in bringing 
this bill to the floor. I know that simi­
lar sentiments were expressed last 
evening when a unanimous-consent 
agreement was finally reached. I 
would be remiss if I did not add my 
own. 

I welcome the opportunity to debate 
this issue and I am confident that the 
dairy farmers across the Nation are 
equally delighted that this issue is now 
before us. 

Mr. President, as we all know the 
dairy price support program has 
caused a great deal of controversy 
across the country within the last 2 or 
3 years, particularly within the last 10 
months. 

After Congress passed the 50 cent 
assessment program last fall, angry 
dairy farmers in several States, out­
raged at the program because of its in­
equity and ineffectiveness in reducing 
production, filed suit against the gov­
ernment in an effort to prevent the as­
sessment's implementation. 

Farmers in my home State of Utah 
felt so strongly about the issue they 
filed suit in two separate States. In 
fact, the Utah State Legislature was so 
incensed by the program they passed a 
resolution calling for its repeal. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a copy of that resolution be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

MILK PRODUCTION TAX RESOLUTION 

Whereas, Congress recently authorized 
the Department of Agriculture to impose a 
50 cents per hundredweight assessment on 
milk production; 

Whereas, an additional 50 cents per hun­
dredweight will be imposed on April 1, 1983, 
if surpluses are not below an acceptable 
level; 
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Whereas, this assessment will cost a small 

dairyman up to $40 per day for every 100 
cows, or more than $14,000 per year; 

Whereas, the stated purpose of the assess­
ment is to reduce production, but is in fact 
counterproductive to reducing milk surplus­
es and unfairly penalizes the small dairy­
man; 

Whereas, most family dairy operations are 
experiencing very difficult economic times 
and this assessment will be devastating to 
dairy operators in Utah; and 

Whereas, a proper means of stopping 
overproduction would be to phase out the 
Price Support Program and let the free 
market prevail; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the General Session of the 
45th Legislature, That the Congress of the 
United States be requested to repeal this re­
pressive assessment on dairy production and 
develop a plan to phase out the price sup­
port system; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Lieutenant Governor 
forward a certified copy of this resolution to 
the Speaker of the House of Representa­
tives and to the President of the Senate of 
the Congress of the United States and to 
each member of Utah's delegation to Con­
gress. 

Mr. HATCH. Their furor with the 
assessment and with the Congress in­
ability to address this issue has now 
risen to a thundering roar as produc­
ers begin to pay the full dollar re­
quired by that law. 

The inequity of the current program 
is, I believe, apparent to all. I hear 
daily from dairy farmers in my home 
State, many of whom have never sold 
a drop of milk to the government. 
They tell me that the first 50-cent as­
sessment took the profit out of the 
dairy business and the second is taking 
their livelihood. 

This program is forcing them to do 
one of three things: Go out of busi­
ness; increase their herds so that they 
make up their shortfall by increasing 
their marketings; or cull their cattle. 

The most disturbing aspect of the 
current situation is the fact that while 
individual farmers are paying $1 to the 
government for every hundredweight 
of milk produced, processing and man­
ufacturing plants continue to receive 
the $13.10 from the government for 
their product and are in fact very 
intent on keeping their plants working 
at full capacity. 

Mr. President, I am willing to be one 
of the first to admit that we have a 
significant dairy surplus on our hands 
that needs to be, indeed must be re­
solved. But I believe this inequitable 
inefficient program must be repealed. 
On this point, there is widespread 
agreement. However, it is when we 
begin to discuss an alternative to cur­
rent law that there is an honest differ­
ence of opinion. 

Many long hours have been spent in 
forging a dairy compromise which has 
been suggested as the only viable al­
ternative to the current law. This plan 
is embodied in S. 1529. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the amount of work that 
has gone into this compromise, but 

that appreciation does not extend far 
enough for me to accept it. 

This legislation will require the es­
tablishment of an elaborate govern­
ment program which will supposedly 
last only for a few months. Farmers 
will be required to establish a base 
year production level and farmers will 
be eligible to receive a $10 payment 
for every hundredweight of milk they 
choose not to produce, provided they 
contract with the Government to 
reduce their marketings between 5 to 
30 percent. This plan also continues 
the 50-cent assessment which has been 
the object of several different lawsuits 
in order to pay for the diversion pay­
ments and will also require producers 
to contribute to a mandatory promo­
tion program. The plan also calls for 
an initial 50-cent drop in the price sup­
port to be followed by additional cuts 
at later dates if purchases continue to 
be high. 

Though well-intentioned, the pro­
gram embodied inS. 1529 is a compli­
cated, untried program that even the 
Department admits will be difficult to 
administer and even more difficult to 
enforce. Consequently, Senator MoY­
NIHAN and I are offering this amend­
ment as an alternative to this ap­
proach. 

This amendment, in contrast to S. 
1529, has a historical track record; it 
has been tried and it has worked suc­
cessfully. It will initiate a program 
which will be easy to administer and 
easy for farmers to understand, and 
will maintain the structure of the 
dairy price-support program which, by 
all accounts, has served this Nation 
well since first implemented. 

This amendment will allow the Sec­
retary of Agriculture to make adjust­
ments in the support price at the be­
ginning of each fiscal year. It will 
return the discretionary authority he 
had prior to 1979 to raise or lower the 
support price but will not allow him to 
lower it below $11.60. 

Mr. President, some have said that 
$1.50 cut in the support price is too 
severe and too much too fast and I am 
sympathetic with their concerns. How­
ever, I must point out that this 
amendment does not decree that the 
price support must necessarily drop 
that far. Secretary Block has personal­
ly assured me that if he were granted 
this authority, he would use it with re­
straint and do only that which was 
necessary to reduce the dairy surplus 
and certainly neither Senator MoYNI­
HAN nor I are interested in needlessly 
crippling the dairy industry. 

However, I would hasten to add that 
harsh as a $1.50 drop in the support 
price may sound, if such a drop were 
made, it would not equal the combined 
drop in the support price which was 
made in 1953-55. During these 2 years, 
the price support dropped 80 cents, an 
18 percent decrease. A $1.50 drop in 

the support price today would be only 
a 12-percent drop. 

And while I point out that this 
amendment does not mandate a $1.50 
drop in the support price, many be­
lieve that today's problem may war­
rant such a drop. This may or may not 
be the case, but this amendment will 
give the Secretary the flexibility to re­
spond to changing market conditions 
and adjust the program accordingly. 

In fiscal year 1979, the U.S. Govern­
ment was purchasing 1.1 billion 
pounds of milk at a cost of $250 mil­
lion a year. Today, we are purchasing 
over 13 billion pounds of milk at a cost 
approaching $3 billion a year. 

Between 1979 and 1982, the price 
support increased dramatically virtual­
ly every 6 months. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi­
dent, to have printed in the REcoRD at 
this point a table which illustrates the 
corresponding increases in Govern­
ment purchases and expenditures as 
the price support made its rapid 
ascent. 

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

TABLE I.-PRICE SUPPORT LEVEL AND NET CCC 
PURCHASES/EXPENDITURES, SELECTED YEARS 

Marketing year 

1978-79: 
Oct. I to Mar. 31.... 
Apr. I to Sept. 30 

1979-1980: 
Oct. I to Mar. 31... .................... . 
Apr. I to Sept. 30 .............•.... 

1980-81: 
Oct. I to Sept. 30 ........... ...... . 

1981-82: 
Oct. I to Oct. 20 
Oct. 21 to Sept. 30. 

Source: USDA. 

Price 
support 

(per 
hundred­
weight) 

Milk Govern- Govern-
produc- men! men! 

!ion removals expendi-
(bil- (bil- lures 

lions) lions) ~~~) 

$9.87 ········ ······ 
10.76 $122.5 Sl.l $250.6 

11.49 
12.36 127.3 8.2 1.279.8 

13.10 132.0 12.7 1.974.8 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, 
what was the period the Senator re­
ferred to? 

Mr. HATCH. Table 1 is the price­
support level and the net CCC pur­
chase expenditures during the market 
years 1978-82. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I thank the Sena­
tor. 

Mr. HATCH. This increase, coupled 
with low feed prices and a strong 
dollar, provided a strong incentive to 
increase production. Government pur­
chases between October 1978 and Sep­
tember 1980 increased tenfold. The 
caves in this country, which are filled 
with mountains of cheese, milk, and 
butter, I think are a testament to this 
fact. 

In May alone of this year, it is esti­
mated that the Government added 90 
tons of butter, 300 tons of cheese and 
1,800 tons of nonfat dry milk to our in­
ventories at the CCC on a daily basis. 
In fact, we are storing enough butter 
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and cheese to meet the needs of ap­
proximately one-half of this Nation's 
population for 1 year. And we have 
enough dry milk to meet the needs of 
our country's entire populace for 2 
years. 

The incentive to produce has been 
tremendous, but let us face it, we have 
too many cows producing too much 
milk, and I believe it is in the best in­
terest of every dairy farmer, taxpayer, 
and consumer in the country for Con­
gress to address this problem once and 
for all. The Hatch/Moynihan amend­
ment will do this. 

The Congressional Budget Office es­
timates that under our proposal gov­
ernment purchases would fall 28.9 per­
cent in 1984, 41.5 percent in 1985, and 
58.28 percent in 1986. Under the com­
promise encompassed inS. 1529, oral­
ready a part of S. 1529, we cannot be 
sure we will get a permanent reduction 
in production at any time. 

Many believe as I do that, while 
dairymen may reduce their marketings 
under the compromise plan, they will 
not necessarily reduce their herds; and 
in September of 1985, we will mysteri­
ously see a number of dairy cows back 
into production. 

In fact, the cattle and pork industry 
are terrified at the prospects of this 
plan and oppose it. The pork industry 
estimates that the compromise plan 
would result in a $90 to $180 million 
loss in net income to pork producers. 
And the cattle industry likewise antici­
pates severe financial loss as a result 
of this program, believing that dairy 
farmers will keep their young heifers, 
market their cull cows and older ani­
mals to take advantage of the diver­
sion payments, so that when the pro­
gram is terminated the total herd will 
not have been reduced by any signifi­
cant number. 

I think as a practical matter, that is 
what is going to happen. 

In contrast, the Hatch/Moynihan 
amendment has a proven track record. 
History has shown that a reduction in 
the dairy price support level does 
reduce government purchases of 
excess dairy products. The price sup­
port has been lowered four times-sig­
nificantly three times-1954, 1958, and 
1962. On each of these occasions, CCC 
purchases were substantially reduced. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, table 2, which 
covers support price in net CCC re­
movals during marketing years from 
1949 up through 1963. 

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

TABLE 11.-SUPPORT PRICE AND NET CCC REMOVALS, 
SELECTED YEARS 

1949-50 
1950-51 

Marketing year 

1953-54 ........ ......... .................... . 
1954-55 .... .. .............................. .. 
1957-58 ..................................... .. 
1958-59 .................... ................... . 
1961- 62 ......................... . 
1962-63 .................................... .. 

1 M1lk equivalent. 
• Less than 50.000.000 pounds. 
Source: USDA. 

Support Decrease pnce 
10 (dollars support per pnce hundred-

weight) (cents) 

3.14 ..... .......... . 
3.07 -7 
3.74 - 11 
3.15 - 59 
3.25 
3.06 - 19 
3.40 
3.11 - 29 

Decrease Net 
10 net removals removals (b1lhon (billion pounds) 1 

pounds) 

2.5 ............... . 
( 2 ) - 2.45 
11.3 .............. .. 
5.1 - 7.2 
6.8 ............... . 
3.5 - 3.3 

11.2 .............. .. 
8.8 -2.4 

Mr. HATCH. As the preceding chart 
indicates, Mr. President, the support 
price was reduced 16 percent in 1955 
and government purchases fell 64 per­
cent. In 1959, the support level was re­
duced 6 percent and government pur­
chases fell 49 percent. In 1963, the 
support price was lowered 8 percent 
and purchases fell by 21 percent. I 
assert that what has worked before 
will work again. 

The amendment will also have a 
positive effect on consumer prices and 
has been endorsed by several groups. 
CBO estimates that under the Hatch/ 
Moynihan plan, consumers will save 
approximately $2 to $5 billion a year, 
what better way to encourage con­
sumption of a product than to lower 
the price, or as the case may be, to 
prevent a price increase? 

In contrast, S. 1529, will most defi­
nitely take us in the other direction. 
In fact, CBO estimates that this pro­
gram will increase consumer costs by 
approximatly $3 billion. 

That is on top of the consumer dif­
ference. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
wonder if my friend from Utah will 
yield for a question? 

Mr. HATCH. I am delighted, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Would he not 
agree that this legislation is as much 
consumer legislation as it is farm legis­
lation? 

Mr. HATCH. I think the distin­
guished Senator from New York hits 
the nail right on the head. It is in the 
best interest of the consumers and, I 
think, farmers as a whole across the 
board. I have cited the losses that the 
pork producers expect to have and the 
cattlemen are worried about it. It 
really is in the best interests of the 
dairymen. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The American 
Farm Bureau supports our amend­
ment. 

Mr. HATCH. The American Farm 
Bureau supports this amendment. 
Frankly, I do not know why we do not 
change it once and for all and do what 
is right for this country, for the con­
sumers, for all people who are in agri-

culture, and above all, over the long 
term, for those in dairy farming. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Will the Senator 
yield, since they have gotten into a 
discussion? As he pointed out, in 1953-
54 there was lower production with 
dairy supports. We have this figure of 
15.7 percent. He may be correct with 
his higher figure of 18 percent. What 
percent of that reduction went to the 
consumers, since he maintains this is a 
consumer amendment? 

Mr. HATCH. I do not think-1 would 
say any time we quote figures such as 
these, we have to realize that they are 
based upon estimates and projections. 
While I am not necessarily wedded to 
these figures and realize that there 
may not be a dramatic effect on con­
sumer savings in the short run, I do 
not think anybody can dispute that a 
decrease in the price support will defi­
nitely have a positive consumer bene­
fit in the long run. Figures are figures. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If the Senator will 
yield to allow me to put this in the 
form of a question-he having the 
floor-is it not the case that the Milk 
Industry Foundation reports in its 
analysis that a reduction in the price­
support level of $1.50 would lower the 
ingredient cost of whole milk 12.9 
cents a gallon, hard cheese 14.9 cents a 
pound, butter 16.7 cents a pound, and 
ice cream 22.4 cents a gallon? 

Is the Senator aware that the Milk 
Industry Foundation estimates that 
these savings to consumers would 
come to $1.8 billion next year because, 
while demand for milk is relatively in­
elastic, milk products are very sensi­
tive to price. The Milk Industry Foun­
dation says that there is $1.8 billion in 
consumer savings in this amendment 
which the Senator from Utah and I 
are offering. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, may I 
further answer the question of the 
Senator from Minnesota as well? I 
agree with the Senator from New 
York. 

We asked the CBO to estimate what 
savings consumers would experience as 
a result of the Hatch-Moynihan 
amendment. The CBO estimated that 
consumers would experience a decline 
of 0.06 percent in 1984, a 0.17 percent 
drop in 1985, and a zero drop in 1986. 

I have to admit, I think the amount 
of decrease may be debatable, but I 
think it is clear that there would abso­
lutely be a decrease in consumer ex­
penses. In contrast, we know that the 
compromise in this bill will negatively 
impact consumers. I do not think 
there is any question about it. Both 
CBO and the USDA project that com­
mercial sales will increase under the 
Hatch-Moynihan proposal. Both will 
increase under that proposal. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HATCH. Sure. 
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Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Does the Senator 

have a sense of what impact the price 
declines that he spoke about earlier 
had on the consumer? The Senator 
spoke about the declines that took 
place in the early to midfifties, 18 per­
cent. What percentage of that was 
passed on to the consumer? It is very 
touching of the Milk Industry Founda­
tion to say that 100 percent of what­
ever decrease in the support level will 
go to the consumer, but I wonder if 
the Senator is familiar with the histo­
ry of that in the form of commodities 
in general and dairy specifically? Is 
every dollar that is reduced in the 
price passed on to the consumer? 

Mr. HATCH. I have to admit that I 
do not know that anybody can say 
how much they are going to save, but 
I do not think anybody can say that 
there would not be savings to the con­
sumer. I think if you contrast under 
the dairy price supports how much the 
price of milk has gone up-I am not 
sure you can prove one way or the 
other that if you cut this support, you 
are absolutely going to have a positive 
impact on the price of milk. If you in­
crease the sale of milk, which both 
CBO and USDA say will occur, you 
will also help get the price down but 
you also help to firm up the market 
for the dairy farmers. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
at that point? I want to make sure I 
fully understand the Senator from 
Utah's answer to the question of the 
Senator from Minnesota. As the Sena­
tor from Utah knows, a number of us 
spent most of yesterday trying to work 
to get this bill up, something we had 
been doing for many months it seems. 
When Senator HELMS and I were 
having a colloquy last night about it, I 
think we said we had 43 meetings 
trying to get to this point. 

As the Senator recalls-I believe he 
was there for part of this time-we 
were discussing this amendment and 
discussing the fact that we all have an 
interest in saving consumers money. 
But I asked this same question of Sen­
ator after Senator yesterday, the same 
as I did for months, "Exactly how 
much of this cut is going to go to con­
sumers?" 

Speaking from my own individual 
experience, I have yet to see such a 
cut go to the consumer. I have seen 
substantial cuts, for example, in wheat 
programs, and yet the amount that 
the wheat farmer gets for a loaf of 
bread is about equal to the cost of the 
wrapper that goes around the loaf of 
bread. The price of wheat goes up, the 
price of wheat goes down, the wheat 
farmer gets more, the wheat farmer 
gets less, but the price of the loaf of 
bread does not go down. 

I see the same cuts in the dairy price 
support and I never see it reflected in 
the grocery store. I go grocery shop­
ping with my family all the time. Is 
the Senator from Utah saying his 

price support cut proposal is actually 
going to be translated into lower prices 
for consumers? How many cents off a 
gallon of milk would I see? 

Mr. HATCH. Let me try to answer 
that. 

I do have Farm Bureau figures that 
have been estimated by the Farm 
Bureau. However, let me preface it by 
this. I am not sure over the short term 
I can tell the Senator exactly what the 
savings to consumers will be. It stands 
to reason it will be--

Mr. LEAHY. It does not stand to 
reason on past experience, I tell my 
friend from Utah, they are necessarily 
benefiting. Past experience shows that 
the consumer does not get a cent from 
this kind of thing. 

Mr. HATCH. Past experience shows 
that if you cut the dairy price support, 
it will delay a price increase and it will 
actually bring, we believe, prices down. 
But let me tell you what I understand 
the Farm Bureau--

Mr. LEAHY. That is not past experi­
ence, I say to my friend from Utah. 
Past experience has shown that it goes 
up. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator from 
Utah, I think, is being harassed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah has the floor. 

Mr. HATCH. Let me answer the 
question and then turn to any other 
colleague who wants to comment on 
this. It is my understanding that if the 
support price is reduced $1 per hun­
dredweight, the reduction per gallon, 
that is, the figure at 8 pounds per 
gallon of fluid milk, would be about 
8.6 cents. That is what could be saved. 
Total production available for fluid 
products would be about 49 billion 
pounds on an annualized basis. So that 
would be a consumer savings of about 
$600 million, if you choose those fig­
ures. Now, there are those in the in­
dustry who feel these are reasonable 
figures. I think it is difficult for any­
body to pin down what will happen 
other than through economic reason­
ing, which is what the Senator from 
New York and I think are offering. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
from Utah yield for a very simple 
question? 

Mr. HATCH. I surely will. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Is it his belief, if 

we cannot precisely quantify what will 
be the decline in consumer prices, that 
the milk industry is competitive indus­
try? Is not competition characteristic 
of farming? There are more than 
200,000 individual producers. They do 
not control the market. They try to 
through cooperatives a bit, but it is 
competitive. Now, we may not be able 
to quantify precisely what will be the 
decline in price because there are 
many items involved in the vital end 
product. 

Mr. HATCH. That is right. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. But could there be 

any question that there will be an in-

crease in price if you tax the food and 
pay people not to produce it? 

Mr. HATCH. There is just no ques­
tion about that. I do not know how 
anybody can argue with that. I might 
add that right now we have an artifi­
cally induced price that does not allow 
the market system to work. Under our 
amendment, the market would work, 
and we would get rid of the artifically 
induced price. It seems to me there is 
no question that the consumers would 
benefit. 

If you look at how the price of milk 
has increased over the years, it has 
really gone up. Let me give you a little 
bit more from this estimate that the 
Farm Bureau comes up with. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. If the Senator 
would yield, I would tell him what 
past experience has been. Do not talk 
about estimates. We will tell you what 
happened in 1953, 1954, we will tell 
you what happened in 1962, when 
there were price reductions, how much 
of the price reduction was passed on to 
the consumer. And apparently my able 
colleague from New York does not re­
alize that in the compromise plan that 
we are also suggesting reducing the 
price if production does not go down, 
to the level that he suggests over a 
period of years. 

In 1953, 1954, as the Senator pointed 
out, the price reduction was 18 per­
cent; 4.6 percent of that 18 percent 
went to the consumer, so approximate­
ly 25 percent of the price reduction 
went to the consumer. In 1962, there 
was also a price reduction in the milk 
support level. It was a 9 percent price 
reduction. One of those 9 percentage 
points went to the consumer. There is 
no evidence from the figures that a 
sudden upsurge of demand would re­
spond to the lowering of the price. 
Quite to the contrary. The demand 
seems to have shrunk in those years 
rather than going up. So what we are 
suggesting is an orderly approach to 
the market. The cost of the program, 
the cost of what the Senator is sug­
gesting is somewhat higher on budget­
ary terms than the compromise that 
we are suggesting, that whatever the 
consumer might save, the taxpayer is 
going to have to pay more. 

Mr. HATCH. Well, in the initial 
years, that may be so, although I do 
not believe it is. But over the long run, 
I do not think that that taxpayer will 
pay more. 

Second, it seems to me it is very dif­
ficult to argue that by maintaining an 
artifically high price, that really is as­
sessing farmers who are not selling to 
the Government at an unfair cost, it is 
going to benefit the consumers in any 
way. I wonder where the price of milk 
would be today had we not had those 
reductions in past years. I, like the 
Senator from New York, share the 
viewpoint-at least I have taken the 
implications from his comments-that 
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the consumer should have received 
more benefit from that price decrease. 
I would like to have seen that, and I 
hope that they get more benefit from 
what we are offering today. If they do 
not, perhaps we ought to see that 
there is some way that they do get 
some benefit. But I wonder where the 
price of milk would be, had we not had 
those reductions. There is no question 
I have made a point here that goes far 
beyond whether or not it is going to 
save money for the consumers. The 
present system is unjust. The compro­
mise does not solve the problem. 
Frankly, there are people in my State 
and people I think all over the country 
who feel that they are being ripped off 
by this artificially high support price. 

Let me finish my statement, and 
then I would be happy to answer any 
further questions. 

I would just add to this discussion at 
this point that the Farm Bureau esti­
mates that if we had a $1 refund per 
hundredweight from a fluid milk prod­
uct, it would be 8.6 cents possible sav­
ings on one gallon of fluid milk. It 
would save about $600 million a year. 

A $1 refund-we are talking about a 
$1 reduction from the present level­
could result in about 9.5 cents per 
pound on cheese. The total production 
available for cheese is 39 billion 
pounds in this country. That would be 
a consumer saving, assuming we could 
pass it on, but I do not mean to indi­
cate that we can. The consumer saving 
could be as high as $3.7 billion. 

The groups that are supporting our 
amendment include Milk Industry 
Foundation, National Ice Cream Asso­
ciation, Pizza Hut, Taco Time, Nation­
al Pork Producers, Beatrice Foods, 
Carnation, Sara Lee, Dairy Handlers 
Distributors, Public Voice. 

I think it is important that we give 
some consideration to their feelings, 
that it will save the consumers money 
and that the cost of milk will not go 
up even more on an artificial basis. 

Our amendment will also have a 
positive effect on consumer prices, we 
think, just because of this debate. 
CBO estimates that under our plan, 
consumers will save approximately $2 
billion to $5 billion a year. I agree that 
nobody can say that, but what better 
way is there to encourage consump­
tion of a product and to lower the 
price? Or, as the case may be, to pre­
vent a price increase. 

I do not know whether the Senator 
is wrong with respect to consumption 
not having increased in the past. But I 
believe it stands to reason, over the 
long term, that if you lower the price, 
consumption will increase, especially 
in the case of dairy products. 

I believe that S. 1529 does take us in 
the other direction. CBO estimates 
that if we go with the language in S. 
1529, this program will increase con­
sumer costs by approximately $3 bil­
lion a year. 

I am the first to say CBO does not 
always have all the answers, and it 
may not be $3 billion a year, but there 
is no question that it is going to be an 
increased cost over what we are pro­
posing today, which is fair to the dairy 
men and fair to agriculture in general. 

Last but not least, the Hatch-Moyni­
han amendment allows the Secretary 
to set a price that will be a floor, not 
an incentive. It repeals the assess­
ments which have been so trouble­
some and will allow dairy farmers to 
make their own marketing decisions, 
and this is how I believe it should be. 

The original purpose of the dairy 
price support program was to insure 
that a reliable supply of milk would be 
available to consumers, at the same 
time providing the farmer with a rea­
sonable return for his efforts. I do not 
believe anyone could construe from 
the original purpose of the law that 
the U.S. Congress has any right to dic­
tate what the advertising practices of 
a particular industry should be, par­
ticularly, when the producers have 
had no say in the matter. In our 
amendment, we have called for a refer­
endum to see if farmers do in fact 
want a national promotion program. 

The diversion payment program in 
S. 1529 is also troubling to me. My cal­
culations indicate that a dairy farmer 
with a 500 cow herd <and there are 822 
farms in this category> would be eligi­
ble for payments of approximately 
$120,000 a year if marketings were re­
duced 17 percent. Those who do not 
choose to participate or who cannot 
participate because of the limitations 
of the program will have to help pay 
the bill. The legality of this part of 
the proposal, will I am sure, be chal­
lenged in court. 

As I said in the beginning, I am ap­
preciative of the time and effort that 
has gone into this compromise, but 
that appreciation does not overshadow 
the advantages I believe this amend­
ment has. 

Today a myriad of criticism is begin­
ning to fall upon the dairy industry. 

I think the senior Senator from New 
York will agree with me that there 
has been a myriad of criticism follow­
ing the dairy industry all over this 
country. He has brought that out very 
carefully. If we do not act to rectify 
the situation once and for all I believe 
the integrity of this program will be 
substantially weakened. 

I invite the attention of Senators to 
a recent article published in the Wall 
Street Journal, entitled "Congress at a 
Cattle Crossing," and I ask unanimous 
consent that this article be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re­
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this ar­

ticle succinctly, and I believe correctly, 
outlines the causes of the dairy supply 

problem and urges Congress to take 
action to successfully address the issue 
once and for all. I believe the Hatch­
Moynihan amendment will do this, 
and we have the historical record to 
back up our opinion. 

I therefore urge that serious consid­
eration be given to this amendment 
and sincerely believe that if it is adopt­
ed it will successfully address our cur­
rent dairy crisis. 

Mr. President, I would like to ex­
press my sincere appreciation to the 
majority leader, to Senator HELMS, 
Senator DoLE, and Senator HUDDLE­
STON and others for their tenacious ef­
forts in bringing this bill to the floor. I 
know that similar sentiments were ex­
pressed last evening when a unani­
mous-consent agreement was finally 
reached, and I would be remiss if I did 
not add my own. I welcome the oppor­
tunity to debate this issue, and I am 
confident that dairy farmers across 
the Nation are equally delighted that 
this issue is now before us. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 14, 

1983] 

CONGRESS AT A CATTLE CROSSING 
<By Jeffrey H. Birnbaum) 

INDEPENDENCE, Mo.-The most compelling 
reason to worry about the U.S. dairy prob­
lem can be found here 90 feet beneath 
Truman Road. 

Down in the dark and dusty caverns of a 
dormant limestone mine, the federal gov­
ernment stores so much surplus cheese, 
butter and powdered milk that a visitor 
would be hard pressed to walk past it all in 
one day. To save time, the management usu­
ally provides a golf cart. A tour reveals can­
yons of cheddar cheese packed in 500-pound 
barrels and teetering towers of frozen 
butter in 68-pound boxes. Hundred-pound 
brown sacks of dried milk line seemingly 
endless aisles. 

In all, the vast chambers of Commercial 
Distribution Center Inc. contain 61 million 
pounds of taxpayer-purchased dairy prod­
ucts. That's enough idle food to cover 13 
football fields with piles 17 feet high. Most 
people who visit here say, "This must be all 
the milk in the world." In fact, explains 
David Waller, the general manager, "it's 
only a drop in the bucket." 

Indeed, this 80-acre subterranean ware­
house holds a mere 2 percent of the 2.9 bil­
lion pounds of surplus dairy products owned 
by the government. A train filled with the 
total would stretch from New York City to 
Toledo, Ohio. Taxpayers bought these com­
modities over the past few years for about 
$3 billion, or more than $13,000 for each 
American dairy farmer. 

A MODEL FOR SELF-DEFEAT 
The purchases are far from over. Encour­

aged by the high milk price guaranteed by 
the U.S. price-support program, dairy farm­
ers continue to increase production. At the 
same time, consumers repelled by that same 
steep price, among other factors, limit their 
dairy purchases. The result is a model for 
self-defeat: The U.S. must spend $275,000 an 
hour to buy burgeoning quantities of milk 
products, which, because of their own subsi­
dy, are shunned by the marketplace. At last 
count, the U.S. paid nearly $5 million a 
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month to store the surplus in 700 leased 
warehouses like Commercial Distribution. 

Such are the dimensions of a national 
scandal. In a well-intentioned effort to 
prevent a shortage of milk, Congress has 
created the most blatant waste of food and 
economic resources in U.S. agriculture-a 
considerable achievement given the recent 
excesses of federal price-supports. This 
fiscal year, the U.S. expects to spend more 
than $21 billion, or 75% more than last year, 
on farm-subsidy programs. The dairy pro­
gram alone is expected, officially at least, to 
cost $2.4 billion, though many believe it 
may top $3 billion. 

Almost everybody believes that the dairy 
dragon of over-generous price supports must 
be slain. But, as usual , Congress is wielding 
the dull blade of politics in the quest. 
Thanks to the powerful dairy lobby, critics 
say, Congress again is prepared only to snip 
at the edges of an issue that requires a cou­
rageous thrust. Such half measures, experts 
agree, only compound the problem. 

The compromise solution now floating in 
Congress reads like a parody of itself. How 
do we staunch the flow of money into the 
dairy program? Why, we pay farmers not to 
milk as many cows, of course, says the 
House Agriculture Committee, which re­
cently approved such a measure by voice 
vote. The idea isn't unique. Under its now­
famous payment-in-kind <PIK> program, 
the U.S. already is " paying" grain and 
cotton farmers not to plant about one-third 
of the nation's cropland. But these PIK 
farmers are compensated mostly in surplus 
commodities that the government probably 
couldn't sell anyway; dairy farmers would 
get cash. 

Funds for these dairy payments would 
come from an assessment on the dairymen 
themselves. For each 100 pounds of milk 
they market, dairy producers would pay 50 
cents to the U.S. The government later 
would return the money to dairymen who 
cut their production. As added incentive to 
cut back the price-support level would be re­
duced, at first slightly, and then much later 
by stages under certain conditions. 

Proponents see this "paid diversion" as a 
quick and relatively painless way to deplete 
ever-growing supplies. Other less-controlled 
methods, such as rapidly reducing the price­
support level, they say, would wreak havoc 
on an important portion of the economy. 
"The solution is to cull a few cows from all 
dairy farms and not all the cows from a few 
dairy farms," says a spokesman for Associat­
ed Milk Producers Inc., the nation's largest 
milk cooperative. 

Nonsense, cry many economists and con­
sumer groups. Such payments may cause a 
brief decline in milk production, they say, 
but when the payments cease, production is 
free, and in fact likely, to rise again. Even 
the National Milk Producers Federation be­
lieves that the proposed 15-month payment 
period is too short to force a permanent de­
cline in the cow population, which at about 
10 million is at least one million larger than 
needed. "Paid diversion" would make dairy 
farmers even more dependent on the federal 
dole, critics contend, and place them in a 
stronger position to demand another bail­
out, probably by prolonging the payments. 

Other doubters contend that the 50-cent 
assessment would be needlessly complex 
and wouldn't raise enough money to cover 
the cow-reduction costs. But more impor­
tant, critics say, the whole proposal appears 
to be just another attempt by major ele­
ments of the dairy lobby to postpone the in­
evitable solution: a simple cut of the price­
support level. 

"Through artificial means they [the dairy 
lobby] are t rying to buy themselves a little 
time," concludes Thomas Smith, govern­
ment affairs director for Public Voice for 
Food and Health Policy, a consumer group. 
<And with $1.7 million in contributions to 
national candidates in 1981-82, the dairy in­
dustry 's major political action committees 
surely have the wherewithal to buy a lot.) 

The dairy groups' influence derives from 
more than just cash. "There are an awful 
lot of dairy farms in an awful lot of congres­
sional districts, and they're organized ex­
tremely well." says E. Linwood Tipton, a 
lobbyist for milk processors, who advocate 
lowering the price support. 

But the time has come to rise above the 
special interests and to act decisively, many 
critics say. A reduction of the price-support, 
or guaranteed minimum level, by at least $1 
or more from the current $13.10 a hundred­
weight is long overdue, they assert. When 
that happens, the least efficient farmers, 
who now are kept in business by unrealisti­
cally generous prices, would, over time, be 
forced into bankruptcy. The contraction 
would shrink the surplus and therefore the 
need for federal purchases. More buying 
would be done, instead, by consumers, who 
would be sure to appreciate cheese that 
costs less than chopped meat for a change. 

A recent study by dairy processor gives a 
glimpse of the consumers' advantage. Ac­
cording to the study, a $!-per-hundred­
weight reduction in the support price would 
cause milk prices to fall nine cents a gallon, 
cheese to drop nine cents a pound and 
butter prices to slip 11 cents a pound. Put 
another way, consumers would save $1.2 bil­
lion a year. 

SHAMEFUL AND ABSURD 

Without question, the cut would cause 
hardship to many farmers. "Some people 
are going to have to go out of business." as­
serts Mr. Smith of Public Voice. But 
Rodney Leonard of the Community Nutri­
tion Institute adds, "No industry can be pro­
tected from market forces indefinitely." 

The Reagan administration and at least 
one dairy cooperative are sympathetic to 
this reasoning. Agriculture Secretary John 
Block has long wanted Congress to give him 
the authority to reduce the dairy price-sup­
port. And Dairymen Inc., the huge co-op in 
the Southwest, also has urged a cut. But 
after long negotiations this spring, the de­
partment and the co-op both accepted the 
"paid diversion" compromise, nearly assur­
ing its success. Lately the department had 
complicated things by withholding support 
for the compromise unless Congress also 
freezes price-support levels for other com­
modities-an ever-more-likely possibility. 

In the meantime, the dairy hoard mounts 
faster than the U.S. can give it away. In a 
nearby Kansas City, Kan., warehouse, three 
boxcars are being loaded with surplus 
cheese for dispersal to the needy. But across 
the track, five other boxcars, filled with 
newer cheese, are being unloaded. With 
such massive stockpiles, spoilage is inevita­
ble: One million pounds of dried milk goes 
"out of condition" <accumulates too much 
moisture> each month nationwide and must 
be sold for animal feed. 

In a world where the most common de­
nominator among peoples, besides their hu­
manity, is hunger, such surpluses are 
shameful and absurd. But Congress doesn't 
appear likely to end the dairy disgrace. 

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

Mr. HATCH. I yield. 

Mr. LEAHY. We will continue where 
we were earlier. 

Mr. President, I agree with much of 
what the Senator has said with re­
spect to what the marketing philoso­
phy should be. 

The Senator from Utah must realize 
that Senator BoscHWITZ and I and the 
others in this body who have been 
working since last spring to put this 
compromise together have in mind the 
views of consumers. 

For example, in my State, there are 
probably more consumers than pro­
ducers; and the producers, themselves, 
of course, are consumers of necessary 
foodstuffs. We solicited and brought 
in the views of consumers and the 
views of producers. 

We wanted to accomplish two 
things, especially: lower the cost to the 
Government and lower production. 

I tell my friend from Utah that our 
compromise has some elements of the 
amendment offered by him and the 
Senator from New York. In it, there is 
the possibility of a $1.50 cut in the 
price support if farmers do not reduce 
their production over the 15-month 
period of the paid diversion program. 

If we ever are going to get anywhere, 
we have to reduce production, and 
simply lowering the price support will 
not do it. 

Does the Senator from Utah doubt 
that if all we did was to lower the sup­
port price without giving an incentive 
to cut production, dairy farmers would 
simply increase production? It is one 
of the easiest things in the world to 
do. Does he doubt that without such a 
policy it would happen? 

Mr. HATCH. I appreciate the efforts 
that have been made, and I think it is 
a step in the right direction. I have ex­
pressed in my opening remarks that I 
think it is a step in the right direction. 
But I also have said that it does not go 
far enough. 

I also say that the Senator's pro­
gram, in the last 15 months, is a com­
plex, elaborate program. Farmers will 
be required to establish a base line 
production level. They will be eligible 
to receive a $10 payment for every 
hundredweight of milk they choose 
not to produce, and they will continue 
to increase their heifers while culling 
out the cows that are not going to be 
affected; and at the end of the 15 
months, we will be worse off than we 
were. I think we should approach the 
problem with a little more foresight 
and try to solve it. 

I am appreciative that we have gone 
as far as we can, but I do not think it 
is the answer. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEAHY. I believe I have the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SYMMS). Does the Senator yield for a 
question? 
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Mr. HATCH. I yield to the distin­

guished Senator from Florida. 
Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I 

ask that my name be added as a co­
sponsor of the Hatch-Moynihan 
amendment. I think it is a step in the 
right direction. It is the only solution 
to the supply-demand question and 
the imbalance in the program we have 
today, which is outrageous. 

Producers are generating more milk 
than consumers are demanding, and 
the only sensible answer is to cut sup­
port prices. 

I believe this is a step in the right di­
rection. I believe it should go farther. 
However, I wish to cosponsor in sup­
port of the Moynihan-Hatch amend­
ment. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin­
guished Senator from Florida be listed 
as a cosponsm· of the Hatch-Moynihan 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield for a further question. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, does the 
Senator not feel, though, that a $1.50 
cut in farm price would not go to the 
consumer, that most of that would be 
absorbed by the middleman? 

Mr. HATCH. I think it is already ab­
sorbed by the middleman. They get 
their price no matter what happens 
under the program we have agreed to 
under the compromise plan in this 
particular bill. 

I have no qualms about saying that I 
would wish to see the dairy farmers 
always have a break. The question is 
how far should that break go and 
should it cost all other dairy farmers 
and all other members of the agricul­
tural community in the process? I 
think it does, and I think we have 
made a good case that it does. 

Mr. LEAHY. A $1.50 cut by itself 
would simply put the average family 
dairy farmer out of business. It will 
also cost all of us because we would 
spend $650 million more in fiscal year 
1984 than if our compromise were en­
acted. 

These are things, I say to my good 
friend from Utah, that we went over 
and over. Those of us within this 
working group, the Members of the 
House of Representatives who worked 
on it, and I see a distinguished leader, 
my colleague from Vermont <Mr. JEF­

FORDS) in the Chamber, one who 
worked on that in the House of Repre­
sentatives, considered what would 
happen with just a straight cut. We 
considered every single alternative 
possible here. 

We found that a straight cut would 
simply increase production and the 
Government would buy 8.2 billion 
pounds more milk under that than 
under the provisions of the compro­
mise and most of whatever savings 
would occur would be absorbed by the 

middleman. The farmer would get a 
cut, the consumer would get no bene­
fit, and the taxpayers would pay. 

With that in mind, I certainly would 
not go along with the $1.50 price sup­
port cut. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I shall 
take a few seconds to answer that. 

First of all, it does not have to be 
$1.50. Under our program it can be. 
We have to place some credibility and 
some confidence in the Secretary of 
Agriculture not to do anything to hurt 
any member of the agricultural com­
munity. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, if the cut is not 
going to be $1.50 then the Senator 
should not argue what the size of the 
savings is going to be for the consumer 
predit:!ated on that $1.50. 

Mr. HATCH. I do not think I have 
been arguing that. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. The Senator cer­
tainly has. 

Mr. HATCH. I said I do not think 
anyone can come up with exactly what 
the size of the savings would be other 
than there will be savings. It stands to 
reason it would keep prices lower than 
they would otherwise be. 

I am saying the laws of economics 
tell us as I think the distinguished 
Senator from New York pointed out. 

Let me go to the other part of his 
question. 

The Senator has indicated that if 
the Secretary of Agriculture would 
lower the price by $1.50 the dairy 
farmers would be forced out of busi­
ness. All I can say is that the decision 
to go out of business I do not think is 
based on the price support level alone. 
Rather, under the present law and 
under the compromise it is based on 
whether or not the dairy farmer can 
receive more than his production cost. 
That is what it comes down to. 

Dairy farmers have been leaving the 
dairy farming business at an average 
annual rate of 8 percent a year be­
cause of productivity gains, for one 
thing, and I expect that is going to 
continue. In 1959, for instance, there 
were 1,800,000 dairy farmers. In 1982 
there are 325,000. That is an 82 per­
cent drop between 1959 and 1982. 

So farmers have obviously been leav­
ing the business in good times and in 
bad times. so there is no easy way to 
reduce production, and I am not deny­
ing that some dairy farmer~ are going 
to continue to go out of business as 
they have in the historical past. 

However, I think it is fair to say that 
our current situation demands that we 
take action to reduce our production 
and I believe that the direct price sup­
port reduction is the most equitable 
and the most efficient way. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That is paying the 
people not to produce. 

Mr. HATCH. The Senator is right. 
That is paying them not to produce 

and keeping prices artificially high 

and actually allowing people to be paid 
more than their production costs and 
encouraging it in the process. 

It is a never-ending scheme that 
turns out. I do not see how anyone can 
argue it will not damage all dairy 
farmers and in the end result-it may 
take years-but in the end the dairy 
industry is going to be hurt by con­
tinuing present law. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota is recognized. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 

wish to respond to some of the things 
that have been stated on the floor. 

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will withhold a moment, 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. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, if I 

have the floor I wish to comment that 
I believe the Senator from Minnesota 
wants to speak and I am happy to 
yield the floor in order that he do so. I 
wish a few moments at the conclusion. 
We do not have a time agreement, but 
I sense the understanding that we are 
prepared to vote on the matter. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 1 moment? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield the floor. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, there is 

no purpose in having a time agree­
ment because I understand there will 
be a tabling motion in any case. 

But I do not want anything to 
happen until Senator LuGAR is on the 
floor and can make some comments. 

So if Senators will bear that in mind 
I shall appreciate it. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield on that point, I ask 
unanimous consent to add Senator 
LUGAR as a cosponsor of this amend­
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Chair and 
I thank my colleagues. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

Senator from Minnesota seeking rec­
ognition? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Yes, I am. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota is recognized. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 

shall respond shortly to the Senators 
from New York and Utah, and then I 
also would be prepared to proceed to a 
vote. 

The Senator from New York has 
spoken about the dairy program, how 
it has grown fantastically. My good­
ness, the Senator from New York has 
even compared the dairy program to a 
miscalculation on the scope of Pearl 
Harbor and it is a record of misman-
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agement and the program has failed, 
and it is absurd in modern govern­
ment, and so forth. 

I only wish that I could use the lan­
guage as well as the Senator from New 
York who really does so in magnifi­
cent fashion. 

Let me talk for just a moment about 
the price of farm commodities in gen­
eral and what has brought about this 
surplus. 

Not so long ago, after the terrible in­
cident of the Korean airliner. I heard 
the Senator from New York call for a 
grain embargo. Now the Senator from 
New York will remember it was the 
grain embargo that caused much of 
the problems in the dairy industry, 
caused much of the problems in the 
farm economy in general. Now he 
wants to repeat that. 

Then he will come to the Chamber 
in another year or so after another 
embargo is declared, which the Sena­
tor supports, and declare once again 
that there is a surplus of this or a sur­
plus of that. 

I say to the Senator if he wants us to 
grow it he has to let us sell it as well, 
and one of my predecessors from Min­
nesota, Senator Humphrey. used to 
say about the Russians: "sell them 
anything and they cannot shoot back 
at us." 

That is indeed one of the things that 
causes dismay in the agricultural 
sector-the embargo. 

Then we had a series of bumper 
crops, and then a very expensive dollar 
and so our exports became too expen­
sive on the world market and that 
world market was hit with a recession. 

All of these things together com­
bined to depress the commodity prices 
that it just became more efficient and 
more profitable to collect for the com 
by feeding it to the cow rather than 
selling it on the market. 

But the program has not failed. For 
a 35-year period we have had an even 
supply of milk. The program has 
achieved the goals that the Senator 
from Utah has stated, that we should 
have a fresh and adequate supply of 
the most basic food product enjoyed in 
this country and in the world. 

Indeed, I have a sense of what the 
Senator is talking about, the fact that 
we should produce all that we can 
produce. Once again, I have to ask the 
Senator in that case not to call for em­
bargoes of our principal customers. 

The Senator said that the dairy 
farmer is just going to sit there and 
collect the check. That is not so at all. 
This is a diversion program which only 
allows the farmer to divert 5 to 30 per­
cent of his production, and the Secre­
tary is seeking to reduce production by 
8.4 percent, not by large numbers, just 
8.4 percent, so that supply and 
demand can come back into balance. 

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

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Certainly, I will 
yield for a question. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The question re­
gards the committee proposal. Will 
dairy farmers be paid for milk they do 
not produce or will they not be paid 
for milk they do not produce? The 
question is whether this is another 
farm program that pays farmers not 
to produce? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. With their own 
money, Senator, they will indeed be 
paid not to produce. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Their own money, 
a tax on food collected by the Treas­
ury. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. It is money that 
is taken out of the milk checks and 
therefore really becomes their own. If 
you make the case--

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Money taken out 
of the milk check but paid for by the 
consumer. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, do 
I have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota has the floor. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. It is indeed a bad 
thing not to produce. Senator, it is 
just as bad to put a clamp on selling 
the product. If you want us to 
produce, do not run around saying 
that we should not sell to our princi­
pal customers, just sit there and col­
lect the check. That is not the intent, 
that is not possible under this pro­
gram. 

The Senator may recall that in 1973 
the milk market also underwent an ad­
justment. There was no rise in price, 
production went down and the price to 
the consumer went up by 27 percent, 
and perhaps that is what the Senator 
wishes to happen again. 

If he wants the farmer to take the 
largest price cut that has ever been 
foisted upon the dairy farmers, will 
the price go down? History seems to 
suggest that the price may indeed go 
up. 

Mr. President, one of the only ways 
that a young farmer has had to enter 
farming in recent years has been in 
dairying. Unfortunately farmers have 
borrowed, even with the consent and 
encouragement of the FHA, on the 
basis of their projected cash flow, and 
in the event the price is going to be 
lowered then we are going to have one 
or two things happen. They are going 
to go out of business, in which case 
the public, the taxpayers, will have to 
pick up those bad debts, those failed 
mortgages, or young farmers, particu­
larly who have cash flow problems, 
and once again dairying is really the 
only way that young people have been 
able to get into farming in recent 
years, young farmers who have to in­
crease their production for the pur­
pose of maintaining their cash flow. 

The dairy program has been success­
ful. The dairy program has shown over 
the years that in the event there are 
price decreases they are not passed on. 

The most graphic of those examples 
has been in sugar. The sugar price es­
calated to higher levels than it had 
ever been before, and the price of 
sugar came down and a can of coke 
stayed exactly where it was, or it went 
up. That is the history of all farm 
commodities. 

It is important that we in the Senate 
and Congress protect the most basic 
industry that exists in this country 
and indeed the world. 

If there were a free market for all 
producers worldwide then it would be 
one thing, we could compete very well 
and there would be no need to have 
farm programs that have escalated in 
costs, as the Senator from New York 
has pointed out, just in recent years. 

But we must face the agricultural 
markets of the world on a realistic 
basis, and there are supports in every 
industrial nation in the world. The 
Senator from New York has pointed 
out the cost of the farm program is 
$21 billion to $23 billion. The Europe­
an Community will spend twice that 
amount this year. The European Com­
munity has spent 10 times what we do 
in supporting their farmers. 

So if it were a free world market, our 
farmers would do marvelously. If it 
were a free market in this country, the 
farmers of my State of Minnesota 
would do marvelously in comparison 
to your farmers from New York, Sena­
tor, or your farmers from Utah. But 
because of milk marketing orders we 
cannot ship certain types of dairy 
products into your States. If you 
would like to change those rules, you 
might really be doing the consumers a 
favor, and I say the same thing to my 
friend from Florida. That is not being 
suggested on the floor of the Senate 
today and perhaps it should be if you 
really have the consumers at heart. 
We are able to produce more efficient­
ly than farmers in Utah or farmers in 
Florida but we are not suggesting that 
farmer be pitted against farmer. We 
are considering that the agricultural 
sector be considered as a whole. The 
agricultural sector of this country is at 
the very base of our economy. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. Why then if you are 

not pitting farmer against farmer 
would you continue the 50-cent assess­
ment in order to pay for a program 
that our producers neither can nor 
want to participate in? Why would we 
continue to do that? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Why would we 
call it an assessment when it is a tax? 

Mr. HATCH. It is a tax on those who 
did not want to participate. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. There is no ques­
tion, Senator, that surpluses in some 
States exceed surpluses in other 
States. Normally there are surpluses 
in all States during certain parts of 
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the year, a so-called flush season. But 
if you have in mind to help the con­
sumer perhaps we could do away with 
milk marketing orders that give both 
of your farmers. Senators, vast advan­
tages over the farmers of the Middle 
West. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Will the Sena­
tor yield? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I yield to the dis­
tinguished Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I thank the dis­
tinguished Senator from Minnesota. 

Let me say that the proposition that 
is being offered to the Senate in the 
form of the amendment by the distin­
guished Senator from New York and 
others is one of several options that al­
ready has been given a considerable 
amount of consideration. During the 
period the time when persons from 
both sides of the aisle and both 
Houses of Congress, and representa­
tives of the various dairy production 
ogranizations, were working on the 
package that is contained in the bill 
that is before us now, all of the argu­
ments that we have heard today were 
considered, thought about very care­
fully. and the consensus was to adopt 
the program that the bill contains. 

There are those who would have fa­
vored, if they had had their own par­
ticular way, a proposition closer to 
what the amendment offers. 

However, we have got to recognize 
that. as far as the dairy program is 
concerned, the ox is in the ditch. We 
need to take whatever action is possi­
ble to take that can be successful that 
will lead toward correcting that situa­
tion. We need to correct it from the 
standpoint of the costs to the Federal 
Government, from the standpoint of 
the difficulties that the dairy farmers 
are experiencing at the present time, 
and, of course, from the standpoint of 
the consumer. 

So, for the reason I would hope we 
would find acceptable in this body. the 
dairy compromise package that is in­
cluded in the bill without amendment 
or other amendments that would sub­
stantially change that. 

The dairy title of the bill is a deli­
cately balanced package that takes 
into account the differences that exist 
across this great country. among the 
various sections of the country. and 
among the various producers in those 
sections. To now unbalance that pack­
age, I think, would make it much more 
difficult for us to achieve any good at 
all with this legislation. 

So I would urge our colleagues to 
reject the amendment, stay with the 
package that has been carefully 
worked out, and I think we will find 
great improvements in the dairy pro­
gram. 

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. I yield to the 

distinguished floor manager. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank my able col­

league from Kentucky. He is exactly 

right. I hope Senators will not operate 
under the illusion that they really 
have a choice between the compromise 
and the Moynihan amendment. 

Now, as Senator HUDDLESTON has 
eloquently stated, all of us have differ­
ent ideas about all commodities. The 
less we know about commodities. the 
more we tend to fashion legislation. 
But if the Moynihan-Hatch amend­
ment is adopted, then there will be no 
compromise package. We will stay 
where we are. Regardless of how much 
anybody might admire and support 
the Moynihan amendment, if is not 
going to hold together the fragile coa­
lition that we have put together on all 
of these commodities. Right now we 
are holding it together with baling 
wire and scotch tape. I daresay there 
is not a dairy representative who likes 
it. 

Senator HuDDLESTON will join me in 
testifying that nobody likes the tobac­
co approach, the no-cost tobacco pro­
gram. We have to run pretty fast 
sometimes in Kentucky and North 
Carolina to keep from getting lynched. 
But the truth of the matter is we have 
done the best we can. 

Now let me tell you what CBO says 
with respect to what the various op­
tions, if they were options, will cost. In 
1984, the current law will cost $838 
million. The committee compromise 
will cost $74 million extra. Now I do 
not like that, but it is $74 million 
extra. The Moynihan amendment in 
the first year will cost $865 million 
extra. 

In 1985, if we let this coalition, this 
fragile coalition, fall apart, we will 
continue to have what we have and it 
will cost taxpayers $1.370 billion, ac­
cording to the CBO. The committee 
compromise, I say to my distinguished 
colleague from Kentucky, saves $71 
million if we could get that into law. 
While the Moynihan amendment 
would cost $219 million extra. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that this table be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

BUDGETARY IMPACT OF DAIRY PROPOSALS 
[Dollars in millions] 

3 
1984 1985 1986 year 

total 

Current law......................... .... .......................... $838 $1,370 $1,754 ........... . 
Committee compromise.......................... ........... 1 74 2 71 2 333 2 $336 
Moynihan amendment.. ..................................... 1 865 1 219 2 382 702 

1 Extra. 
2 Saves. 
Source: CBO. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the distin­
guished chairman yield? 

Mr. HELMS. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena­

tor. 

Mr. HELMS. I will yield the floor, .as 
a matter of fact. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I would like to 
point out that the figures the senator 
gives, I am sure, are accurate from the 
Congressional Budget Office, but the 
Department of Agriculture gives even 
more decisive figures. 

They show the compromise would 
cost, in 1984, some $640 million less 
than the Moynihan amendment would 
cost and would cost some $300 million 
less than current law. 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. And in 1985 you 

have roughly the same kind of a situa­
tion, only a little more so, with greater 
savings for the compromise compared 
to both current law and the Moynihan 
amendment. 

From the standpoint of the taxpay­
er, this is the most economical propos­
al. 

Mr. HELMS. I used the CBO figures, 
as the Senator knows, because these 
are the figures we used in our budget 
considerations in the Senate. But the 
Senator is correct, the Department of 
Agriculture figures are even more deci­
sive. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise to 

support the Moynihan-Hatch amend­
ment. I do so after a careful reflection 
of the alternatives. 

The chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee, the distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina, has presented 
quite accurately the fact that this leg­
islation is fragile. As all of us know 
from the colloquies yesterday, it arises 
in this form because of disagreements 
among the Members of this body on 
whether we ought to be discussing a 
program that the Secretary of Agricul­
ture and others feel was imperative for 
this body to consider. 

Just to review the bidding, the Sec­
retary pointed out that the target 
prices for corn, and wheat, cotton, and 
rice are likely to lead to even higher 
expenditures by the Federal Govern­
ment in the years to come. There is 
certainly a disagreement in this body 
as to whether we ought to discuss that 
issue or let the 4-year farm bill run its 
course and simply hope that circum­
stances-the weather or the markets 
or exports-might be of assistance to 
us. That is not a very good hope. 

Many Members have already pointed 
out in these past few days that howev­
er one calculates the agriculture bill it 
appears to have amounted to over $20 
billion, some say $22 billion and others 
as much as $25 billion. And this is a 
very sizable sum of money which has 
been avoided. As a matter of fact, dif­
ficult decisions have been avoided to a 
point that the legislation is truncated 
now to simply a discussion of dairy 
and tobacco. Many Members of this 
body prefer to simply let the clock run 
on. And this is at the very time that 
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the consuming part of our rhetoric is 
about the deficit and about interest 
rates and about general fiscal policy. 
It is impossible to miss $20 billion to 
$25 billion and to take a look at what 
is suggested as a compromise amend­
ment or now a compromise bill as 
somehow having general endorsement 
of this body. 

I think the point is the compromise 
has been made among Senators who 
have dairy interests. Only these per­
sons were involved in the compromise. 
I hope that the rest of the Senate that 
has a general interest in the budget, a 
general interest in fiscal policy of this 
country, is listening to this debate, be­
cause we are talking about a sizable 
sum of money and it all boils down 
now to a very fragile bill, a very small 
issue. 

Now, having said that, the choice is 
a clear one. Those who have wrestled 
with the dairy problem, principally 
Senators with dairy interests that are 
substantial, have tried to fashion a 
compromise that includes the pay­
ment, now described by the Secretary 
of Agriculture as despicable, the 50-
cent payment, that is retained, and 
hopefully it is used in part to fund a 
payment in cash-not payment in 
kind, but payment in cash-to the 
dairy farmers not to produce more 
milk and butter. It is a national scan­
dal presently that we review frequent­
ly in all of our rhetoric about national 
programs, that caves in the United 
States are filling up with butter and 
cheese, and that we have no idea how 
we would consume 8 to 10 percent 
more production than we have any 
hope of consuming every year. The 
compromise suggested by the commit­
tee and the part of the bill we are 
trying to amend here clearly aggra­
vates that situation. 

The dairy farmers are going to find 
avenues out of this dilemma, and 
there are several. Each of us who has 
dairy farmers have discussed this legis­
lation. Dairy farmers will point out 
how you change the feed ratio, how 
you cull out particular animals, how 
you, in essence, keep in the game so 
that when the game changes you go 
back to production as it was. And that 
is perfectly rational, to maximize prof­
its. 

Anyone feeling that this is going to 
lead to much of a change I think is in 
error. The Secretarty of Agriculture fi­
nally found the whole thing so mar­
ginal that he said unless you have 
some caps on target prices, you ought 
not to proceed with this dairy business 
at all. The whole dairy compromise is 
marginal, in terms of national policy. 

The distinguished Senator from New 
York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) and the distin­
guished Senator from Utah <Mr. 
HATCH) have come forward with at 
least a breath of fresh air in this 
debate. They have offered a perfectly 
straightforward, simple amendment 

which says under the market system 
in this country, if you lower support 
prices, it is at least logical that people 
will probably produce less. It is not ax­
iomatic. It may be that even with a 
lower support price, people will contin­
ue producing, but the Federal Govern­
ment is not going to pay them as 
much to do it. For many years, specifi­
cally 1949 to 1977, several administra­
tions gave the Secretary of Agricul­
ture the power to bring the support 
price up and to lower it, as the case 
may be, to try to adjust to the prob­
lems of the dairy industry. For 28 
years the system worked admirably. 

Unfortunately, in 1977, we went to 
break the bank, and we have succeed­
ed in doing so ever since. There has 
been no correlation between supply 
and demand in dairying since 1977 and 
there will not be until the support 
price comes down. 

The Hatch-Moynihan amendment is 
permissive. The Secretary is not man­
dated to reduce the dairy support 
price. One might argue that $1.50 cut 
is inadequate. But that remains a 
pragmatic judgment of the Secretary. 

I would simply say to my colleagues, 
those who believe in the market 
system, those who have any desire to 
try to move toward fiscal sanity, even 
in one small part of agriculture, they 
would have to be in favor of this 
amendment. I simply wish in equity 
that we could say the same to produc­
ers across the board. Dairy people 
today will argue, "Why are we in trou­
ble? Why should we be bearing the 
burden of the Moynihan-Hatch 
amendment, whereas everyone else 
has gotten away scott free?" 

There is a problem of equity here, of 
course, but we have one opportunity. 
That is all the agriculture legislation 
that remains. 

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

Mr. LUGAR. Yes, I yield for a ques­
tion. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I know he is aware 
that New York State is the third larg­
est producer of milk and the second 
largest consumer, but is he aware that 
the New York State Farm Bureau sup­
ports this amendment? 

Mr. LUGAR. I am aware that the 
New York State Farm Bureau sup­
ports the amendment and as the 
debate has already suggested the 
entire American Farm Bureau sup­
ports the amendment. The American 
Farm Bureau not only supports it but 
has published in each and every peri­
odical details about the mounting 
scandal that this represents. 

We are talking about the very larg­
est farm organization in the United 
States of America and each of its affil­
iate State organizations lined up 
behind it. 

The Farm Bureau would have liked 
to have done a lot of other things, too, 
as perhaps the Senator from New 

York and the Senator from Indiana 
would like to have seen. Once again, 
we are dealing now just with dairy 
price supports. But we are dealing 
with a very conspicuous problem and 
it cannot be evaded. 

I am very hopeful that Members on 
both sides of the aisle who have at 
least some thoughts about the general 
economic outlook of this country can 
rise to the occasion and support this 
amendment. 

The Senator from North Carolina 
may be correct. 

Adoption of the Moynihan-Hatch 
amendment may mean that this legis­
lation, which is very fragile, disap­
pears. In my own judgment, that 
would not be a great loss. I think it 
was marginal at the beginning as to 
whether the so-called dairy compro­
mise was of value. 

If this legislation cannot sustain a 
healthy marketing-oriented amend­
ment, then it probably deserves to fail. 
It should have included much more. 

Having said that, I congratulate my 
colleagues from New York and Utah 
for their initiative and their courage 
and their ability to escalate into this 
debate a very important issue in 
behalf of the economy of this country. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank my friend. 
Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I will 

not take very long. I hate to appear in 
the role of a spoiler. I really want to 
see if we can get to a time to vote on 
this amendment and get on with the 
passage of the bill. It would be my 
purpose, as I advised the distinguished 
Senator from New York and the man­
agers of the bill, to offer a motion to 
table the amendment when Members 
have had their say. I see the Senator 
from Iowa on the floor. I will not 
make the motion until the parties are 
ready but I hope we can get to it 
pretty soon. 

Mr. JEPSEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, today 

we have before us an extremely impor­
tant piece of legislation. We have 
heard many arguments outlining the 
need for it. The dairy program has, 
over the years, proven itself a valuable 
tool. The program has worked to 
assure that we would have an ade­
quate supply of milk by assuring pro­
ducers of an adequate income to main­
tain their operations. The problem is, 
we have a mounting surplus. We all 
recognize the tremendous amount of 
Government purchases of milk during 
the last couple of years cannot contin­
ue. 

Mr. President, in the committee 
report, on page 9, there is a table 
which shows the amount of milk 
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which has been produced, milk supply 
and utilization in selected years. 

I will keep it simple. Between 1972 
and 1982, we have had a 13-percent in­
crease in production. 

If you turn to page 12, we have the 
per capita civilian consumption of 
milk. Between 1972 and 1982, we had a 
2-percent reduction in consumption. 
Therefore, we have a 13-percent in­
crease in production and a 2-percent 
national decrease in consumption. You 
do not have to be an economist, you do 
not have to be a professor, to figure 
out we have a problem. 

Two years ago, I was among those 
who led the battle to try to help face 
what we projected at that time would 
be some real trouble in this dairy pro­
gram in the country. I said it at that 
time, and I am repeating it now. My 
family is still in business-we have a 
dairy, as well as a cow-calf operation, 
and a hog confinement feeding oper­
ation. I spent some 4 days in Iowa and 
I talked to a lot of people-not thou­
sands, but many people who are dairy 
farmers who milk the cows, who 
produce the milk. 

I did not find under any circum­
stance or in any situation a single 
person who supported this assessment. 
No one liked it. 

Be that as it may, let us examine 
this. 

The distinguished Senator from In­
diana said that it is logical that if we 
lower the price support for milk 
people are going to produce less. I 
would like to take that one step fur­
ther. If we have a lower price support, 
one with which the dairy people can 
still make a profit on-I want to make 
it very clear that we must have a 
profit in all areas of farm production. 
If the farmer is paid less going in for a 
hundredweight of milk, then it does 
seem logical, contrary to what some 
say, that the consumer should expect, 
in the normal private sector process, 
some reduction in the price of the 
most blue-chip quality food we have 
on the market today, milk, whether it 
be 25 cents a gallon, 10 cents a gallon, 
or 5 cents a gallon. 

It further is logical, and has been 
throughout our history, that if people 
have a little lower price, they probably 
are going to consume more milk. Now 
we are getting at the problem, that is, 
we should raise the consumption, and 
then lower the production of milk; 
then we are headed in the right direc­
tion. 

I might also add that some folks sev­
eral years ago-and I did not agree 
with them then nor do I now-ex­
pounded that all the red meats and 
dairy products are bad for you. Most 
of them came from the banks of the 
Potomac here. For some reason, when 
people get a drink of this Potomac 
River water, they suddenly somehow 
get some kind of divine guidance that 
they know better what is best for 

people than the people do. Now we 
have reports coming out by a more sci­
entific community that says we have a 
calcium deficiency in our society 
today, and that if we just drink one 
more glass of milk or have one scoop 
of ice cream every day, our teeth 
would look better, they would stay in 
instead of falling out, our fingernails 
would be healthier, we would have a 
little spring in our step, a song in our 
heart, a twinkle in our eye, we would 
enjoy better what we eat, all kinds of 
good things would happen. 

I predict consumption is going to go 
up here. But this amendment em­
bodies basically everything that 
people who are farmers-that is where 
I come from-know best. If we take 
this amendment and have a referen­
dum on it, letting those vote who are 
producing the milk, I predict they 
would vote overwhelmingly to provide 
some type of checkoff or form of it to 
be used to support increased milk con­
sumption. The soybean producers 
have done it successfully, the pork 
producers have done it successfully. 
Pork producers and soybean producers 
are one and the same in my State with 
dairy folks. They would use the check­
off funds to tell people what a good 
buy milk is, to increase consumption, 
and how healthy milk is for you. 

What is the price-! do not mean 
any reflection, but I do not know what 
the price of a martini is. Can the Sena­
tor from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) 
tell me what a martini costs today? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
quit the day I became a lieutenant 
junior grade, about 30 years ago. 

Mr. JEPSEN. I do not know whom 
to ask, but I would guess the price of 
milk is somewhere in the neighbor­
hood of 18 cents. The last time I had a 
chance to price one, I think martinis 
were $2.75 for about one-fifth as 
much. 

Mr. President, I would suggest that 
if we do what we should do-that is, 
vote for this amendment-we are 
going to be a lot farther along the line 
to solving our problem. 

I might say, in closing, that I think­
in fact, I believe and know-on the 
basis of my discussions with those on 
the firing line, those who are produc­
ing milk in Iowa, that this is what 
they want. 

Somewhere between those folks out 
on the ranch and who are on the 
firing line, and those back here in 
Washington who are representing 
them, the signals get mixed. I find it 
somewhat mysterious to observe what 
those on the producing line really be­
lieve and really are saying and what 
comes out here that is different. 

Suffice it to say that I think this is 
the route and I suggest and urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. As I 
sit here and listen to this debate, I 
think we just have to focus, look at 
what in fact is happening-not what 
we want to happen, not what we think 
is going to happen, not what some 
theory says is going to happen. We 
have, in the last 1 '12 years, had some 
experience with this. We have in­
creased the assessment by 50 cents, 
now by another 50 cents. What is 
going on in the marketplace right 
now? One of the assumptions made by 
the authors of this amendment is that 
if we would reduce the support price, 
we are going to reduce the consump­
tion of milk. We have been reducing 
the support price through assess­
ments, first by 50 cents, then by an­
other 50 cents in September. Has the 
production of milk increased or de­
creased? The production of milk has 
increased, not gone down. It went up 
because people are trapped. 

The farmers who are working with 
these products right now are caught in 
a squeeze. They sit down at their 
kitchen table on Saturday morning 
and say, "In order to meet our costs, 
we have to get x number of dollars of 
income. In order to get that x number 
of dollars of income, if the price goes 
down per hundredweight, we have to 
produce more." So farmers across this 
country, large and small, have been 
producing more, not less. It is an as­
sumption that is being made that if we 
knock the price down further, people 
will produce less. 

Actually, what is happening-not 
what is going to happen, not what we 
think is going to happen, not what 
some economist thinks is going to 
happen-what is actually happening is 
that people are producing more. 

The Senator from Iowa says if we 
reduce the support price, the price is 
going to go down to the consumers, at 
the store; people are going to buy 
more milk. Let us look at it last year. 
We dropped the support price by 50 
cents on April 16, and in December we 
dropped it by another 50 cents. I ask 
any Senator, has the price of milk 
gone down or up in the store over the 
last year? It has held its own. In some 
places, it is going up. 

Mr. JEPSEN. It has not really 
dropped the prices. I thought this was 
an assessment. 

Mr. KASTEN. The effect of the 50 
cents is to reduce, to knock down the 
price. 

Mr. JEPSEN. May I suggest that 
what has actually happened in Iowa, 
and this is just as of August, from 
people I have talked to that are pro­
ducers, as well as their neighbors, is 
that this 50-cent assessment has done 
nothing more than to prompt them, 
for whatever reason, to go out and buy 
an additional cow or two to make up 
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for that. That is what the Senator is 
saying. 

Mr. KASTEN. That is the problem. 
What we want to do is come up with 
some kind of system-and the compro­
mise has elements of this-which will 
allow people to do what they ought to 
do; level out their production, and cull 
out the inefficient producers of the 
herd, so that we get the marketplace 
back in line with supply and demand. 

All of us need to work together in 
order to increase consumption of milk 
and milk products. We can do that do­
mestically, and in foreign markets as 
well. 

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

Mr. KASTEN. I shall be pleased to 
yield. 

<Mr. D'AMATO assumed the chair.) 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I think it is possi­

ble that a fundamental misunder­
standing has entered into our debate 
here. The assessment, which is a tax, 
does not change the support price. 
The processors get the present sup­
port price. They take the dollar out of 
the milk check that goes to the 
farmer. But if the market is below the 
support price, they just ship milk off 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. KASTEN. The Senator is cor­
rect. The point I am trying to make is 
that, by reducing the price per hun­
dredweight, whether it is by 50 cents 
or whatever, the assumption is being 
made by some on the floor that if we 
reduce the price paid to the produc­
er-the farmer-he will produce less 
milk. That assumption is being made 
here: Reduce the support price and 
the dairyman will produce less milk. 
That is just not what is happening. 
We have reduced the farmers pay­
check and he is producing more milk, 
not less. This would further harm the 
producer and I think that we would 
see dairy farmers go out of business or 
go bankrupt or go under. Maybe that 
is what the Senators are hoping to ac­
complish. 

Mr. President, I hope this amend­
ment is defeated. I think the amend­
ment is wrong. I think it is bad. The 
price paid to dairy farmers has been 
frozen for better than 2 years, assess­
ments have been levied, yet produc­
tion is still going up. There are better 
ways we can solve this problem I hope 
the Moynihan/Hatch amendment is 
defeated. 

Iaskto-
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 

a point of personal privilege, I hope 
the Senator from Wisconsin did not 
mean to suggest that it is the inten­
tion of the Senator from New York or 
the Senator from Utah that farmers 
go bankrupt. I would like to hear him 
say that he did not make that sugges­
tion. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I do 
not think any of us want to see farm­
ers go bankrupt. I do not think the 

Senator from New York, who has 
almost as many farmers as we do in 
Wisconsin, wants to see farmers go 
bankrupt, either. I am not suggesting 
that is the purpose of this amend­
ment. What I am suggesting is that 
there is a better way to solve this 
problem. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. There may well 
be, but the so-called compromise bill 
certainly is not it. 

Mr. KASTEN. If this amendment is 
passed, I believe we will create a very 
serious financial difficulty for the 
farmers. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Mississippi is recognized. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 

certainly not going to unnecessarily 
drag out this debate because I know 
we need to get to a vote on this 
amendment. I simply wanted to point 
out as chairman of the subcommittee 
that conducted hearings on this issue 
back in April, hearing the diverse 
range of suggestions for dealing with 
this problem of overproduction and 
excessive cost to the Government of 
the dairy program, we were confronted 
with a very complex challenge. 

After months of very, very hard 
work, a delicately crafted bill has come 
to the floor of the Senate. The Senate 
Agriculture Committee has recom­
mended to the Senate that this bill be 
passed as the best possible program to 
implement at this time to help save 
the dairy industry, protect the inter­
ests of consumers, and lay a basis for a 
continued program for milk and dairy 
products when the new farm bill has 
to be drafted. I urge the Senate to 
reject this amendment and support 
the recommendations of the Senate 
Agriculture Committee. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Kansas is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I just hap­

pened to walk into the Chamber. I 
thought we were on final passage. We 
are still on the amendment that we 
started on yesterday. As I understand, 
there is some hope we may leave here 
today if we dispose -of some of these 
amendments. I have the greatest re­
spect for the Senator from New York 
and the Senator from Utah, but this 
compromise has been about 6 months 
in the making, and it would seem to 
me that if we do not have the compro­
mise, we are going to have that assess­
ment that nobody likes because we are 
not going to have a bill. I am going to 
be here all weekend, but I would hope 
that we might dispose of this amend­
ment and move on to some of the 
others. There are eight or nine pend­
ing. I yield the floor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am prepared to 
speak for 2 minutes and then I think 
that the supporters of the amendment 
will have made their point. 

Three points, Mr. President. First, 
with the greatest respect for the Sena­
tor from Kansas, I would not say it 
has taken 6 months to craft this com­
promise. I would say it has taken 6 
months to craft this deal. Second, at 
this moment we have a tax on milk. 
The committee compromise continues 
to tax milk. On the other hand, milk is 
one of the few agricultural products 
which this country still does not pay 
farmers not to produce. The compro­
mise bill will now institute a program 
to do so. We will pay farmers not to 
produce even though the farmers 
asked that this not happen. It offends 
the very life of a farmer to be paid not 
to produce food. 

But last, Mr. President, this is not a 
farm issue. This is a consumer issue. 
Anybody who votes against this 
amendment will, in my view, vote to 
raise the price of a basic food for con­
sumers of this country. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

PRESSLER). The Senator from New 
York has the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, perhaps 

to some what may be one man's deal 
might be another statesman's legisla­
tive progress. It depends on the eye of 
the beholder. But I yield to no 
Member of this body in my interest 
for the consumers or my interest in 
consumer-oriented legislation. I think 
my record over nearly 9 years shows 
that. 

But I also remind my good friend 
from New York and my neighboring 
State that farmers are also consumers. 
Somehow we seem to forget, when we 
are talking about farm legislation, 
that the producers of the food of this 
country are also consumers. They 
have as much of a right to be protect­
ed as everybody else. 

Those of us who live in a rural State 
know full well that milk does not grow 
in the grocery store, that wheat or 
beef or anything else does not grow in 
the grocery store but is produced by 
the hard work of the men and women 
in this country. In the dairy industry, 
that is primarily the individual family 
farmers. 

What we have tried to do is not craft 
a deal but to work out a legislative 
program, a bipartisan legislative pro­
gram that will cut production, that 
will cut the ultimate cost to the tax­
payers of this country but do it in 
such a way that family farms can stay 
in business. This is not a throw-the­
baby-out-with-the-bath-water kind of 
program that will put these farms 
under overnight, but something that 
can rectify a situation that has been 
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long aborning. This program keeps 
faith with the men and women in this 
country who work harder than virtual­
ly every other segment of the country. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
will take only 2 minutes. I know we are 
anxious to move to a vote. 

Mr. President, many of us criticize 
the Department of Agriculture, but 
when we come to a source of statistics 
on the farm, particularly the dairy 
farm, that is the place we have to go. 
That is the authority. 

A recent USDA analysis of the cur­
rent law-assessment program-the 
compromise presented inS. 1529, and 
a price support reduction of $1.50 per 
hundredweight, indicates that the 
compromise is the most effective vehi­
cle for obtaining an immediate reduc­
tion in milk production; reducing Com­
modity Credit Corporation purchases 
of dairy products; reducing Govern­
ment costs under the price support 
program; reducing Commodity Credit 
Corporation inventories of dairy prod­
ucts; and maintaining farm income 
while accomplishing these purposes. 

It is for this reason that Members of 
the Senate and House have joined 
with administration representatives to 
develop this plan. All of the available 
options, including a price support cut 
of $1.50, were considered in developing 
the compromise. The need to effective­
ly address the five points listed above 
was the reason why the compromise 
plan was adopted and has been en­
dorsed by Democrats and Republicans 
in the Senate and House by the ad­
ministration. We need something that 
will work and work quickly. This will 
do it. It allows the dairy farmer to 
make his own decision as to whether 
to reduce production, maintain it at 
current levels or even to increase 
output. A price support cut gives the 
farmer no such option. The desired 
production cut would come only as 
farmers are forced out of business en­
tirely. 

An argument advanced in favor of a 
price reduction is that the reduced 
price of milk and dairy products would 
spur consumption as consumers re­
spond to the lower prices. Experience 
indicates that little can be expected in 
this regard. Dr. Truman Graf, Univer­
sity of Wisconsin economist, recently 
analyzed year-to-year price changes 
for fluid milk and processed American 
cheese at retail and the farm price for 
the milk going into these products. Dr. 
Graf's basic conclusions were: 

In summary, retail dairy prices do not 
automatically change with farm milk prices. 
Increases in farm milk prices are generally 
outstripped by the increases in retail dairy 
product prices. More importantly, reduc­
tions in farm milk prices have generally 
been accompanied by increases in retail 
dairy products prices, because of increased 
marketing costs which are automatically re­
flected in retail prices. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that three tables be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[In millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year-

total total 
1983 1984 1985 1983- 1984-

85 85 

Gr~~r: Fa~~~-~--~~-~~-' .......... 2.709 2,525 2,639 1,813 5.164 
Compromi~H.R. 1875) 1 

••• 2,709 426 1,029 4,146 1.455 
lower sup $1.50 2 ...•.•.••• 2,709 1,511 1.104 5,330 2,621 

Nebu~n~~!~.~--~-~~:... ... . .... . . 2,749 2,667 2,788 8,204 5,455 
Comprom~H.R . 1875) ...... 2,749 568 1,178 4,495 1,746 
lower su $1.50 ............. 2,749 1.659 1,253 5,661 2,912 

Deductions: 
Current law ..................... ....... 375 1,354 1,365 3,094 2.719 
Comprom~H.R . 1875) ...... 375 511 201 1.147 112 
lower sup $1.50 ............. 375 0 0 375 0 

Diversion payments: 
Current law ................. ........... 0 0 0 0 
Compromise ~H. R . 1875) ...... 1,022 411 1.493 1,493 
lower suppo $1.50 ............. 0 0 0 0 

Net costs:• 
Current law ............................ 2,374 1.313 1,423 5,110 2,736 
Comprom~H.R. 1875) ...... 2,374 1,019 1,448 4,841 2,467 
lower su $1.50 ............. 2,374 1,659 1,253 5,286 2,912 

1 Diversion payments and deduction implemented on December I, 1983, and 

conJt~r~~e~~!fiv~8bc\:r 1. 1983. 
3 After adjustment for deductions and diversion payments. 

Fiscal year-

1983 1984 1985 

Dollars per hundred· 
weight 

Manufacturing grade milk price: 
Current law............................................................ 12.58 12.78 13.75 
Compromise (H.R. 1875) ..................................... 12.58 13.85 13.20 
lower support $1.50 .............................. ............... 12.58 11.60 11.60 

All milk sold to plants: 
Current law............................................................ 13.58 13.78 14.75 

f:~{0s~~"sh~~~~~ .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: lH~ lt~5 lU~ 
Effective farm price: 

Current law................. ........................................... 13.31 12.18 13.75 
Compromise (H.R. 1875) ...................... ............... 13.31 14.45 13.95 
lower support $1.50 ............... .............................. 13.31 12.60 12.60 

Million dollars 

Farm cash receipts: 1 

Current law .......................................... .................. 18,170 17,440 18,910 
Compromise (H.R. 1875) ........... .......................... 18,170 18,930 18,740 
lower support $1.50 ....... ...................................... 18,170 17,030 16,810 

Consumer cost: 
Current law ......................... ... ........... ..................... 33,560 34,830 37,510 
Compromise (H.R. 1875) ................................ .. ... 33,560 36,640 37,510 
lower support $1.50 ...... .................................. ..... 33,560 34,430 35,940 

1 After adjustment for deductions and diversion payments. 

[In billion pounds] 

Fiscal year-

1983 1984 1985 

Production: 
Current law..................................................... ..... 137.7 137.5 138.5 
Compromise (H.R. 1875) .. ................................... 137.7 
lower support $1.50 ............................................. 137.7 

125.2 132.0 
136.2 134.4 

Commercial use: 
Current law............................................................ 121.3 122.0 124.0 
Compromise (H.R. 1875) ..................................... 121.3 
lower support $1.50 ..................................... 121.3 

123.7 126.3 
125.8 127.9 

CCC net purchases: 1 

Current law............................................................ 16.8 15.5 15.0 
Compromise (H.R. 1875) ..................................... 16.8 
lower support $1.50 .................... ......................... 16.8 

Endintu~ntu~~-~~~-~-·i·n~~~-t~?.' .. ~.... . ........................ 19_7 

1.7 6.1 
9.9 6.9 

20.0 20.8 
Compromise (H.R. 1875) ...................... ............... 19.7 
lower support $1.50 .................. ......................... 19.7 

6.3 0.6 
14.5 7.2 

1 Milk equivalent. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, fi­
nally, I ask unanimous consent that 
the analysis made by Truman F. Graf, 
an agricultural economist with the 
University of Wisconsin, entitled 
"Analysis of Dairy Price Variations­
Farm Compared to Retail," be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the analy­
sis was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
ANALYSIS OF DAIRY PRICE VARIATIONS-FARM 

COMPARED TO RETAIL 

<By Truman Graf) 
"Cut farm milk price supports" became a 

popular refrain in recent years as U.S. milk 
surpluses mounted-to over 10% of milk 
production in 1982 and 1983. Advocates con­
tend a price support cut will increase dairy 
sales, thereby eliminating or at least reduc­
ing the 14.3 billion pound milk surplus regis­
tered in 1982, and the even larger surplus 
projected for 1983. 

A $1.10 per cwt. reduction in the price 
support level to $12.00 has been one of the 
more prominent proposals. Proponents indi­
cate a support price adjustment of this mag­
nitude would work out approximately as fol­
lows using annual1982 data. 

$13.10 per cwt.-$1.10 per cwt.=8.4% re­
duction in farm price. 

$25.69 per cwt.-$1.10 per cwt.=4.3% re­
duction in retail price. 

-10% retail dairy price=+4% retail dairy 
sales. 

-4.3% retail dairy price=+1.72% retail 
dairy sales. 

121.3 billion pounds commercial milk sales 
x 1. 72% = + 2.1 billion # milk sales. 

Larger price support reductions would 
result in correspondingly larger increase in 
commercial sales, and therefore larger re­
ductions in milk surpluses. 

Critics question these conclusions, . con­
tending a major flaw-the assumption that 
reductions in farm milk prices will result in 
equal or even any reductions in retail dairy 
prices, which are necessary to achieve in­
creased commercial sales. 

Who is right? The answer which has 
major implications with respect to dairy 
price support policy, is the focus of this arti­
cle. 

The two major dairy products, fluid whole 
milk, and American cheese, were used in the 
analysis. Year to year changes in farm milk 
prices and retail prices for the two products 
from 1960-82 were determined, and com­
pared. Results are presented in Table 1. 

TABLE I.-ANNUAL U.S. FARM AND RETAIL PRICE 
CHANGES FOR FLUID WHOLE MILK, AND PROCESSED 
AMERICAN CHEESE 1960-82 

[In cents] 

~ gal fluid whole %1bprocessed 
milk American cheese 

Year to year changes Farm Retail Farm Retail 
price J~~e price price 

change ' change 2 change 

197(}...71... ..... ......................... +0.12 +1.50 +0.62 +2.32 
1971-12 ......... ... ................. ...... + .86 + .83 +1.34 +1.65 
1912-73 ......... .......................... +3.98 +5.66 +6.05 +6.02 
1973-74... ................................ +5.73 +12.93 +4.07 +12.61 
1974-75 ............................... +.33 +.17 +2.63 +3.83 
1975-76 ......... ..................... +5.40 +4.19 +4.36 +9.70 
1976-77 ................................. .. -.46 +1.17 + .50 - .25 
1977-78 ................................... +3.49 +3.92 +4.95 +5.98 
1978-79... ..... ......................... +6.36 +8.78 +6.63 +11.37 
1979-80 .... ............................. +3.87 +8.34 +4.54 +10.40 
1980-81.... ............................. +3.96 +6.81 +3.47 +9.51 
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TABLE I.-ANNUAL U.S. FARM AND RETAIL PRICE 

CHANGES FOR FLUID WHOLE MILK, AND PROCESSED 
AMERICAN CHEESE 1960-82-Continued 

lin cenlsl 

It" gal fluid whole 1h lb processed 
milk American cheese 

Year to year changes Farm Reta il Farm Retail 
price c~~i~:e price 

c~~~~:e change 1 change 2 

1981-82-.. ............................... -.30 +.72 -.24 +3.12 
1960-70 average ................ ..... +.76 + .91 .64 + 1.60 
1970-80 average ..................... + 3.03 + 4.75 +3.57 + 6.36 
1980-82 average ... -................ 1.83 +3.76 + 1.62 + 6.32 

1 Average U.S. Federal order class I price. 
• Average U.S. price for farm milk used in American cheese. 

Data in Table 1 reveals that year to year 
retail price changes for both fluid whole 
milk and American cheese were generally 
more than farm milk prices changes for 
these products. Furthermore, in each in­
stance since 1970 when farm milk prices 
dropped, retail prices for the two products 
actually increase. 0976-77, and 1981-82 for 
fluid whole milk, and 1981-82 for American 
cheese). 

In 9 of the 12 years since 1970, retail 
prices for fluid whole milk either increased 
more than farm milk prices for the product, 
or increased when farm milk prices for the 
product declined. For American cheese, 
retail price changes outstripped farm price 
changes in 10 of the 12 years. 

The same picture emerges if we go back 
another decade to 1960. Since 1960, retail 
price changes for fluid whole milk were 
greater than for farm milk in 16 of the 22 
years. For American cheese, retail price 
changes were greater than farm price 
changes in 19 of 22 years. 

The averages for the decades of the 
1960's, 1970's, and 1980's are also indicated 
in Table 1. Retail price changes for the two 
products far outstripped farm price changes 
in each of the three decades, and have gen­
erally widened dramatically in recent years. 

Marketing margins between retail and 
farm prices for fluid whole milk increased 
from 28 cents per one-half gallon in 1970, to 
50 cents in 1982,-a % increase. For cheese 
the increase was from 27 cents to 65 cents 
per one-half pound,-a 1lf3 increase: In­
creased marketing costs have automatically 
increased marketing margins, hence retail 
prices for the dairy products. Unfortunately 
for farmers, increased costs to them do not 
automatically increase farm milk prices, 
which may in fact decline, as in 1982. 

Figures A, B, C, and D, further illustrate 
these farm-retail dairy price relationships. 

In summary, retail dairy prices do not 
automatically change with farm milk prices. 
Increases in farm milk prices are generally 
outstripped by the increases in retail dairy 
product prices. More importantly, reduc­
tions in farm milk prices have generally 
been accompanied by increases in retail 
dairy product prices, because of increased 
marketing cost which are automatically re­
flected in retail prices. 

Thus the modest 2.1 billion pound in­
crease in commercial sales and hence reduc­
tion in price support purchases projected 
earlier from a $12.00 per cwt. support price, 
likely overstates the actual increase in sales 
if any. Why? Because retail prices will not 
decrease $1.10 per cwt., even though price 
supports are reduced $1.10 per cwt. A reduc­
tion in dairy price supports does not auto­
matically result in a decrease in retail dairy 
prices and therefore an increase in commer­
cial s~les. Proposals to reduce dairy surplus-

es by reducing price supports. ignore the 
fact that retail dairy prices do not automati­
cally drop when farm milk prices drop. 

[Figures A, B, C and D not reproducible 
for RECORD.] 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, in sum­
mary, let me stress that: 

First, this amendment does not open 
up new problems or place us in un­
charted and questionable waters. It 
will be easy to administer and simple 
for the farmer to understand. 

S. 1529, on the other hand, sets up a 
complicated base program which will 
require extensive Government involve­
ment with every dairy farmer in the 
country. The Department of Agricul­
ture is the first to admit they will 
have difficulty in administering and 
enforcing the program. 

Second, this amendment has a track 
record. As mentioned previously, four 
times USDA has reduced the price 
support and four times supply has 
fallen in line with demand. I expect 
the adoption of this amendment will 
once again accomplish the purpose we 
all have: To reduce Government sur­
pluses and outlays. 

Third, this amendment is equitable. 
It will allow market forces to work 
their will by allowing the Government 
guaranteed price to fall to a level 
which is in line with market demand. 

Fourth, this amendment will rid 
farmers of the 50-cent assessment 
which is odious to dairy producers. 

Fifth, this amendment will have a 
positive effect on consumer costs and 
encourage increased consumption, 
thus creating opportunities for those 
who wish to expand or initiate market­
ing programs. 

Sixth, this allows freedom to the in­
dividual dairyman to make his/her 
own business decisions rather than op­
erate under a mandated Government 
program. It does not require farmers 
to contribute to a costly program in 
which only some can participate. 

Seventh, the amendment will give 
the Secretary of Agriculture the flexi­
bility to respond to changing market 
conditions, such -as rising grain and 
feed prices, falling interest rates, and 
so forth, and will allow him to adjust 
the program accordingly so that the 
program will remain in balance in 
future years. However, the amend­
ment guarantees that no cuts can be 
made below $11.60. 

Eighth, last but not least, my 
amendment will preserve a program 
which has been a success for over 30 
years. Not only will it preserve the 
program, but I believe it will strength­
en it by removing the issue once again 
from Congress and the political pres­
sures often found in this body. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise to support this amendment, which 
is designed to address the problems 
that exist in the dairy price support 
program. 

This amendment will direct U.S. 
dairy producers away from their 
recent excessive dependence on the 
Federal Government as a market for 
their dairy products. It would give the 
Secretary of Agriculture the ability to 
reduce the dairy price-support level to 
not less than $11.60 over the next 15 
months. This will permit the Secre­
tary to remove any artificial incentive 
for dairy farmers to overproduce. 

Mr. President, this amendment also 
completely eliminates the current $1 
per hundredweight assessment on 
commercially marketed milk, whereas 
the Agriculture Committee bill would 
retain a 50-cents per hundredweight 
assessment in order to help pay for a 
proposed diversion program. 

I have strongly opposed the assess­
ment because I feel that it is unjust, 
ineffective, and unwise. The assess­
ment does not take into account vast 
differences that exist in various re­
gions of the country within the dairy 
industry. For example, the milk pro­
duced in South Carolina is consumed 
almost entirely in fluid form, and 
there are no, I repeat no commodity­
credit corporation purchases. There­
fore , it is most unfair to ask dairy 
farmers in my State, who are not 
under a Federal milk marketing order, 
to pay for a program in which they do 
not participate, or to share in the cost 
of removing milk surpluses which they 
have not caused. 

Moreover, experience to date has 
demonstrated that continuation of 
any assessment, even at the reduced 
level of 50 cents per 100 pounds of 
milk, is counterproductive in the 
effort to reduce milk production and 
the cost of the dairy price support pro­
gram. Since the assessment was begun 
earlier this year, many dairy farmers 
have in fact added more cows to their 
herds and have increased milk produc­
tion. They have done this primarily to 
offset the loss of income due to the as­
sessment, which has the effect of 
transferring to the Treasury income 
which would otherwise help pay for 
dairy production costs. Furthermore, 
to the extent milk production is in­
creased, Federal outlays to purchase 
dairy products and support milk prices 
at the minimum level required under 
present law are also increased. The net 
effect, Mr. President, is that the as­
sessment worsens the very problem 
which we are trying to solve in this 
legislation. 

Mr. President, this amendment also 
strikes the $10 per 100 pounds-of 
milk not produced-diversion program 
under which participating dairy farm­
ers will be paid for cutting back up to 
30 percent of their usual milk produc­
tion. The diversion program, I fear, en­
tails adverse ramifications that many 
members of this body may have not 
thoroughly considered. Dairy produc­
ers who operate in regions of the c~mn-



October 6, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 27481 
try where milk production is now less 
than regional consumption will be at a 
distinct disadvantage to those produc­
ers who operate in surplus areas. 

On the one hand, processing plants 
and cooperatives in areas now short of 
milk, such as the Southeast, are en­
couraging their farmer producers to 
send them more milk. On the other 
hand, the present Government policy 
and the diversion program proposed in 
the committee bill are aimed at active­
ly discouraging milk production. 

To the extent that dairy farmers in 
the Southeast and other areas do not 
meet the regional market demand for 
milk, that demand will be satisfied by 
milk shipped in from the surplus-pro­
ducing States-primarily the Midwest. 
In other words, the committee bill 
threatens a massive milk market dislo­
cation and disruption. Moreover, that 
dislocation may easily turn into a per­
manent disadvantage for dairy farm­
ers in short supply areas, once they re­
linquish their markets to those in sur­
plus regions. 

In addition, Mr. President, large par­
ticipation in the diversion program 
will result in dairy farmers selling con­
siderable numbers of excess cows for 
slaughter. This sudden surge of culled 
dairy animals will likely cause de­
pressed market prices for beef cattle, 
hogs, other livestock, and poultry. Not 
surprisingly, the National Cattlemen's 
Association and the National Pork 
Producers Council oppose the commit­
tee bill and support the alternative ap­
proach of reducing the milk support 
price, as proposed in this amendment. 

Mr. President, I sincerely believe 
that this alternative will be more equi­
table, effective and easier to imple­
ment. It will give the Secretary of Ag­
riculture the necessary flexibility to 
address the problems that exist in the 
dairy price support program and will 
reduce the massive Federal outlays 
presently poured into this program. I 
strongly support this amendment, and 
I hope that my colleagues will adopt 
this language in lieu of the assessment 
and diversion program recommended 
by the committee. 
e Mr. EVANS. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment of Senators 
MOYNIHAN and HATCH to S. 1529, the 
Dairy and Tobacco Adjustment Act of 
1983. The amendment is a laudable at­
tempt to discourage overproduction of 
milk caused by artificially high price 
support levels. The amendment would 
help encourage consumption of milk 
products by reducing the price con­
sumers pay for milk products. The 
amendment would eliminate an inequi­
table program which requires all dairy 
farmers to pay an assessment so that 
the Federal Government can pay some 
dairy farmers to curtail production. 

Mr. President, Federal price sup­
ports for dairy products have reached 
alarming levels. From March 1978 to 
the beginning of fiscal year 1981, the 

support price increased 40 percent. 
Similarly, the cost of price supports 
has increased dramatically. Expendi­
tures have risen from $250 million in 
1979 to more than $2.2 billion in 1982. 
In fiscal year 1983, the program could 
cost as much as $2.7 billion. 

Artificially high price supports great­
ly stimulate production but do nothing 
to stimulate demand for milk prod­
ucts. As a result of this anomaly, the 
Federal Government has become the 
owner of 430 million pounds of butter, 
758 million pounds of cheese, and 1.2 
billion pounds of nonfat dry milk. 

Ironically, assessments have encour­
aged overproduction. Dairy farmers 
produce more milk to compensate for 
the lost revenue. By February 1983, 
milk production was up nearly 2.3 per­
cent from the previous year. During 
the same period, Federal Government 
purchases rose nearly 22 percent. 

Mr. President, the best way to 
reduce the quantity of surplus milk 
products is to encourage consumption. 
Over the last 30 years, per capita con­
sumption of dairy products has de­
creased by the equivalent of 170 to 180 
pounds or 85 to 90 quarts of milk a 
year. One way to encourage consump­
tion is to advertise. By guaranteeing a 
market for all dairy production, how­
ever, the Government has reduced the 
incentive for the industry to go 
through the expense of promoting 
their product. 

Mr. President, I believe this amend­
ment to S. 1529 would stimulate 
demand and reduce Federal Govern­
ment purchases of surplus milk prod­
ucts. A price support reduction which 
will stimulate demand is preferable to 
equivalent assessments, which do 
nothing to lower the consumer's costs. 
I applaud the wise and courageous at­
tempt of Senators MOYNIHAN and 
HATCH to solve this difficult and seri­
ous problem. I support the Senators 
from New York and Utah in their 
effort, and urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to do likewise.e 

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Now, Mr. President, as 

I indicated earlier, I propose to make a 
tabling motion unless some other Sen­
ator wishes to speak at this time. 

Mr. President, I see no one seeking 
recognition. I therefore move to table 
the Moynihan amendment, 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. MOYNIHAN. Would the majori­

ty leader amend that to the Moyni­
han-Hatch amendment? 

Mr. BAKER. I amend my motion in 
that respect, Mr. President. 

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

to table. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. 
HuMPHREY), and the Senator from 
Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) are necessari­
ly absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. HUMPHREY), would 
vote "nay". 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Ohio <Mr. GLENN), 
the Senator from South Carolina <Mr. 
HOLLINGS), the Senator from Hawaii 
<Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from Mas­
sachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY), and the 
Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LONG), 
are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Mas­
sachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY) is paired 
with the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. 
LONG). 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Massachusetts would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from Louisiana would 
vote "nay". 

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

The result was announced-yeas 56, 
nays 37, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 283 Leg.] 

YEAS-56 
Abdnor 
Andrews 
Baker 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D·Amato 
Danforth 
Dixon 
Dole 
Duren berger 

Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bid en 
Bradley 
Chafee 
DeConcini 
Denton 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Evans 
Garn 
Gorton 
Grass ley 

Glenn 
Hollings 
Humphrey 

Eagleton Metzenbaum 
East Mitchell 
Ex on Nickles 
Ford Pressler 
Goldwater Proxmire 
Hart Pryor 
Hecht Randolph 
Heflin Riegle 
Heinz Sarbanes 
Helms Sasser 
Huddleston Specter 
Kassebaum Stafford 
Kasten Stennis 
Laxalt Stevens 
Leahy Tower 
Levin Tsongas 
Matsunaga Wcicker 
McClure Zorinsky 
Melcher 

NAYS-37 
Hatch Percy 
Hatfield Quayle 
Hawkins Roth 
Jepsen Rudman 
Johnston Simpson 
Lauten berg Symms 
Lugar Thurmond 
Mattingly Trible 
Moynihan Wallop 
Murkowski Warner 
Nunn Wilson 
Packwood 
Pell 

NOT VOTING-7 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Long 

Mathias 

So the motion to lay on the table 
the Moynihan-Hatch amendment <No. 
2293), as modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 
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Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I move to lay 

that motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield 

to the Senator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the senior 
Senator from New Hampshire be 
added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
inquire of the managers and other 
Members about how much longer it is 
going to take to finish this bill, how 
many more amendments there are, 
and what we can reasonably expert for 
the remainder of the day on this meas­
ure? 

I had hoped we would have this bill 
passed long before now, but it is the 
intention of the leadership on this side 
to finish this bill. 

I hope Members will offer amed­
ments, if they have them, promptly, 
and I would even hope they would 
have no further amendments. But I 
wonder if the managers can give me an 
idea as to how much longer they will 
be? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I had 
hoped to get a show of hands. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would 
not presume to take a tally on the 
other side but I would on this side. 
Could I inquire of Members on this 
side who have amendments? I see five 
hands, and that is enough. [Laughter.] 

Now, Mr. President, let me say-and 
there is a colloquy on the other side. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. A couple of 
minor ones. 

Mr. BAKER. It looks like we will be 
another hour or more on this bill, but 
we do plan to finish, and I would urge 
Senators to consider that. 

It seems very likely we will be in to­
morrow. I do not intend to ask the 
Senate to stay in late tonight. I would 
urge Senators to consider that we will 
be in on tomorrow. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. HELMS. If our distinguished 

leader, whom we all love so much, 
yields, may I ask if we finish this bill 
will we be in tomorrow? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am not 
sure. I would like to dangle that 
carrot, but I am afraid in all fairness 
there are other complications also. 
One of them, I may say to my col­
leagues, is the unemployment compen­
sation extension. We have not worked 
that out yet, and I hope someone on 
the other side of the Capital, in the 
House of Representatives, will be 
aware of the fact that we may have to 
be in tomorrow or even Saturday to 
deal with that issue. 

So far there has not yet been a suc­
cessful conclusion to the conference. I 
am advised the House has passed a 30-

day extension which has not reached 
us, but I also understand there are a 
lot of extraneous things added to it. 
So if we have that complication it may 
seriously complicate the business of 
trying to adjourn. 

Let me once again urge Senators to 
consider that we may be in tomorrow 
and even on Saturday. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2294 

<Purpose: To require the Secretary of Agri­
culture to report to the Congress on the 
feasibility of imposing a limitation on the 
total amount of assistance a producer may 
receive during a year under the dairy price 
support program> 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
RUDMAN). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
PRESSLER) proposes an amendment num­
bered 2294. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read­
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 19, line 14, insert "(1)" after 

"on". 
On page 19, line 18, insert after "produc­

tivity" the following: "and (2) the feasibility 
of imposing a limitation of the total amount 
of payments and other assistance a produc­
er of milk may receive during a year under 
section 20Hd> of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 (7 u.s.c. 1446 (d))". 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering to the dairy 
bill will require a feasibility study on 
limiting annual dairy price support 
program benefits available to individ­
ual dairy farmers. The purpose of my 
amendment is to explore directing pro­
gram benefits to the typical family­
size dairy farmer rather than to huge 
corporate operations. 

Section 301 of S. 1529 requires the 
Department of Agriculture to submit a 
report on recommendations for 
changes in the application of the 
parity formula. My amendment would 
require that a section on the feasibili­
ty of limiting annual program benefits 
to producers be included in the report. 

Under the current program, an oper­
ator milking 20 c0ws is treated the 
same as a corporate operation milking 
several thousand cows. In fact, the 
large operator very likely receives a 
larger per cow benefit because of vari­
ous tax benefits available to him and a 
lower production cost. 

Wheat and feed grain farmers are 
subject to a Federal payment limita­
tion of $50,000 annually. This limita­
tion does not affect the average 
farmer but does limit benefits for 
large corporate farmers. We need to 

explore a similar limitation on benefits 
to dairy farmers. 

We do not want to discourage large 
dairy farmers from producing, but I do 
not feel we should feel we should sub­
sidize one producer to milk thousands 
of cows. If he wants to milk several 
thousand cows and receive whatever 
price the market will pay, that is fine. 
However, the Federal Government 
should not subsidize producers to the 
tune of hundreds of thousands of dol­
lars each. 

Such a limitation could have numer­
ous benefits: 

It would reduce the cost of the pro­
gram. These large producers, even 
though they are a small percentage of 
total dairy farmers, produce a large 
share of the total milk produced. Lim­
iting benefits per producer would 
reduce the amount of milk supported 
by the price support program and also 
discourage excessive production in­
creases. 

It could mean lower consumer milk 
prices. It large producer production 
were sold at a lower price it should 
reduce consumer prices. Lower con­
sumer prices would help to increase 
consumption and reduce the surplus. 

A limitation would direct program 
benefits to family farms rather than 
corporate operations. It is import!.tnt 
that we maintain the family farm 
system if our agricultural sector is to 
continue to feed a large share of the 
world. 

Mr. President, my amendment only 
requires that the USDA investigate 
such a limitation and its feasibility. It 
may prove to be beneficial and it may 
not, but we should investigate it. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in sup­
port of this amendment. 

I might add, Mr. President, most of 
the dairy farmers in my State milk be­
tween 30 and 150 cows and I think 
that is true in most family farm dair­
ies. But in some States there are herds 
of 2,000 to 3,000 cows. It has long in­
trigued me if we could find a way to 
pay the subsidy only to those with 
herds of, for example, less than 200 
milking cows it would be a very good 
thing. We have done that with wheat 
and feedgrains with a $50,000 payment 
limitation and I think it could be done 
with dairy. 

Some say that it is different because 
the payment is really paid to the proc­
essors and then goes back to the farm­
ers. But there are recordkeeping capa­
bilities already in place without adding 
any extra cost that could identify that 
milk and those processors who buy 
from herds of 200 or less. 

So this would be a study to try, to 
come up with a plan to address this 
great problem. 

Therefore, I ask my colleagues to 
carefully consider this amendment. If 
the amendment is not agreed to I will 
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seek the yeas and nays but I will not 
do that at this point. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let 
me first of all compliment the Senator 
from South Dakota. As I understand 
the amendment, it simply seeks to en­
large the content of a report that has 
to be made under the bill in any event 
by the Department of Agriculture, 
adding a new section to that report 
dealing with the feasibility of an indi­
vidual payment limitation. It does not 
direct the Secretary to make any kind 
of finding one way or the other, but 
simply do a study of the feasibility of 
such a payment limitation. Is that cor­
rect? 

Mr. PRESSLER. That is true. But I 
hope the study is so self -evident that 
the Secretary is compelled to make a 
recommendation. 

Mr. COCHRAN. But the point of 
the matter is the language of the 
amendment does not purport to say 
one way or the other anything about 
the feasibility. It simply asks a study 
be done as a part of a report that has 
to be made anyway on the parity for­
mula by the Secretary. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Yes. But it would 
go a step further and include in that 
report the feasibility of limiting the 
payment to smaller sized herds. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, it 
does not appear that this is an objec­
tionable amendment. We are prepared 
to recommend that the amendment be 
agreed to. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
we have no objection on this side. We 
are willing to agree to the amendment 
without a rollcall, if that is satisfac­
tory to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

Mr. PRESSLER. If we can pass the 
amendment without a rollcall, that 
would be fine with me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? If not, the ques­
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. PRESSLER). 

The amendment <No. 2294) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2295 

<Purpose: To establish the dairy price sup­
port level at $12.10 per hundredweight of 
milk and to delete the authority of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to provide for an 
assessment or a milk diversion program.) 
Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

11-059 0-87-10 (Pt. 20J 

The Senator from Florida <Mrs. HAWKINS) 
for herself, Mr. WILSON and Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2295. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis­
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, beginning on line 8, strike out 

all that follows through line 9 on page 19 
and insert in lieu thereof the following new 
section: 

DAIRY PRODUCTION STABILIZATION 
SEc. 102. Subsection (d) of section 201 of 

the Agricultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1446 
<d)) is amended to read as follows: 

" (d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law-

"( 1) Effective for the period beginning on 
November 1, 1983, and ending February 28, 
1985, the price of milk shall be supported at 
not less than $12.10 per hundredweight of 
milk containing 3.67 per centum milkfat. 

"(2) The price of milk shall be supported 
through the purchase of milk and the prod­
ucts of milk." 

On page 38, line 22, insert " and" after the 
semicolon. 

On page 38, beginning on line 23, strike 
out all that follows through line 2 on page 
39. 

On page 39, line 3, strike out "(3)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(2)" . 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, if 
you like the idea of pouring billions of 
dollars into stockpiling dairy products 
in caves, if you like the idea of paying 
people not to work, if you like raising 
food prices by billions of dollars, chief­
ly on the poor, and if you like the idea 
of revisiting the dairy problem soon, 
then you should oppose this bill. If on 
the other hand, you like the idea of 
helping to get the Government out of 
the dairy business, you think it is 
wrong for anyone to earn up to $1 mil­
lion or more for not working, and you 
want to lower food prices for everyone, 
then you should support my amend­
ment. Under this amendment, the 
dairy support price is reduced from 
$13.10 per hundredweight to $12.10 
per hundredweight. 

In addition, it strikes the 50 cent as­
sessment and the paid diversion parts 
of the dairy plan now under consider­
ation. This plan substitutes a simple 
$1 cut in the support price for the 
committee's complicated creation 
which looks to me like a two-headed 
monster. What I offer instead is a 
market-oriented approach to solving a 
supply and demand imbalance prob­
lem. Since producers are generating 
far more milk than consumers are de­
manding, it is obvious that the only 
sensible answer is to cut the support 
prices. That way, the surplus will dis­
appear as producers cut back. Those 
with good memories will recognize the 
amendment. My amendment is quite 
similar to the Hayakawa-Hawkins 
amendment offered 1 year ago today. 
It lost by one vote, 48 to 49. 

Had our amendment become law, we 
probably would not have to confront 
the dairy dilemma again today. Unfor­
tunately, that is not the case. One 
year later the national dairy problem 
is still very much with us. In 1982, the 
USDA purchased over 13 billion 
pounds of dairy products, about 10 
percent of all the milk produced in our 
Nation. In 1983, CCC purchases will 
exceed those of last year by 10 per­
cent. So, the Government is expected 
to buy over 14.2 billion pounds of milk 
before the year is out. It is going to 
cost the taxpayers almost $3 billion in 
fiscal year 1983 and fiscal year 1984 to 
do so if nothing is done. In fiscal year 
1979, the program cost $49 million, 
about 2 percent of today's costs. To 
place this $3 billion in perspective, 
consider what $3 billion will buy. 

Projected outlays in fiscal year 1984 
for MX missiles are lower than proj­
ected costs for dairy products this 
year. The MX will cost $2.5 billion if it 
is built. The difference is that bulging 
dairy stocks are already with us. And 
there is no prospect that we will get 
anything in return from the Soviet 
Union or anyone else for that matter 
for enlarging our dairy stockpile. Con­
sider environmental expenditures-$3 
billion is three times as much as the 
Federal Government will spend next 
fiscal year for regulatory, research, 
and enforcement activities at the EPA. 
You may recall the national debate we 
held over the proper level for funding 
for EPA. After agreeing that more was 
needed, spending for EPA rose to 
about $1 billion. During other debates, 
we have also talked about the problem 
some have facing the choice of heating 
versus eating. Well, we spend only half 
as much on low-income energy assist­
ance as we do on the dairy program. 
And, finally, by rolling back social se­
curity cost-of-living adjustments for 6 
months, we will save $3 billion in fiscal 
year 1984. 

The problem has gotten worse in 
spite of congressional efforts to repeal 
the laws of supply and demand. As 
part of the 1982 reconciliation act, the 
97th Congress enacted a plan to tax 
dairy farmers up to almost $1 billion a 
year to recover the part of the costs of 
operating the dairy program. At the 
same time, lowering net prices received 
by producers from $13.10 to $12.10 
through this tax was supposed to en­
courage a drop in production. It was a 
nice theory. 

Although the 97th Congress imposed 
the tax to raise revenue and to dis­
courage production, the effect of these 
actions has been nil. This unhappy 
result is due to the fact that very little 
of the tax has been collected. And why 
is this? Dairy farmers across the 
Nation reacted with outrage at the im­
position of the assessment. Almost a 
dozen lawsuits kept collection of the 
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tax tied up in the courts. Last year's 
plan is still not out of the legal woods. 

Yet, curiously the Senate is again 
being asked to play budetary roulette 
with the courts and the interest 
groups. We are told that the OPEC for 
milk plan will cost $2.5 billion over 2 
years, and that my amendment cost 
$3.4 billion. But there is a big differ­
ence. There is no question my plan can 
be immediately implemented and that 
actual saving will occur. Supporters of 
the OPEC for milk plan cannot truth­
fully make the same claim. In addition 
to the legal controversy already sur­
rounding the dairy tax, court action 
can be anticipated over the distribu­
tion of $1.4 billion in payments to 
dairy farmers not to produce. This is 
especially true since 40 percent of all 
dairy farmers are not expected to get a 
dime in payments. Also, legal trouble 
awaits the implementation of the 15 
cents per hundredweight fee used to 
fund a promotion plan without a refer­
rendum first. If this plan is delayed, 
just like the last one, and the odds on 
delay are quite high, then my plan will 
save more in both the short and long 
run. So much for the savings under 
this cartel plan. 

I want to turn now to the specifics of 
the OPEC for milk plan to demon­
strate why it should be rejected even if 
you believe the courts and interest 
groups are going to allow it to go into 
effect. In place of the failed attempts 
of the last year, the Senate is now 
asked to consider a new so-called dairy 
compromise. We have heard it talked 
about a lot today. This new compro­
mise relies on the willingness of pro­
ducers to form a national dairy cartel 
that will pay them handsomely not to 
produce. Here is how it works. 

Under what should be called the 
"OPEC for milk" plan farmers estab­
lish a "base year" production level. 
This "base" cannot be bought or sold, 
only inherited, or received as a gift, or 
as an interfamily transfer. Farmers 
then sign a contract with the Govern­
ment to reduce production up to 30 
percent and receive $10 from the Gov­
ernment for every hundredweight 
they produce below their quota. 

Of course, to create the cartel, Con­
gress must guarantee suppliers a fi­
nancial reward for joining. And boy is 
the proposed deal a rich one. Since in 
addition to receiving $10 for not pro­
ducing, producers will also save be­
tween $7 and $11 per hundredweight 
in foregone feed, energy, and other 
costs, the incentive not to produce is 
over $17 per hundredweight. Right 
now, the artificially high support price 
provides only a $13.10 incentive to 
produce. Under the bill, the incentive 
to produce drops to $11.95 per hun­
dredweight. That is what a producer 
will receive after his co-op subtracts a 
50 cents tax and a 15 cents promotion 
fee from the new support level of 
$12.60. Clearly a payment of $10 per 

hundredweight not-to-produce is more 
than sufficient to induce participation. 
Even many of those who favor cre­
ation of a cartel admit that $10 is an 
unnecessarily high payment. When 
questioned, the administration admit­
ted that $10 was very attractive and 
agreed that a lower payment would 
also induce the necessary level of par­
ticipation to eliminate the surplus. As 
the evidence makes clear, over a $5 dif­
ference exists between the incentive 
not to produce and the incentive to 
produce under the committee propos­
al. A side payment half the size con­
templated would likely be attractive 
enough to induce participation since 
any one participating would save time 
as well as money. Generosity is a fine 
thing. But is not unnecessarily provid­
ing producers $750 million overdoing 
it? 

Whatever the level, Congress should 
realize windfalls will be received by 
many producers who would be forced 
to cut back anyway. The size of dairy 
herds can vary for a variety of natural 
causes, including accidents and dis­
eases. Others, who were close to retire­
ment and planned to leave the busi­
ness anyway, will also receive checks 
from taxpayers. All they have to do is 
send their cows to market and not buy 
any more. If they do, Uncle Sam will 
send them a fat check. I guess timing 
is everything in business, just like it is 
in politics. Last year's former dairy 
producers got nothing for leaving the 
business. In my judgment, all this 
makes little sense. We should not pay 
farmers not to produce when they 
were not going to do so anyway. In ad­
dition, there are a variety of other 
ways to receive payments from the 
Treasury without reducing productive 
capacity. Producers, instead of culling, 
can feed milk to their livestock, or 
even dump it on the ground. Others 
will cut the amount of feed given to 
their cows to cut output. 

Now throwing money at the problem 
might make sense if it offered a per­
manent solution. However, the nation­
al milk cartel proposal offers only a 
temporary one. As long as support 
prices remain high relative to feed 
costs, producers will have an incentive 
to market more milk than can be con­
sumed. Once the cartel ends in 1985, 
the surplus problem will return unless 
there is another drought and grain 
prices soar. After the flood of cash 
from Washington stops, it will have to 
extend the life of the temporary 
cartel. Thus, the cartel solution will 
prove to be an expensive nonsolution. 

Imagine the reaction of average 
working people when they find out 
that their Government is offering 
dairy producers the opportunity to 
reduce their productivity by 30 per­
cent and be paid for it with taxpayer's 
dollars. 

My office received a letter from a 
constituent in Palatka, Fla., that vivid-

ly illustrates what American people 
think of this approach to agricultural 
policy. I would like to share it with my 
colleagues. 

The letter follows: 
DEAR SENATOR: My friend Boreaux over in 

Pima County received a $1000 check from 
the government this year for not raising 
hogs. So, I am going into the not-raising­
hogs business next year. What I want to 
know is, in your opinion, what is the best 
kind of hogs not to raise? I would prefer not 
to raise Razaorbacks, but if there is no 
other good breed not to raise, I will just as 
gladly not raise Berkshires or Durocs. 

The hardest work in this business is going 
to be keeping inventory of how many hogs I 
haven't raised. My friend Boreaux is very 
joyful about the future of this business. He 
has been raising hogs for more than 20 
years, and the best he ever made was $400, 
until this year when he got $1000 for not 
raising hogs. If I can get $1000 for not rais­
ing 50 hogs, then I will get $2000 for not 
raising 100 hogs. 

I plan to operate on a small scale at first, 
holding myself down to about 400 hogs 
which means I will have $8000. Now another 
thing. These hogs I will not raise will not 
eat 100,000 bushels of corn. I understand 
that you will pay farmers to not raise 
100,000 bushels of corn, not to feed the hogs 
I am not raising. I want to get started as 
soon as possible, as this seems to be a good 
time of year for not raising hogs. 

P.S.-If you know of any other programs 
that will pay me not to produce, I sure 
would appreciate it. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mrs. HAWKINS. No, not at this 
time. 

Mr. President, if this OPEC for milk 
proposal passes, I will write a letter to 
my constituent in Palatka about the 
proposal for not producing milk. I am 
sure he would respond, in his words 
"joyfully." 

Turning now to the 50-cent tax, I 
have briefer comments. Suffice it to 
say that hostility toward the tax is not 
going to diminish. Projections are that 
about 40 percent of all producers will 
not join the cartel. That is because 
they cannot qualify for membership. 
Either they started producing this 
year or recently enlarged their herds 
and would have to kill too many cows 
to profitably join up. These producers 
will cry foul and sue to block the tax. 
Supporting this program is not going 
to be the way to win votes from many 
dairy farmers. 

Mr. President, I believe we should 
junk this proposal to create an OPEC 
for milk. In addition to being wasteful, 
it ignores the cause of the problem. 
The dairy overproduction problem is 
due solely to an artificially high sup­
port price of milk, relative to the cost 
to produce. To understand the profit­
ability of the dairy business supported 
under current law at $13.10 per hun­
dredweight, I ask my colleagues to 
consider the structure of costs for the 
dairy industry. About half of all costs 
are feed costs. Labor, depreciation, 
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culling, co-op expenses and utilities to­
gether round out the other half. 

This means that the zr-ost important 
determinant of profitability in the 
dairy industry is the price of feed. The 
reason being that the costs of labor, 
depreciation, co-op expenses, culling, 
and utilities are either comparatively 
stable or make up a small fraction of 
the total. Neither is true about feed. 
However, the cost of feed relative to 
the supported price of milk has fallen 
sharply over the last 6 years. Profit 
margins and output have grown ac­
cordingly. 

The question is, then, how to reduce 
a dairy surplus created by artifically 
high profit opportunities to produce 

We have heard a lot of arguments 
about that today. Senator MoYNIHAN 
was eloquent about it. Senator HATCH 
was eloquent about it. Senator LUGAR 
was eloquent about it. 

The simplest and fairest method is 
to bring support prices back into aline­
ment with feed prices. This has been 
done before, and each time dairy pro­
duction has been turned around. In 
1955 the support level was reduced by 
16 percent and Government purchases 
of dairy products fell by 64 percent. In 
1959, the support level was reduced by 
6 percent and Government purchases 
fell by 49 percent. In 1963, the support 
price was lowered by 8 percent and 
purchases fell by 21 percent. So we 
can see, Mr. President, that a reduc­
tion in the support price will lead to 
reductions in surplus dairy production. 

Finally, keeping dairy prices artifi­
cially high is unjust. The Department 
of Labor has calculated that the poor­
est families in America spend 5 per­
cent of their incomes on dairy pro­
duces; the wealthiest families spend 1 
percent. That is why I call this ap­
proach the low income dairy assist­
ance amendment; the poor will have 
proportionately, five times greater sav­
ings than the rich. And we are talking 
about billions of dollars in consumer 
savings according to the Department 
of Agriculture. If you really care about 
the conflict facing the poor between 
heating and eating-and I know you 
do, Mr. President, because I remember 
your amendment-you will support 
this amendment. 

To conclude, Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to reject this defective 
package. It is unlikely to bring us any 
budgetary relief. It promises to reward 
people for not working with overly 
generous cash payments. And it pays 
others to do what they would do 
anyway. The cash for making these 
payments will come from the 40 per­
cent of the farmers that will not bene­
fit from subsidized idleness, from low 
income consumers and from the tax­
payers. And it will not even end the 
dairy surplus problem which is the 
very reason the package was created. 
Why do we not simply reverse last 
year's narrow vote-it lost by one 

vote-and enact real reform by drop­
ping support prices by $1? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that Senator JEPSEN be added as a 
cosponsor to my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on my 
amendment. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mrs. HAWKINS. I yield to the Sena­

tor from California. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from California. 
Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Florida. As I lis­
tened to the distinguished Senator 
from Florida recite the aspirations of 
her constituent who very gleefully 
looks forward to going into the busi­
ness of not raising hogs, I am remind­
ed of a suggestion offered some years 
ago in hopes of cutting the cost of 
State government in California. The 
suggestion was made that the salary of 
each State legislator should be raised 
to $100,000 a year, but they then 
should be docked $1,000 for each day 
the legislature was in session. It would 
remain the same every year. 

I would hesitate to prescribe that for 
this distinguished body, but I do think 
the Senator's constituent in that letter 
has pointed out in somewhat facetious 
fashion what is a very serious problem 
that the Senator addresses in her 
amendment. 

She is absolutely right. We have 
reached a critical point in the develop­
ment of the dairy program. It is histo­
ry, I think, but well known to the 
Members of this body; the purpose of 
the program of price supports has 
been well known. It was intended to 
try to arrive at an orderly regulation 
of the market that would be fair to 
both producers and consumers. Argu­
ably, that goal was met reasonably 
well until 1977. The authors of the act 
in 1949, I think, never envisioned sup­
ports would reach the level they have 
since increases were granted first in 
1977, then again in 1979. By 1980, the 
support level was $13.10 per hundred­
weight, 16 percent higher than 4 years 
earlier. Quite clearly, dairy producers 
were responding to this signal from 
Congress by increasing production. 

Two years later, by 1982, production 
had soared by 10 percent, forcing the 
Government to purchase approximate­
ly 9 percent of the entire U.S. dairy 
output. This simple move by Congress 
of increasing the price support faster 
than the rise of production costs has 
brought us to where we are today. 

History, as the Senator from Florida 
so eloquently pointed out, has shown 
that a cut in the price support results 
in reduced Government purchases. Let 

me repeat the figures she recited, be­
cause I think they are dramatic evi­
dence of the point she makes. In fiscal 
years 1955 and 1959, then in 1963, 
Congress lowered the support levels 
by, respectively, 16 percent, 6 percent, 
and 8 percent. The resulting Federal 
purchases fell respectively By 46 per­
cent, 49 percent, and 21 percent in the 
same year the cuts were made. There 
is a direct correlation, it seems, be­
tween the level of price supports and 
the amount of production, and the 
amount of dairy products which the 
Government is required to purchase 
and then to store. 

What point have we come to? I think 
many of us have read the story in the 
Wall Street Journal of Tuesday, June 
14, 1983, by Jeffrey Birnbaum. It is an 
incredible story, Mr. President. To ex­
cerpt from it briefly, it recounts that 
when the author visited Independence, 
Mo., he found an 80-acre subterranean 
warehouse holding a mere 2 percent of 
the nearly 3 billion pounds of surplus 
dairy products owned by the Govern­
ment. 

I quote: 
A train filled with the total would stretch 

from New York City to Toledo, Ohio. Tax­
payers bought these commodities over the 
past few years for about $3 billion, or more 
than $13,000 for each American dairy 
farmer. 

Mr. President, to put it quite simply, 
there is a relationship between the 
support level, the overproduction, and 
the requirement of the Government to 
purchase and store these surplus dairy 
products. 

Part of the Senator's amendment re­
lates to the so-called paid diversion 
program. It is argued by its propo­
nents that this will reduce production, 
that it will, by an assessment taken 
from the producers to be paid to those 
who agree not to produce, significant­
ly alter the overproduction that cur­
rently is being encouraged on the 
other hand by a much-too-high level 
of price supports. 

In the same article by Mr. Birn­
baum, number of economists are 
quoted as pointing out that this will 
simply not have the desired effects. 
The payments may cause a brief de­
cline in production but then, as the 
author points out, when payments 
cease and production is free, the likeli­
hood is that once again, production 
will rise. 

To quote Mr. Birnbaum: 
Even the National Milk Producers Federa­

tion believes that the proposed 15-month 
payment period is too short to force a per­
manent decline in the cow population, 
which at about 10 million is at least one mil­
lion larger than needed. "Paid diversion" 
would make dairy farmers even more de­
pendent on the federal dole, critics contend, 
and place them in a stronger position to 
demand another bailout, probably by pro­
longing the payments. 
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I suspect he is quite right in that 

statement. What would happen if we 
prolonged the payment? The cost is 
about $21 billion for the year or slight­
ly more, 15 months, that is now envi­
sioned as the time in which this paid 
differential program will occur. It is 
quite true that when the 15 months 
has run, just as in any kind of wage or 
price freeze, when the ceiling is lifted, 
once again, we shall see people plung­
ing back in if there has not been a sig­
nificant cut in price supports, because 
the incentive will remain to overpro­
duce, with the knowledge that you are 
not really overproducing-perhaps 
over-producing for the market, but 
certainly not running the risk of not 
having what you produce purchased 
by someone. The someone, of course, 
is the U.S. taxpayer, at prices we 
cannot afford. 

Another feature of this so-called 
compromise which Senator HAWKINS 
seeks to amend has to do with some 
more wishful thinking. It is the part of 
the program that is aimed at a nation­
al marketing program under which 
producers would be assessed 15 cents 
per hundredweight for all milk mar­
keted in order to fund this national 
milk promotion program. Mr. Presi­
dent, this is the first mandatory pro­
gram of its kind. The decision whether 
to contribute to a national program 
should be made by the affected pro­
ducers and not by Congress. In my 
home, State of California, a referen­
dum was held by the producers and, as 
a result, we do have a State promotion 
program that they think serves their 
needs. A mandatory national program 
would be superfluous, it would be an 
additional cost to producers. 

The only referendum that is provid­
ed for in the compromise is not one 
that is prospective; rather, it is one 
that would occur a mere 60 days 
before the scheduled termination of 
this program, which occurs in July 
1985. The program is to expire in Sep­
tember 1985. The referendum would 
be only on whether it should be con­
tinued. 

Mr. President, there are certain facts 
of life which I think finally are un­
avoidable. The unavoidable fact in 
terms of our dairy program in the 
United States is that it has encour­
aged overproduction to the extent 
that all the good intentions that have 
been devised for the use of those sur­
plus foods certainly have been unable 
to avoid the kind of storage costs that 
are a national disgrace. The amend­
ment by Senator HAWKINS is support­
ed by the majority of the dairy farm­
ers in my State, who recognize that 
the economics of the marketplace 
have been totally distorted by this 
program. 

Good intentions are, indeed, not 
enough. I urge my colleagues who 
want a healthy marketplace and a 

healthy dairy industry to support the 
Hawkins amendment. 

And now, Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from North Carolina is recog­
nized. 

Mr. HELMS. I think the Senator 
from Georgia ought to seek the floor 
in his own right. Senators cannot yield 
to each other. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. Is the Senator from 
Georgia seeking recognition. 

Mr. MATTINGLY addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. MATTINGLY. Mr. President, I 
rise to support the Hawkins amend­
ment. 

I have repeatedly supported efforts 
in the Senate which would reduce the 
support price for milk. It is incredible 
to me that we have tolerated for so 
long the present support formula 
which only encourages over produc­
tion because there is no limit on how 
much dairy product the U.S. Treasury 
will buy. Such insanity will cost Amer­
ican taxpayers well in excess of $2¥2 
billion this year alone. Now we are 
asked to pay dairy farmers not to 
produce so the Government will not 
have to buy so much milk. How ridicu­
lous can we be? Perhaps we should 
pass a law saying that the Treasury 
will buy all the buggy whips that 
anyone wants to manufacture in the 
United States and at a price that guar­
antees a profit. Then in 2 or 3 years 
when we have storehouses overflowing 
with buggy whips we can say 
"gee • • • we seem to have a surplus 
of buggy whips so let's pay people not 
to make any more." 

That is just about what we have in 
the dairy program today, and there 
are producers who are only in business 
to sell dairy products to the Govern­
ment. Even more onerous is the fact 
that this legislation would help pay 
some operators not to produce by 
taxing other dairymen who sell noth­
ing to the Government. Maybe we 
should tax soft drink manufacturers 
to help pay dairy farmers not to 
produce milk since obviously some 
people out there are drinking cokes in­
stead of milk. 

Mr. President, I hope that my col­
leagues in the Senate will see fit to 
deal effectively with this vital problem 
by enacting legislation which truly 
solves the underlying causes. The com­
mittee bill will not result in the kind 
of permanent resolution to the dairy 
dilemma. It will only create more 
problems. Think, for instance, what 
will happen to beef, pork, and poultry 
prices if a sudden supply of dairy 
cattle are placed on the meat markets. 
Livestock producers are already 
plagued by large increases in feed 

prices and soft markets. This bill 
would drive slaughter prices through 
the floor. Why create further disaster 
for these producers by paying dairy 
farmers to place their herds on the 
meat market? 

I am the last person who wants to 
see any sector of our agricultural econ­
omy suffer unduly. I would favor any 
approach which would allow a period 
of time for dairymen to adjust to the 
realities of supply and demand. But 
the legislative mechanism must be one 
which faces those same realities and 
not just another congressional flight 
of fantasy. It is time that we deter­
mine just how much dairy product the 
Government needs for our various nu­
trition and foreign assistance pro­
grams and enact a dairy program 
which buys only that much product. 
The first step toward such a program 
must be a reduction in the support 
price paid by the Treasury for milk. 
This will begin to curtail surplus pro­
duction in a more orderly manner. I 
support efforts such as the amend­
ment offered by Senator HAWKINS 
which will achieve this result and 
hope that I will be joined by a majori­
ty in trying to solve this problem. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from North Carolina is recog­
nized. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, one of 
the Senators came over having exam­
ined this amendment and compared it 
with the previous amendment which 
was defeated, and he said, "I don't 
know whether to call this the 'mini­
Moynihan' or the 'pity-Pat' amend­
ment. It is the same design." 

Let me say to Senators again that it 
is awfully difficult for the Senator 
from North Carolina on occasion to be 
chairman of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee because I am as much a 
free market Senator as anyone else in 
the Senate. I think my record demon­
strates that. But what we are talking 
about now is not an either/or situa­
tion. I will say very candidly that if an 
amendment of this nature, whether it 
be the Moynihan-Hatch, or the 
amendment now pending authored by 
a gracious and able lady from Florida 
<Mrs. HAWKINS), is approved, the 
whole coalition collapses, and we will 
have no legislation, which means that 
we will have the same unacceptable 
situation prevailing in the dairy pro­
gram. It has been said over and over 
again today that the Agriculture Com­
mittee labored and labored and maybe 
we brought forth a mouse. 

But in any case, it is a step toward 
exactly what they so eloquently state 
they want. 

Now, with all the sincerity that I 
possess, I say to them that regardless 
of the merits of their amendment and 
despite the eloquence of their sales­
manship in regard to it, if this amend-
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ment prevails we may as well forget it, 
hang it up, and say we are going to 
continue with the present situation 
which includes the $1 assessment. 
Every Senator who voted for the Moy­
nihan amendment just now was in 
effect voting to continue the $1 assess­
ment. 

Now, to be sure, the compromise 
does reduce that to 50 cents. So we 
may have an untenable situation in 
the minds of some Senators, but I feel 
obliged to state the facts as they are. 
We either hold onto this fragile coali­
tion and do some good or we say let us 
chuck it all and do no good. That is 
the option facing us. 

It is with sincere regret that I have 
to oppose any amendment, but I need 
to refer again to the CBO's figures 
and the USDA's figures which are 
even worse with respect to the savings. 

In the current program, of course, 
there would be no savings. The com­
promise will save $330 million and the 
Hawkins amendment would cost $1.930 
billion. And I am talking about over a 
3-year period. 

There are pros and cons, but the 
bottom line, Mr. President, is that if 
we want to do some good, we can do it 
by approving this compromise package 
which by no means is perfect. I do not 
advertise it as being perfect. If I could 
sit down and push a button to write 
the kind of legislation I wanted, it 
would be vastly different up and down 
the line. I said earlier, I say to my 
friend from Florida, that there are a 
lot of tobacco growers down in North 
Carolina who might like to form a 
lynching party because they would 
like something better from their 
standpoint as they see it, but that 
option is not available. No option is 
available in terms of legislative success 
on the dairy program. 

So with all due respect-and the 
lady knows that I do respect her-she 
is putting this chairman in an unten­
able position because as much as I 
agree with her about the free market 
approach, we are not going to move 
one inch toward it if we adopt her 
amendment because the whole fragile 
compromise will collapse. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. May I ask the Sen­
ator a question? 

Mr. HELMS. I will be delighted to 
yield for a question. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Is this not just a 
dairy and tobacco package at this 
point? 

Mr. HELMS. I am sorry. 
Mrs. HAWKINS. Is this not just a 

dairy and tobacco package at this 
time? 

Mr. HELMS. That is correct. 
Mrs. HAWKINS. Target pricing is 

no longer a part of this fragile com­
promise? 

Mr. HELMS. I cannot say that to 
the Senator because the majority 
leader yesterday made it clear that 
right after the disposition of this bill 

will come target prices. Now, that 
scheduling is not the prerogative of 
the Senator from North Carolina. It is 
the prerogative of the leadership of 
the Senate. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. The Senator cor­
rectly enumerated the cost of my 
amendment as provided by the CBO. 
On the same piece of paper are con­
sumer savings in 1984, $1.2 billion; in 
1985, $2.8 billion. 

I think we should think a little 
about consumers. When the chairman 
of the Agriculture Committee talks 
about figures-and I am delighted to 
serve with him on that committee­
what do these figures mean? We have 
CBO figures, administration figures, 
Department of Agriculture figures. It 
is all on paper. It is a paper game. 

I recall sitting with the Senator 
from North Carolina in 1981 when the 
farm bill was forecast to cost $3 bil­
lion, and it actually cost $21 billion. 
Those figures are not even close to 
each other. We were supposed to save 
$6 billion. It is a big program. We were 
supposed to save $6 billion. I read edi­
torials about it every week. Is it saving 
$6 billion? Again, it depends on whose 
figures you use. 

With dairy, this year's assessment 
was supposed to have saved $1 billion. 
I remember that argument. My 
amendment lost by 1 vote. It took the 
Treasury almost a year to collect a 
single dime. So we do not have any­
thing there. It is all on paper, and I 
suspect it will be the same with an un­
tried plan telling how much it is going 
to cost and how much it is going to 
save. 

The Senator from California has re­
peated the figures and I have, that if 
you cut support prices, we get less of 
the product. History repeats that. 

Also, having this amendment on this 
dairy-tobacco bill might make the to­
bacco more attractive. The dairy part 
is very unattractive to a lot of Sena­
tors. We are ashamed to tell people we 
are paying farmers not to produce. So 
we may be able to gain votes for the 
tobacco part by adopting my amend­
ment. I should like Senators to think 
about that. 

The administration has indicated 
that it was going to hold its nose and 
swallow the compromise and see if 
Congress can work its will. I think we 
should work our will, to do what is re­
sponsible. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the distin­

guished Senator from Florida. 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 

will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HELMS. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 

in most respects, a $1 reduction in the 
milk price support level is simply a 
smaller version of the proposal for a 
$1.50 reduction. It does not overcome 

the weaknesses of that proposal. Fur­
ther, by slowing down producer re­
sponse, it will only prolong the prob­
lemS. 1529 seeks to address. 

If a $1.50 price cut would reduce 
milk production by only 1.5 billion 
pounds next year, and 3.3 billion over 
the next 2 years, a $1 price support cut 
would certainly produce a lesser reduc­
tion. 

Also, Govenunent costs would not be 
as effectively reduced, and Commodity 
Credit Corporation removals would 
not drop by as much. Nor would there 
be as great a reduction in Government 
inventories as there would be with a 
$1.50 price support reduction. 

It is important to keep in mind that 
the $1 price-support reduction is less 
effective than a $1.50 reduction in 
achieving the needed changes and 
that, to that extent, it is worse in com­
parison to the compromise crafted by 
representatives of the Senate, the 
House, and the administration. 

The $1 support cut was one of the 
many options considered during the 
hearings and markup of the dairy leg­
islation. It was put aside because it 
would not do the job in the time avail­
able. The compromise embodied in S. 
1529 represents a workable program 
that will address each of these needs 
quickly and effectively. It has broad 
bipartisan support in the Senate and 
House, as well as the backing of the 
administration. 

As to the prospects of increased con­
sumption through reduced consumer 
prices, at least one economic analysis 
casts serious doubts on the proposal 
that reduced farm prices will be fully 
reflected in retail prices. It can be 
shown from a study of historical price 
movements that reductions in farm 
prices for milk have normally been ac­
companied by increases in retail dairy 
product prices due to increased mar­
keting costs that are automatically re­
flected in retail prices. 

Mr. President, I do not think there is 
a need to reiterate the arguments that 
were made just a few moments ago 
against the amendment offered by 
Senator MoYNIHAN and Senator 
HATCH. Nonetheless, more arguments 
do apply here, even more so, since the 
pending amendment is not even as ef­
fective as the previous amendment in 
trying to achieve what needs to be 
done. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I 
strongly support Senator HAWKINs' 
proposal to regain control of the dairy 
price support program. This program 
has gone awry and modifications are 
desperately needed. 

The dairy program is estimated to 
cost as much as $2.7 billion in 1983 
alone. At last count, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation owned 4.5 billion 
pounds of butter, cheese, and nonfat 
dry milk. As Senator HAWKINS has 
pointed out, this amount is enough to 
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fill a train stretching from here to 
New York. 

What is the cause of this surplus? 
Outrageously high support prices are 
to blame. And now the committee is 
suggesting that rather than reducing 
the support price as the best means to 
control supply, we pay dairy producers 
$10 per hundredweight not to produce. 
Do we not have enough problems with 
this program without adding more? A 
temporary diversion program has 
every possibility of becoming a perma­
nent fixture. 

To compound this situation, the bill 
requires that a 50 cents per hundred­
weight fee be levied on all producers, 
for the purpose of offsetting part of 
the cost of the diversion payment. 

Mr. President, I wish to touch on a 
particular point that affects the area 
of the Nation from which I come. 
That is the fact that a 50 cents per 
hundredweight fee is going to be 
levied on all producers for the purpose 
of offsetting part of the cost of the di­
version payment. 

Thus all farmers, including the pro­
ducer-handlers who derive no benefit 
from either the price support program 
or the diversion payment, will be re­
quired to underwrite farmers who par­
ticipate in the diversion program. In 
my section of the country we have a 
number of producer-handlers who sell 
all the milk they produce, do not take 
advantage of the Government price 
supports, but will be taxed as if they 
did. 

The committee calls this bill a com­
promise. Yet farmers across the coun­
try are crying out against the 50-cent 
tax. I think the Senator from Florida 
has a good idea-the best proposed 
here today-to drop the price support 
to $12.10 and let the market reduce 
supplies. Do not pay farmers to 
produce in excess, and by all means, do 
not pay farmers not to produce at all. 
Senator HAWKINS is on the right 
track-! hope my colleagues are able 
to see the wisdom in her proposal and 
support her efforts to simplify the 
program, as well as reduce the shame­
ful, costly surpluses now in the Gov­
ernment coffers. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, in 
response to my good friend from 
Rhode Island, I point out that even if 
the producer-handlers benefit from 
this dairy program, inasmuch as the 
milk marketing orders give them an 
advantage over the Middle West farm­
ers in the price they receive for it, 
those producer-handlers would indeed 
have substantial problems. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
I move to table the pending 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. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 

to table the amendment. On this ques­
tion the yeas and nays have been or­
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona <Mr. GOLD­
WATER), the Senator from New Hamp­
shire <Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator 
from Nevada <Mr. LAXALT) and the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) 
are 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), the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. HoLLINGs), the Senator 
from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE), the Sena­
tor from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) 
and the Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
STENNIS) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CoHEN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who have not yet 
voted who wish to do so? 

The result was announced-yeas 47, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 284 Leg.] 
YEAS-47 

Abdnor Dixon McClure 
Andrews Dole Melcher 
Baker Duren berger Mitchell 
Bentsen Eagleton Pressler 
Bingaman East Proxmire 
Boren Ex on Pryor 
Boschwitz Ford Randolph 
Bumpers Heflin Riegle 
Burdick Heinz Sarbanes 
Byrd Helms Sasser 
Chiles Huddleston Specter 
Cochran Kasten Stafford 
Cohen Kennedy Tower 
D 'Amato Leahy Weicker 
Danforth Levin Zorinsky 
Denton Matsunaga 

NAYS-42 
Armstrong Hawkins Pell 
Baucus Hecht Percy 
Biden Jepsen Quayle 
Bradley Johnston Roth 
Chafee Kassebaum Rudman 
DeConcini Lauten berg Simpson 
Dodd Long Stevens 
Domenici Lugar Symms 
Evans Mattingly Thurmond 
Garn Metzenbaum Trible 
Gorton Murkowski Tsongas 
Grassley Nickles Wallop 
Hatch Nunn Warner 
Hatfield Packwood Wilson 

NOT VOTING-11 
Cranston Hollings Mathias 
Glenn Humphrey Moynihan 
Goldwater Inouye Stennis 
Hart Laxalt 

So the motion to lay on the table 
was agreed to. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2296 

(Purpose: To provide for the Secretary, in 
carrying out the dairy diversion program, 
to take steps to minimize any adverse 
effect on beef and pork producers, and for 
other purposes) 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Iowa <Mr. JEPSEN) for 
himself and Senators, EAGLETON, ZORINSKY, 
and TOWER, proposes an amendment num­
bered 2296. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read­
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 6, line 2, insert immediately after 
the period the following new sentence "In 
setting the terms and conditions of such 
contracts, the Secretary shall take into ac­
count any adverse impact of the reductions 
in milk production on beef and pork produc­
ers in the United States and shall take all 
feasible steps to minimize such impact.". 

On page 11, lines 24, and 25, strike out 
"required by the contract." and insert in 
lieu thereof "as specified by the Secretary 
for each quarter in the contract: Provided, 
That the aggregate quantity of such reduc­
tions for the entire diversion period must be 
at least equal to the total reduction required 
by the contract.". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will ask the Senator to withhold 
for a moment until such time as the 
Chamber comes to order. 

The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I have 
been asked by the floor manager of 
the bill to withhold my amendment at 
this time and yield to him. I now do so, 
with the understanding that after the 
conclusion of whatever business he 
has that I will be able to continue with 
my amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

Senator withdrawing the amendment 
or asking unanimous consent that it 
be laid aside? 

Mr. JEPSEN. I am asking that it be 
temporarily laid aside in order that I 
might yield to the distinguished Sena­
tor from North Carolina. After he is 
finished with whatever he intends to 
do, I would like to get back on my 
amendment. That is as simple as I 
know how to put it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With 
that clarification, without objection, it 
is so ordered. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2297 

<Purpose: To repeal provisions of law con­
cerning price support for tobacco, and for 
other purposes> 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Ohio <Mr. METZ­
ENBAUM), for himself, Mr. GARN, Mr. RoTH, 
Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. PERCY, Mr. TSONGAS, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. GORTON, 
and Mr. MoYNIHAN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2297. 

Mr. FORD. A point of information, 
Mr. President. Does the Senator from 
Iowa know how long it might be 
before we get to his amendment; or 
does he care? 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, the 
Senator does not know how long it is 
going to be. I have not inquired. The 
Senator might inquire of the person 
who is offering that amendment. 

Mr. FORD. The Senator yielded to 
the Senator from North Carolina, and 
I was interested. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Ohio wish a reading 
of the amendment? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis­
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 40, beginning with line 19, strike 

out through the end of the bill and insert 
the following: 

REPEAL OF PROVISIONS OF LAW CONCERNING 
PRICE SUPPORT FOR TOBACCO 

SEc. 201. <a><l> Section lOHa> of the Agri­
cultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 144Ha» is 
amended by striking out " tobacco <except as 
otherwise provided herein), corn" and in­
serting in lieu thereof "corn". 

(2) Section lOHc> of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
144Hc» is repealed. 

(3) Section 10l<d)(3) of such Act <7 U.S.C. 
1441<d)(3)) is amended-

(A) by striking out ", except tobacco,", 
and 

<B> by striking out "and no price support 
shall be made available for any crop of to­
bacco for which marketing quotas have 
been disapproved by producers." . 

(b) Sections 106, 106A, and 106B of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1445, 
1445-1, 1445-2) are repealed. 

<c> Section 408<c> of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1428<c)) is amended by 
striking out "tobacco,". 
REPEAL OF PROVISIONS OF LAW CONCERNING TO­

BACCO ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS AND MARKETING 
QUOTAS 
SEc. 202. <a> Section 2 of the Agricultural 

Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1282) is 
amended by striking out " tobacco,". 

(b) Section 30l<b) of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 130l<b)) is 
amended-

(!) in paragraph <3> by striking out sub-
paragraph <C>. 

(2) in paragraph <6><A> by striking out "to-
bacco,", 

(3) in paragraph <7> by striking out 
"Tobacco <flue-cured), July 1-June 30; 
"Tobacco <other than flue-cured) , October 

! -September 30;", 
(4) in paragraph <10> by striking out sub­

paragraph <B>, 
(5) in paragraph <ll><B> by striking out 

"and tobacco", 
(6) in paragraph 02> by striking out "to-

bacco,", 
(7) in paragraph 04)-
<A> by striking out "(A)", and 
<B> by striking out subparagraph <B>. 
(8) by striking out paragraph 05), and 
<9> in paragraph 06> by striking out sub­

paragraph <B>. 
<c> Section 303 of the Agricultural Adjust­

ment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1303> is amended 
by striking out "rice, or tobacco," and in­
serting in lieu thereof "or rice,". 

(d) Part I of subtitle B of title III of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 <7 
U.S.C. 1311 et seq.) is repealed. 

<e> Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1361> is amended 
by striking out " tobacco,". 

(f)(l) Section 37l<a) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 137Ha» is 
amended by striking out "peanuts, or tobac­
co" and inserting in lieu thereof " or pea­
nuts" . 

<2> Section 371<b) of such Act <7 U.S.C. 
1371<b)) is amended by striking out " pea­
nuts, or tobacco" and inserting in lieu there­
of "or peanuts" . 

(g)(l) Section 373<a> of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1373(a)) is 
amended-

< A> in the first sentence-
CO by striking out " peanuts, or tobacco, 

and" and inserting in lieu thereof "or pea­
nuts, and", 

<iD by striking out " peanuts, or tobacco 
from" and inserting in lieu thereof "or pea­
nuts from", and 

(iii) by striking out "all persons engaged 
in the business of redrying, prizing, or stem­
ming tobacco for producers,", and 

<B> in the last sentence by striking out 
" $500;" and all that follows through the end 
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof 
" $500.". 

<2> Section 373Cb) of such Act <7 U.S.C. 
1373(b)) is amended by striking out " pea­
nuts, or tobacco" and inserting in lieu there­
of "or peanuts". 

<h> Section 375(a) of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1375Ca)) is 
amended by striking out " peanuts, or tobac­
co" and inserting in lieu thereof "or pea­
nuts". 

(i) Section 378<0 of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1983 <7 U.S.C. 1378<0> is re­
pealed. 

(j) The Act entitled " An Act relating to 
burley tobacco farm acreage allotments 
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended", approved July 12, 1952 
<7 U.S.C. 1315), is repealed. 

<k> Section 4 of the Act entitled "An Act 
to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, to provide for acreage­
poundage marketing quotas for tobacco, to 
amend the tobacco price support provisions 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, 
and for other purposes", approved April 16, 
1965 <7 U.S.C. 1314c note), is repealed. 

m Sect ion 703 of the Food and Agricul­
ture Act of 1965 <7 U.S.C. 1316) is repealed. 

EXCLUSION OF TOBACCO FROM CONCESSIONAL 
EXPORT SALES PROVISIONS OF PUBLIC LAW 480 

SEc. 203. The proviso to the first sentence 
of section 402, of the Agricultural Trade De­
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 <7 
U.S.C. 1732), is amended by striking out ", 
and for the purposes of title II of this Act," 
and inserting in lieu thereof "or". 

PROHIBITION AGAINST COMMODITY CREDIT COR-
PORATION USING POWERS WITH RESPECT TO 
TOBACCO 
SEc. 204. Section 5 of the Commodity 

Credit Corporation Charter Act <15 U.S.C. 
714c) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new undersignated paragraph: 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Corporation may not exercise any 
of the powers specified in this section or in 
any other provisioin of this Act with respect 
to tobacco." . 

PROHIBITION AGAINST TOBACCO MARKETING 
ORDERS 

SEc. 205. Section 8c<2> of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act <7 U.S.C. 608c(2)), reenact­
ed with amendments by the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is amend­
ed-

<1> by striking out "tobacco,", 
<2> by inserting " tobacco," after "(B) any 

agricultural commodity <except honey,", 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: " Notwithstanding any other provi­
sion of law, no order concerning tobacco 
may be issued or enforced under this Act." . 

WITHDRAWAL OF CONSENT RELATING TO COM-
PACTS AMONG STATES FOR REGULATING TOBAC­
CO PRODUCTION AND COMMERCE 
SEc. 206 <a> The Act entitled "An Act re­

lating to compacts and agreements among 
States in which tobacco is produced provid­
ing for the control of production of, or com­
merce in, tobacco in such States, and for 
other purposes", approved April 25, 1936 <7 
U.S.C. 515 et seq.), commonly known as the 
Tobacco Control Act, is repealed. 

(b) The Congress hereby withdraws its 
consent to any compact or agreement en­
tered into under the Act referred to in sub­
section <a>. 
PAYMENTS TO CERTAIN LOW INCOME OWNERS OF 

FARMS WITH TERMINATED TOBACCO ALLOT­
MENTS AND QUOTAS 
SEc. 207. (a)(l) Each individual who-
<A> throughout the period beginning on 

March 8, 1983, and ending on the effective 
date of this section, owned all or part of a 
farm with respect to which a tobacco acre­
age allotment or marketing quota was estab­
lished or assigned under part I of subtitle B 
of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1311 et seq.), 

<B> had a modified adjusted gross income 
of not over $24,000 for the taxable year 
ending in 1982, 

<C> not later than December 31, 1984, files 
an application in such manner and in such 
form as the Secretary may require by rule, 
shall be entitled to receive payments from 
the Secretary in accordance with this sub­
section. 

<2><A> Subject to paragraph <7>. the aggre­
gate amount of payments which such indi­
vidual shall be entitled to receive under 
paragraph < 1) shall be equal to the product 
of-

(i) the percentage of the proceeds of sale 
such individual would have been entitled to 
receive if such allotment or quota had been 
sold on March 8, 1983, and 
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<ii> the product of the fair market value of 

such allotment or quota and the modified 
adjusted gross income percentage as deter­
mined under subparagraph <B>. 

<B> The modified adjusted gross income 
percentage referred to in subparagraph <A> 
<ii> with respect to any individual entitled to 
any payment under paragraph < 1) is the 
percentage which corresponds to the modi­
fied adjusted gross income of such individ­
ual in the following table: 
If the amount of such The modified adjusted 

modified adjusted gross income per-
gross income is: centage is: 

Not over $15,000......... .......... 100 percent 
Over $15,000 but not over 

$16,000................................ 90 percent 
Over $16,000 but not over 

$17,000.......................... ...... 80 percent 
Over $17,000 but not over 

$18,000................................ 70 percent 
Over $18,000 but not over 

$19,000................................ 60 percent 
Over $19,000 but not over 

$20,000................................ 50 percent 
Over $20,000 but not over 

$21,000........ ........................ 40 percent 
Over $21,000 but not over 

$22,000..... ........................... 30 percent 
Over $22,000 but not over 

$23,000 ................................ 20 percent 
Over $23,000 but not over 

$24,000................................ 10 percent 
Over $24,000 ......................... 0 percent 

<3> For purposes of paragraph <2>, the fair 
market value of such allotment or quota 
shall be the fair market value of such allot­
ment or quota on March 8, 1983, as deter­
mined by the Secretary. In making such de­
termination, the Secretary shall consider 
studies relating to the value of tobacco acre­
age allotments and marketing quotas estab­
lished under part I of subtitle B of title III 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
which have been conducted by universities, 
colleges, and other persons. 

(4)(A) For purposes of paragraph <l><B> 
and paragraph (2), the modified adjusted 
gross income of any individual entitled to 
payment under paragraph (1) for the tax­
able year ending in 1982 shall be the adjust­
ed gross income of such individual for such 
taxable year-

<D determined under section 62 of the In­
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 without regard 
to the deductions from gross income other­
wise allowable under such Code for such 
taxable year pursuant to-

<I> paragraph <7> of such section <relating 
to profit-sharing, annuities, and bond pur­
chase plans of self-employed individuals), 

<II> paragraph <10) of such section <relat­
ing to retirement savings), and 

<III> paragraph <14> of such section <relat­
ing to reforestation expenses), 

<ii> increased by-
<I> the amount of any interest and divi­

dends not included in gross income for pur­
poses of the tax imposed by chapter 1 of 
such Code for such taxable year. 

<II> an amount equal to the sum of any 
items of tax preference described in section 
57 of such Code <other than paragraph <9> 
thereof> applicable to such individual for 
such taxable year, and 

(iii) decreased by fifty percent of any 
amount of rent received in such taxable 
year in connection with the lease of any 
such allotment or quota. 

<B> In the case of an individual who filed 
a joint return <within the meaning of sec­
tion 6013 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954) for such taxable year, adjusted gross 
income under subparagraph <A> shall be the 

adjusted gross income of such individual 
and such individual's spouse for such tax­
able year. 

<C> In the case of an individual who has 
not attained age 18 <or, in the case of a stu­
dent, has not attained age 22), adjusted 
gross income for purposes of determining 
modified adjusted gross income under sub­
paragraph <A> shall be the adjusted gross 
income of such individual and any other 
person who was allowed a deduction with re­
spect to such individual for such taxable 
year under section 151 of the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1954 <relating to deductions for 
personal exemptions). 

(5) For purposes of paragraph <l><A>, an 
acreage allotment or marketing quota which 
is-

< A> established or assigned to a farm 
under such part and, 

<B> Transferred to another farm <other 
than after a sale of such allotment or 
quota), shall not be considered established 
or assigned with respect to the farm to 
which such allotment or quota was so trans­
ferred. 

<6> The Secretary shall make payments to 
which individuals are entitled under this 
subsection from the revolving fund estab­
lished under subsection <b>-

<A> as soon as amounts are received in 
such fund, and 

<B> in as equitable, efficient, and expedi­
tious a manner as is practicable, except that 
no individual shall be entitled to a payment 
under this subsection prior to October 1, 
1984. 

<7> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subsection, no payment under this 
subsection to any individual shall exceed an 
amount which is equal to the product of-

<A> 5, and 
<B> $24,000 minus so much of the modified 

adjusted gross income of such individual as 
does not exceed $24,000. 

(b)(1)(A) All payments made under sub­
section <a> shall be made from amounts re­
ceived by the Secretary as assessments 
under this subsection and deposited in the 
revolving fund established pursuant to sub­
section (b). 

<B> There is established a revolving fund 
for tobacco assessments. There shall be 
credited to the fund all amounts received by 
the Secretary pursuant to this subsection. 
Amounts deposited in the fund are appro­
priated to the Secretary for fiscal year 1984 
and the succeeding fiscal years for the pur­
pose of making payments under subsection 
(a). Such amounts shall be available with­
out fiscal year limitation. 

<2> For purposes of carrying out para­
graph < 1 >. the Secretary shall establish and 
impose assessments applicable to the mar­
keting of all tobacco produced in the United 
States. Such assessments shall not apply 
with respect to tobacco of crops before the 
1984 crop of tobacco. The rates of such as­
sessments-

<A> shall generate, as soon as practicable, 
amounts sufficient to make such payments, 

<B> shall not exceed 20 cents per pound, 
<C> shall be uniform for all kinds of tobac­

co, 
<D> shall be uniform for a particular crop 

of tobacco, and 
<E> shall be as uniform as practicable for 

all crops of tobacco with respect to which 
such assessments are imposed. 

(3) Any person who produces tobacco with 
respect to which such assessments are im­
posed shall be liable for such assessments. 

{4)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
<B>, assessments imposed with respect to to-

bacco and owed under paragraph (3) by the 
producer of such tobacco shall be collected 
from any person to whom such producer 
markets such tobacco. 

<B><i> If tobacco with respect to which as­
sessments are owed under paragraph <3> is 
marketed through a warehouseman or other 
agent, then such assessments shall be col­
lected from such warehouseman or agent. 

<ii> If tobacco with respect to which as­
sessments are owed under paragraph {3) is 
marketed directly by the producer of such 
tobacco to any person outside the United 
States, then such assessments shall be col­
lected from such producer. 

<5> Persons required to collect assessments 
under paragraph (4) shall-

<A> remit such assessments to the Secre­
tary at such time and in such manner as the 
Secretary may require by rule, and 

<B> maintain, and make available for in­
spection by the Secretary, such records as 
the Secretary may require, by rule, in order 
to ensure an accurate accounting of the col­
lection and remittance of such assessments. 

<6><A> Any person who fails to pay, col­
lect, or remit any assessment owed under 
paragraph <3> or payable under paragraph 
(4) and paragraph <5> may be assessed a civil 
penalty by the Secretary equal to the prod­
uct of three and the amount of such assess­
ment. No civil penalty may be so assessed 
unless such person is given notice of, and 
opportunity for an agency hearing on the 
record with respect to, such violation. 

<B> Any person against whom a civil pen­
alty is assessed under subparagraph <A> may 
obtain review of such penalty in an appro­
priate district court of the United States by 
filing a civil action in such court not later 
than 30 days after such penalty is imposed. 
The findings of the Secretary shall be set 
aside only if found to be unsupported by 
substantial evidence. 

<C> The district courts of the United 
States shall have jurisdiction to review and 
enforce any civil penalty imposed under 
subparagraph (A). 

(c) For purposes of this section-
<1> the term "Secretary" means the Secre­

tary of Agriculture, 
<2> the term "person" shall have the 

meaning given to such term by section 1 of 
title 1, United States Code, 

<3> the term " tobacco" means all the kinds 
of tobacco listed in section 30l<b){15) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 <7 
u.s.c. 1301<b){15)), 

(4) the term " to market" means to sell or 
exchange in a commercial market, 

(5) the term "United States", when used 
in a geographical sense, means the several 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com­
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Common­
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
and the territories and possessions of the 
United States, and 

(6) the term "student" means any individ­
ual who during each of 5 months of calen­
dar year 1983-

<A> was a full-time student at an educa­
tional organization described in section 
170<b><l ><A>OD of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954, or 

<B> was pursuing a full-time course of in­
stitutional on-farm training under the su­
pervision of an accredited agent of an edu­
cational organization described in such sec­
tion 170(b){l)(A)(ii) of such Code or of a 
State or political subdivision of a State. 
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EFFECTIVE DATES; SCOPE OF APPLICATION 

SEc. 208. (a)(l) Except as provided in para­
graphs (2) and (3) this title shall take effect 
on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) Section 206 and the amendment made 
by section 206 shall take effect January 1, 
1984. 

(3) Section 207 shall take effect October 1, 
1983. 

(b) The amendments made by sections 201 
through 205 of this Act to any other provi­
sion of law shall not apply with respect to 
crops of tobacco before the 1984 crop of to­
bacco and shall not affect the authority of 
the Secretary of Agriculture under any such 
provision, or the force and effect of any re­
quirement of, or any regulation or agree­
ment under or pursuant to, any such provi­
sion, on and after the date of the enactment 
of this Act to the extent such provision ap­
plies to crops of tobacco before the 1984 
crop year. 

<C> The Agriculture Department shall 
provide all necessary technical assistance to 
tobacco farmers through fiscal year 1986 to 
provide, to the extent possible, a transition 
period for said farmers following the termi­
nation of the tobacco support program. 

IMPORTED TOBACCO 

SEc. 209. (a)<l) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, all tobacco offered for im­
portation into the United States shall be-

(A) inspected for grade and quality as to­
bacco marketed through a warehouse in the 
United States is inspected for grade and 
quality; and 

<B> accompanied by a written certification 
by the importer, in such form as the Secre­
tary of Agriculture may prescribe, that none 
of the pesticides the registration of which 
has been cancelled or suspended for use on 
tobacco in the United States under the Fed­
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act, has been used in the production of the 
tobacco offered for importation into the 
United States. 

(2) The Secretary of Agriculture shall es­
tablish grade and quality standards for the 
purposes of paragraph < l><A> that are, inso­
far as practicable, the same as those appli­
cable to tobacco marketed through a ware­
house in the United States. 

(3) Any tobacco that is not accompanied 
by the certification required by paragraph 
(l)(B) shall not be permitted entry into the 
United States. The provisions of section 
1001 of title 18, United States Code, shall be 
applicable with respect to any such certifi­
cation made by an importer under such 
paragraph. 

(b) The Secretary shall enforce the provi­
sions of subsection (a) at the point of entry 
of tobacco offered for importation into the 
United States. The Secretary shall by regu­
lation fix and collect from the importer fees 
and charges for inspection under subsection 
(a)(l) which shall, as nearly as practicable, 
cover the costs of such services, including 
the administrative and supervisory costs 
customarily included by the Secretary in 
user fee calculations. The fees and charges, 
when collected, shall be credited to the cur­
rent appropriation account that incurs the 
cost and shall be available without fiscal 
year limitation to pay the expenses of the 
Secretary incident to providing services 
under subsection (a)(1).'' . 

Amend the title so as to read: ''A bill to 
stabilize a temporary 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 repeal provi-

sions of law concerning price support for to­
bacco, and for other purposes.'' . 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
Senator GARN and 12 additional co­
sponsors-Senators RoTH, STAFFORD, 
PERCY, TSONGAS, PELL, HEINZ, PROX­
MIRE, HATCH, DANFORTH, MITCHELL, 
GORTON, and MOYNIHAN-join me 
today in offering this amendment to 
bring an end to the anachronistic, 
anticompetitive, and unworkable Fed­
eral tobacco program. 

Congressman THOMAS PETRI of Wis­
consin, along with 53 cosponsors, has 
introduced similar legislation in the 
House. 

In addition to attracting broad bi­
partisan support in the Senate and the 
House-Mr. President, may we have 
order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Without losing 
my right to the floor, I ask unanimous 
consent that I may yield for not more 
than 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Will the Sena­
tor from Ohio entertain the sugges­
tion of a time agreement on this 
amendment of perhaps 30 minutes, 
equally divided? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. At this point, I 
cannot. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I thank the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. In addition to 
attracting broad, bipartisian support 
in the Senate and the House, our 
amendment has been endorsed by an 
unusually wide range of organizations. 
These include the American Lung As­
sociation, the American Public Health 
Association, Action on Smoking or 
Health, Public Citizen, Congress 
Watch, the National Taxpayers' 
Union, the Council for a Competitive 
Economy, and the United Tobacco 
Growers of North Carolina. 

There are good reasons why this leg­
islation has attracted so much inter­
est. 

On one level, Mr. President, our bill 
is intended to eliminate what Senator 
JAKE GARN has described as "an offen­
sive paradox." That paradox is our 
Government's wildly inconsistent 
policy of actively discouraging smok­
ing while at the very same time pro­
moting the production of tobacco. 

There can be no doubt that smoking 
is one of this Nation's leading public 
health problems. 

The American Public Health Asso­
ciation has described smoking as our 
most widespread drug addiction-and 
as the single most preventable cause 
of illness and death in the United 
States. 

As a group, smokers have a 70-per­
cent increased risk of death over non­
smokers of the same age. Heavy smok­
ers, run a 100-percent higher risk of 
early death. 

Smokers are more frequently afflict­
ed than nonsmokers with chronic con­
ditions-bronchitis, emphysema, sinus­
itis, peptic ulcer disease. 

Male smokers lose 33 percent more 
workdays than nonsmokers; for 
women, that figure is 45 percent. 

Smoking clearly and unequivocally 
causes cancer of the lung, larynx, 
mouth, and esophagus. 

Smoking is linked with heart disease. 
Smoking by pregnant women in­

creases the incidence of fetal death 
and lowers birth weights. 

Smoking is one of this Nation's two 
or three leading public health prob­
lems. 

The opponents of our amendment 
maintain that its enactment will not 
discourage smoking. 

We do not claim that it will. But we 
do say that enactment of the Tobacco, 
Deregulation Act will make our na­
tional policy consistent. 

And we also say that as a matter of 
principle, the Federal Government 
should not be in the tobacco business. 

But consistency aside, this legisla­
tion is needed in order to terminate a 
costly, cumbersome, and anticompeti­
tive Federal program that has by any 
standard outlived its usefulness. 

The USDA's tobacco program began 
in the 1930's, when tobacco farmers 
were getting as little as 6 cents a 
pound for their product. Supply con­
trols were useful at that time, but as J. 
A. Seagraves of North Carolina State 
University concluded in a recent paper 
entitled "The Life Cycle of the Flue­
Cured Tobacco Program," the pro­
gram no longer serves the interests of 
Tobacco growers. 

Mr. Seagraves wrote: 
Supply controls can have large benefits to 

producers at first, and then "burn them­
selves out" as they create incentives for 
other countries to expand production and 
for manufacturers to introduce substitutes. 
This happened in the case of the Flue-cured 
tobacco program. The U.S. share of the 
world 's Flue-cured tobacco production has 
fallen from 64 percent in the late 1930's to 
about 18 percent today-

I want to emphasize that, that our 
Nation's share of the world's Flue­
cured tobacco production has fallen 
from 64 percent in the late 1930's to 
about 18 percent today. Imports of 
Flue-cured tobacco, which were insig­
nificant before 1967, now represent 
about one-fourth of domestic con­
sumption. 

Mr. Seagraves further calculates 
that between 1948 and 1955 the pro­
gram produced a net benefit to the 
United States of up to $166 million per 
year. In the early 1980's, however, the 
program is responsible for a net loss to 
our economy of $52 million a year. 
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The tobacco market itself proves 

beyond a doubt that the system is not 
working. 

On July 10, for example, the board 
of directors of the Flue-cured Tobacco 
Cooperative Stabilization Corp., an­
nounced a rebate program for the to­
bacco companies. Can you imagine 
that, Mr. President? A rebate of 30 
cents a pound for each and every 
pound of tobacco purchased over the 
levels purchased in 1982. 

How much tobacco is eligible for 
rebate? One hundred and -sixty-two 
million pounds, or nearly 18 percent of 
the 1983 marketing quota of eight 
hundred and ninety-two million 
pounds. 

I do not intend to argue here today 
about merits of this rebate program, 
which could provide to the tobacco 
companies a subsidy of up to $48 mil­
lion. 

What I wish to point out is the obvi­
ous-that the tobacco program has 
created a monster-an industry that 
operates without any reference what­
ever to the laws of supply and 
demand. 

But, Mr. President, the problem goes 
beyond the fact that the system is not 
working. The real problem is the 
nature of that system. 

Just because a farmer wants to 
produce tobacco in this country does 
not mean that he can do so. Tobacco 
may be produced without penalty only 
by those who hold an acreage allot­
ment assigned more than 30 years ago. 
The penalty for growing tobacco over 
the allotment or without the allot­
ment is a stiff one. It is paid to the 
Government and equals 75 percent of 
the previous year's average sale price 
of tobacco, or it becomes a credit 
against next year's allotment. 

Those allotments are as hereditary 
as any feudal domain in medieval 
Europe. 

But ours is supposed to be the great­
est free market economy in the world. 

We say that we believe in free enter­
prise, competition, the discipline of 
the marketplace. 

But not, it seems, where tobacco is 
concerned. 

We control crop volume. 
We penalize backyard growing of to­

bacco without a license. 
We keep mom and pop out of the 

marketplace unless he or she has an 
allotment. 

In a letter to the editor published in 
the June 1983, issue of the Flue-cured 
Tobacco Farmer, a farmer from Zebu­
lon, N.C., summed up the absurdity of 
the current system. 

Edwin Atkinson wrote: 
How is it constitutional to sell a farm's to­

bacco allotment and not be able to sell its 
corn base? A farmer cannot sell or lease or 
transfer his corn base for cash rent and 
never see the land it is planted on. Why to­
bacco? 

Mr. Atkinson wrote further that: 

Tobacco is the only agricul t ural commodi­
ty that carries this exclusive privilege. Is it 
any wonder that the present tobacco pro­
gram is in trouble in Congress today? 

The program is in trouble. And it de­
serves to be. 

The allotment system, which was de­
signed originally to help farmers, is 
today a major source of income for 
nonfarmer holders of tobacco allot­
ments. There are 95,000 commercial 
tobacco farmers-and 500,000 holders 
of tobacco allotments. 

About 84 percent of all family tobac­
co farmers must rent allotments in 
order to grow their crops. Rent can 
run over $1,000 per acre and increases 
the cost of production for growers by 
30 to 60 percent. No wonder that last 
year, we imported $503 million worth 
of tobacco, mainly of the type grown 
in the United States. And no wonder 
the growers are offering rebates to 
buyers of tobacco. 

Last year we enacted legislation enti­
tled the "No Net Cost Tobacco Act." 
As many of us suspected at the time, 
the bill has only made cosmetic 
changes in the program, without ad­
dressing the real problems. 

The program has resulted in massive 
tobacco surpluses-over 25 percent of 
last year's crop was bought as surplus 
at a cost approaching $1 billion. 

The figure this year looks at this 
time to be about 15 percent, which is 
the result of this year's devastating 
drought. 

The tobacco program is not working. 
The Federal allotment system, 

whose benefits go disproportionately 
to nonfarmers, has outlived whatever 
usefulness it once may have had. 

And I believe that it is high time to 
bring to tobacco production the bene­
fits of free enterprise. 

Our amendment will give the free 
market a chance to work. 

It will give our farmers a fighting 
chance to recover their share of the 
domestic and world tobacco markets. 
It will protect low-income allotment 

holders by buying out their allotments 
in accordance with a formula based on 
income. The buy out will be funded at 
no cost to the Government by an as­
sessment not to exceed 20 cents a 
pound on tobacco growers. In addition 
the amendment authorizes continu­
ation of existing assessments for the 
purpose of eliminating surpluses built 
up under the current program. These 
assessments will be more than offset 
by the fact that growers will no longer 
be required to pay exorbitant allot­
ment rents. 

Under this program, Mr. President, 
an allotment owner with a 1982 modi­
fied adjusted gross income of $15,000 
or less would be eligible for a lOO-per­
cent buy out. Percentages would de­
cline with higher income, phasing out 
altogether at $24,000. 

The intent of this provision is not to 
recognize the legitimacy of the allot-

ment system, rather, our intent is to 
provide a phaseout for those who now 
depend on allotment income. 

In calculating incomes, our amend­
ment does not include social security, 
unemployment compensation, or food 
stamp benefits. It does, however in­
clude tax-deferred pension contribu­
tions and proceeds from tax shelter in­
":estments, municipal bonds, and the 
hke. 

Finally, Mr. President, the amend­
ment includes a provision to protect 
the public from imported tobacco con­
taining residues of chemicals the use 
of which is not permitted in the 
United States. 

How much imported tobacco would 
that affect? 

The shocking answer is that nobody 
knows how much of the 452 million 
pounds of tobacco we imported last 
year is, in fact, tainted with chemicals 
the use of which is banned in this 
country. Nobody knows because 
nobody checks. 

Smoking is dangerous in and of 
itself. There is no reason to multiply 
the danger by exposing smokers to po­
tentially carcinogenic chemical sub­
stances. 

Mr. President, I believe that this 
amendment is fair to all concerned. 

It helps the tobacco growers by 
ending a cumbersome program that 
has cost them their markets. 

It gives a cushion to needy people 
who might be hurt by the end of the 
program. 

It protects the public from danger­
ous chemicals. 

And, Mr. President, this amendment 
takes the Federal Government once 
and for all out of the tobacco business. 
For that reason alone, it deserves pas­
sage by the Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that I be permitted to yield the 
floor to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I object. 
I think the Senator from Utah ought 
to seek the floor in his own right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
objection is heard. 

Mr. GARN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator is recognized. 
Mrs. GARN. I thank the distin­

guished Senator and the chairman of 
the committee. 

Mr. President, one of our colleagues 
in the other body was quoted recently 
as saying that supporters of tobacco 
deregulation "are going around telling 
people, 'Help us stamp out the little 
tobacco farmers in North Carolina. • I 
have about had it." That was the Con­
gres~ional Quarterly of June 11, 1983, 
quotmg Representative CHARLIE RosE 
a Democrat from North Carolina. 

Mr. President, I have about had it 
myself, and so, I am sure, have the 
"little tobacco farmers. " Let us just 
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see how much the current program is 
helping them: 

The tobacco growers' newspaper, 
The Flue-Cured Tobacco Farmer: 

The benefits of the support program 
appear to be migrating largely into the bank 
accounts of t he non-producing quota 
owners, with you, the actual producers, 
profiting at approximately the same level 
you could be expected to without any pro­
gram at all. 

Congressional Quarterly, June 11, 
1983: 

Without legislation, certain malfunctions 
in the government program, combined with 
a record surplus, will devastate tobacco 
farmers economically, according to their 
spokesmen .... 

There are several program-related factors 
driving up the cost of growing tobacco. One 
is that the assessments will jump for the 
1983 crop to 7¢ per lb for flue-cured and to 
as much as 5¢ or 7¢ per lb. for burley. 

The increases are worrisome because they 
will cut further into farmers' profit mar­
gins. 

Many producers who rent their allotments 
and quotas are forced to pay the assessment 
twice: The law requires payments from both 
farmers and non-growing quota-owners, who 
often simply increase the rental rate of 
their quotas by the assessment. 

Because the allotments and quotas are 
being reduced administratively by the gov­
ernment in an effort to cut the surplus, 
fierce competition for renting them has 
driven up their costs. 

The article also pointed out that the 
cash and noncash costs of production 
for burley tobacco were 8 cents per 
pound greater than the average price 
for which it was sold last year. 

Hugh C. Kiger, executive vice presi­
dent, Leaf Tobacco Exporters Associa­
tion, Inc., in testimony before Senate 
Agricultural Committee on June 14, 
1983: 

.. . the tobacco program is ... in trouble 
economically because we can no longer 
assure our foreign and domestic customers 
an adequate supply of high-quality U.S. leaf 
at competitive prices. 

It is in trouble politically . .. due to the 
fact that the "No Net Cost" program is not 
working. 

U.S. prices have been forced up by the 
price support formula to a point where our 
tobacco is no longer competitive in the 
world market. And the end is not in 
sight .. . . 

This is noted in statement after statement 
from USDA's Agricultural Attaches, who 
report that the relatively high U.S. tobacco 
prices are encouraging foreign buyers to 
seek alternative supplies .... 

The quality of U.S. leaf has also declined 
noticeably in recent years due in part to the 
way price supports are operated. . . . the 
grower has no incentive to produce high­
quality leaf when he can sell to the pool at a 
support price which gives him a handsome 
profit on the deal. 

One thing is unmistakeably clear relative 
to the current high price support level. A 
grower cannot cover his costs of production, 
pay a high lease rate .to allotment holders, 
make a profit, and compete in world mar­
kets. Therefore, we can expect <1> inability 
to compete in world markets; (2) further 
losses in export business; <3> further in-

creases in U.S. imports of cigarette leaf; and 
<4> further reductions in quotas. 

C. Hoke Leggett, Association Admin­
istrator, Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service, in testimony on 
June 14, 1983, before the Senate Com­
mittee on Agriculture: 

Ten years ago nearly four-tenths of the 
world's flue-cured crop was grown in the 
U.S .... Last year we produced less than 
one-fourth of the world's flue-cured tobac­
co, and our exports were only one-fourth of 
the total. 

During the same period, imports into the 
U.S. have grown. In 1973, less than one-fifth 
of the tobacco used in our cigarettes was im­
ported. Today, nearly one-third of the to­
bacco consumed in .. . the United States is 
imported. 

In short, during the past 10 years foreign­
grown tobacco has taken practically all of 
the growth in consumption outside the U.S. 
and a significant portion of consumption in 
this country. 

The erosion in demand for U.S. tobacco in 
the export and domestic markets is largely 
due to the continuing disparity between its 
cost and that of tobaccos produced in devel­
oping countries. Current and prospective 
supply and demand factors point toward ac­
celeration in the loss of market share for 
U.S. tobacco, at least in the near term. 

U.S. flue-cured prices for the 1981 tobacco 
buying season averaged 87% more than 
grower prices in the major tobacco-compet­
ing countries . ... By contrast the U.S. 
prices in 1982 were 62% more than the 
grower prices in foreign countries. 

Excluding land and quota charges, produc­
tion costs, except for 1979, average well 
below the levels of price support. The levels 
of price support for the 1981 and 1982 crops 
of tobacco were substantially greater than 
the cost of production. 

So, Mr. President, it seems that the 
way this program has helped the little 
tobacco farmers is by increasing their 
costs, pricing them out of both the 
foreign and, increasingly, the domestic 
tobacco markets, and by putting most 
of their profits into the hands of the 
nonfarmer allotment holders. If this 
kind of help does not stamp out the 
little tobacco farmers, I do not know 
what will. I am sure they are smart 
enough to recognize when they are 
being hurt. However, most of them are 
afraid to say so, according to the 
United Tobacco Farmers, for fear the 
allotment owners will not rent to them 
any more. 

Much has been made of the fact 
that these allotment holders are 
people who have worked hard to pay 
for their allotments and are now en­
joying the return on the investment. 
Nevertheless, the fact remains that a 
program ostensibly geared to help the 
tobacco farmer ought to be doing just 
that, not sustaining absentee landlords 
who neither farm nor share in the risk 
of farming. 

With these facts well in mind, let us 
examine the effects of the proposed 
solution to these problems of the little 
tobacco farmers. I think it will become 
obvious that in several ways, the re­
forms actually benefit the absentee al­
lotment holders, and hurt the family 

tobacco farmer, more than the current 
program does. 

First, this bill calls for deleting the 
double assessment the family tobacco 
farmer pays into the No Net Cost 
fund. Last year, legislation was en­
acted which required tobacco farmers 
to pay an assessment to the tobacco 
fund when the tobacco was sold. Allot­
ment holders also have to pay an as­
sessment when they rent their allot­
ments to farmers. Mostly, the allot­
ment holders have simply passed their 
share of the assessment on to the to­
bacco farmer, who thus ends up 
paying twice. This bill would eliminate 
the assessment charge when the allot­
ment is rented, leaving only the tobac­
co farmer to pay, while the nonfarm­
ing absentee landlord gets off scot­
free. As a result, less revenue will go 
into the No Net Cost fund; this loss of 
revenue will result in the assessments 
having to be increased, and the tobac­
co farmers will have to pay still more. 
This provision is hardly a benefit to 
tobacco farmers, but obviously is 
greatly to the advantage of the allot­
ment owner. 

Second, this bill would give the to­
bacco cooperatives greater flexibility 
in the use of no-net-cost funds. Cur­
rently, the law requires tobacco co-ops 
to hold all assessment revenues until a 
particular crop is completely sold from 
surplus. Then the funds are used to 
cover any losses that may have oc­
curred. This proposal would allow the 
co-ops to also use this money for their 
current expenses. It is a measure that 
is potentially disastrous in the long 
term, especially for the little tobacco 
farmer. The revenues generated by as­
sessments are not enough even now to 
pay for the anticipated losses of a par­
ticular crop year. If they are also used 
to pay current expenses or to retire 
past co-op debt unrelated to the costs 
of 1982 and later crop surpluses, the 
revenues needed to cover the eventual 
crop loss will fall even shorter, creat­
ing yet larger losses, which will have 
to be covered either by the taxpayers 
or by the farmers-not the allotment 
owners, under this bill-and cutting 
still more deeply into farmer profits. 
Several years of this could have the 
effect of limiting current program 
losses at the price of creating huge 
future deficits. 

Third, the bill would set aside up to 
3 percent of all acreage that can be 
planted in tobacco for use by new 
farmers who want to begin farming. 
Though the intent sounds laudable, 
this provision also has flaws. It lets 
new farmers enter a feudalistic system 
in which they pay monopoly rents and 
suffer from quota reductions like the 
rest of the current tobacco farmers. It 
also means fewer allotments for cur­
rent farmers, creating more demand 
for the remaining allotments, driving 
the rental prices still higher, thus 
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SENATE SCHEDULE making it even more difficult for the 

family farmer to make a living grow­
ing tobacco. 

Fourth, the bill would place several 
restrictions on the lease of acreage al­
lotments. It would require allotments 
to be forfeited if they are not used in 2 
out of 3 years. The proposal is insignif­
icant, since allotments are valuable, 
and almost all of them are used every 
year to grow tobacco. Another provi­
sion would prohibit cash leasing with 
payments in advance, by prohibiting 
any lease payment until the crop is 
sold. This is supposed to make the al­
lotment owners share the costs and 
risks of production, but the proposal 
does not accomplish this. It would still 
allow a fixed cash lease payment, with 
the allotment owner's only risk being 
that the farmer will fail to pay. To 
insure that the allotment holder share 
the risk, we would have to require at 
least that the lease payment be simply 
a percentage of the profits, and per­
haps also that the lessor contribute an 
equal percentage of the costs of pro­
duction. 

The last allotment proposal would 
prohibit lease and transfer of allot­
ments. This is an arrangement where 
a farmer leases an allotment from an 
owner or owners and then transfers it 
to his own farm. As written, the provi­
sion leaves open several potential loop­
holes. For example, it seems that you 
could create a limited partnership in­
cluding all the farms having allot­
ments which a single farmer was going 
to rent, and then the farm would be 
nothing but a large legal entity and no 
allotments would be leased and trans­
ferred off the farm. Even if lease and 
transfer is effectively ended, though, 
the provision hurts the family farmer. 
In that case, either farmers will have 
to travel to the various farms having 
allotments and farm widely separated 
plots, or allotments will have to be 
sold and accumulated in economic 
blocks of 20 or 30 acres or more. Since 
most family farmers will not have the 
capital to purchase allotments, which 
cannot be used as collateral, only 
wealthy farmers and investors will be 
able to accumulate allotments. The 
family farmer will either be squeezed 
out of business or converted into a 
tenant farmer under a single landlord 
or partnership, a condition even worse 
than that under which he suffers at 
present, where at least he has the eco­
nomic flexibility of bargaining with 
numerous allotment holders. The ab­
sentee landlord problem could be even 
more severe, since the allotments and 
accompanying power might be concen­
trated in fewer hands. 

Finally, the bill extends from De­
cember 1, 1983, to December 1, 1984, 
the date by which nonfarming entities 
are required to sell their allotments 
under the No Net Cost bill. In other 
words, the absentee landlords would 
be able to hold on to their allotments 

without either farming or sharing the 
risks of farming for a little while 
longer. 

Mr. President, I think by now it 
should be apparent that if the current 
arrangement does not stamp out the 
little tobacco farmers, this legislation 
will. In fact, I would go so far as to 
suggest that a more fitting title might 
be the "Tobacco Allotment Owners' 
Relief Act of 1983." 

I believe that, given the opportunity, 
the U.S. farmer can compete with 
anyone in the world for his share of 
market position, providing he can op­
erate under laws that will reflect any 
current situation and allow the appro­
priate response. A free market does 
this best, and our amendment will give 
the free market a chance to work. It 
will permit tobacco growers to get out 
from under the feudalistic allotment 
system and enjoy the rewards of farm­
ing themselves. It will protect low­
income allotment holders by buying 
out their allotments at the fair market 
price as of March 8, 1983. This one­
time payment, to be made on a sliding 
scale to holders with modified adjust­
ed gross incomes up to $24,000, will be 
funded at no cost to the Federal Gov­
ernment, by a levy imposed upon 
growers. It should be less costly for 
the farmers, since they will have no 
lease payments for allotments. 

In closing, let me simply note that I 
am not singling tobacco out. I have 
also opposed the acreage allotments 
system that was in place for peanuts, 
and have consistently supported free 
market reforms in other commodity 
programs as well. I urge the support of 
my colleagues for the deregulation of 
tobacco as outlined in this amend­
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I beg 
the indulgence of the two managers 
for a moment. 

The minority leader is on the floor, 
and there is one routine matter to be 
taken care of and perhaps some collo­
quy about the remainder of the pro­
gram for today. 

Mr. President, the request I am 
about to put has been cleared, I be­
lieve, by the minority leader, and I will 
state it now for the benefit of the 
Senate. 

EXTENSION OF 
DEADLINE FOR 
TION 

REPORTING 
RECONCILIA-

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
committees instructed pursuant to 
House Concurrent Resolution 91 be 
given until October 31, 1983, to report 
their recommendations to the Senate 
Committee on the Budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the mi­
nority leader asked me privately a 
moment ago what I saw in prospect 
for the remainder of the day. If I can 
anticipate that question now, I would 
like to repeat what I said earlier today. 
I do not see the benefit of asking the 
Senate to remain in late today. I 
would estimate a recess time of about 
6 or 6:30, unless we can finish this bill 
and the unemployment benefits con­
ference report. 

Now, those are the two matters that 
we have to deal with that remain be­
tween us and adjournment until Octo­
ber 17. There may be other matters we 
can do such as the Interior appropria­
tions conference report which we are 
cleared to do on this side, and I would 
like to do if we can. But with those 
three items, I think we have done all 
we can do. If we can complete those 
today, then we would not be in tomor­
row. But at the rate we are going on 
the farm bill, it looks like we may not 
be able to do that. We have not yet 
done that on the unemployment 
matter. So I say to the minority leader 
that it would be my present plan to 
ask the Senate to stay in until about 6 
or 6:30 this evening, come back at 10 
o'clock tomorrow, and attempt to do 
these three items. 

Mr. BYRD. We cannot do the Interi­
or conference report because the man­
ager on this side is gone. 

Mr. BAKER. I understood that was 
the case. Could I inquire, will he be 
here tomorrow? 

Mr. BYRD. No. 
Mr. BAKER. Very well. Mr. Presi­

dent, it may be that we cannot do that 
at all. But we must do, in my opinion, 
the unemployment matter. 

Mr. BYRD. I agree 
Mr. BAKER. And the farm bill. So I 

would expect us to be in tomorrow 
unless we can finish those two items 
tonight. 

Mr. BYRD. What is the progress on 
the unemployment compensation bill? 

Mr. BAKER. I think good progress. 
Mr. President, the distinguished chair­
man of the Finance Committee, Sena­
tor DoLE, advised me a few moments 
ago that he has a conference arranged 
with the chairman of the House Ways 
and Means Committee that may be 
going on at this moment and will make 
one more effort to try to settle their 
differences in conference. If they do 
that, it may go very fast. If it does not, 
then we will have to do something else 
because we cannot let that program 
expire. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority 
leader. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. If the majority 
leader will yield, I hope that we will 
stay long enough tonight to complete 
action on this pending bill. 
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Mr. BAKER. May I say in that re­

spect, if we finish, if we can get the 
unemployment thing out of the way, 
then if the managers and others tell 
me that they can finish this bill by 
staying later, I would be willing to do 
that. But as I say, at the rate we are 
going, it does not look like that would 
profit us much. It looks like we would 
be better off to come in in the morn­
ing at 10 o'clock, but I will reserve 
final judgment on that until we get a 
little further in the day and judge the 
likely outcome. 

DAIRY AND TOBACCO 
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1983 

The Senate continued with the con­
sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2297 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from North Carolina is recog­
nized. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have 
the greatest affection and respect for 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Utah. 

I regret that they feel compelled to 
press their tobacco amendment on this 
bill. In fact, I find it very disappoint­
ing. 

For a number of years those of us 
who represent the Nation's 276,000 to­
bacco farmers in 22 States have made 
efforts to modernize the tobacco pro­
gram and to do everything we reason­
ably can to make the kinds of adjust­
ments that are designed to answer the 
criticisms raised today. 

I have already described the sub­
stantial changes made in the tobacco 
program in 1982 and have described in 
greater detail the comprehensive 
modifications made in the tobacco pro­
gram in the legislation presently 
before us. 

Every one of the modifications 
before us in this bill respond directly 
to the criticisms we have heard today. 
Short of destroying the equity base of 
hundreds of counties in many States, I 
just do not know what more we can 
do. 

Our proposals are substantive and 
far-reaching, and will accomplish the 
purposes for which they have been 
drawn in a sound and practical-and 
yet effective-way. 

Let me just say that the amendment 
now offered-and the bill upon which 
it is based-is just not sound legisla­
tion. It is not sound because it is based 
on a number of premises that are 
simply not accurate. 

Permit me to take them one by one. 
First, there is the assertion that 

there is a tobacco subsidy. Mr. Presi­
dent the No Net Cost Tobacco Pro­
gram Act of 1982 assured that there 
would be no tobacco subsidy. In fact 
there never has been a tobacco subsi­
dy. Since the program began in 1933, 

the producer associations have han­
dled almost $7 billion in loans. During 
this time a net cost of $56.7 million in 
lost principal has been borne by the 
taxpayers. This compares to the more 
than $140 billion in excise taxes col­
lected on manufactured tobacco prod­
ucts, and the scores of billions of dol­
lars lost on other farm commodity pro­
grams over the years. 

But since the enactment of the no­
net-cost tobacco program, the taxpay­
ers are assured that even those minor 
losses on tobacco of the past will not 
happen from 1982 forward. 

The sponsors of this amendment at­
tribute a cost of $591 million in lost in­
terest to the CCC for this tobacco pro­
gram-but that is just not true. The 
Commodity Credit Corporation set its 
interest rates for all nonrecourse 
loans. Tobacco was treated no differ­
ently than other program, of course. It 
is just not accurate to talk about 
CCC's interest losses on tobacco with­
out addressing their interest losses on 
every other loan CCC has ever made. 

In fact, this charge is really quite ir­
relevant. In 1981 the CCC announced 
that it would begin collecting interest 
fees which reflect the true cost of 
money to the Government for all price 
support loans made henceforth-in­
cluding CCC tobacco loans. 

Another charge is that the adminis­
trative costs attributed to the tobacco 
program somehow constitute a subsidy 
of tobacco. The attribution of the $15 
million or so in incidential administra­
tive costs for the tobacco program is 
based upon the person-hours of em­
ployees of the Agricultural Stabiliza­
tion and Conservation Service <ASCS) 
in each of the county offices, and on 
up the line all the way to the office of 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

I remind Senators that there are 
ASCS offices in every county in the 
Nation, and that those offices would 
be in tobacco States even if there were 
not a stalk of tobacco in a county. 
Those costs are attributed to tobacco 
simply because that is what is grown 
in the area served by those offices. 
There is no certainty that any less 
money would be spent if tobacco were 
not grown, because they would then 
just attribute the expenses to some 
other commodity. The offices would 
not close down. 

But perhaps these facts about the 
absence of any true tobacco subsidy 
are really not as important to the 
issue raised by the amendment as the 
fact that the tobacco program is not in 
contradiction to the smoking and 
health issue. 

The tobacco program has been re­
ferred to as an absurd paradox be­
cause the Government provides funds 
for anticancer research and for the to­
bacco program. 

I can assert without hesitation that 
there is no paradox at all. Permit me 
to quote the Honorable Joe Califano, 

former Secretary of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare who made the fol­
lowing remarks in 1980: 

• • • If the tobacco program has any 
effect at all on public health it is favorable. 
The purpose of the program is to stabilize 
tobacco production, and thus, to assure fair 
prices to the farmer. If the program were to 
be withdrawn, though, prices would fall, 
and cigarettes might become less expensive, 
possibly encouraging more young people to 
smoke. 

The allotment system has been lik­
ened unto feudalism, as "harking back 
to medieval times of lords and serfs," 
to quote one critic. 

This, Mr. President, is highly 
charged emotionalism. The allotment 
system in the tobacco program is the 
very means by which production is 
limited. If Senators have aversions to 
allotments, then I am sure they will 
want to discuss the full range of mar­
keting orders and agreements on fruits 
and vegetables. It would seem likely 
that they would be adverse to the 
quotas imposed on a host of producers 
of many crops in our own country, as 
well as quotas imposed on the impor­
tation of certain foreign products into 
the United States. 

I should add, Mr. President, that the 
allotments and quotas inherent in the 
tobacco program are not at all feudal­
istic. They are franchises. 

One obtains a franchise from the 
Government to do just about every 
kind of economic endeavor undertaken 
in a modern economy. For instance, 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Banking Committee, who has 
sponsored the legislation to deregulate 
the tobacco program franchises, would 
have to acknowledge that the Govern­
ment provides what amounts to fran­
chises to operate banks. 

None of us here could go out and 
start a bank tomorrow without going 
to the Government for permission. 

Many States franchise the selling of 
alcoholic beverages. 

New York City, I am told, has fran­
chises for taxicabs. Are we going to 
abolish that franchise on this legisla­
tion? 

The fact is that franchises are as 
part of American economic activity as 
they can be. The tobacco allotment 
franchises are no different. 

We have undertaken substantial re­
forms to encourage the movement of 
tobacco allotments into the hands of 
active farmers. Corporations and other 
entities not actively engaged in farm­
ing will have to sell their allotments, 
and the general sales of allotments 
have been provided for in the 1982 No 
Net Cost Program Act. 

In the bill now before us further 
substantial modifications have been 
made in the manner in which allot­
ments and quotas can be held and 
transferred. I have explained them al­
ready in great detail, but let me once 
again emphasize that in order to en-
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courage owners to become directly in­
volved with the growing of the crop or 
to sell their allotments, the bill would 
permit, beginning with the 1984 crop 
year, the lease and transfer of the 
quota off the farm to which it is as­
signed only if the lessor shares in the 
risk of producing the crop. This is 
achieved by requiring that no pay­
ment on the lease prior to the sale of 
the crop would be permissible. 

This restriction is designed to pro­
vide for a more equitable relationship 
between the lessor and the lessee so 
that both would share in the potential 
risk from the growing of tobacco. 

Furthermore, beginning with the 
1987 crop, the lease and transfer of 
Flue-cured allotments and quotas 
would be prohibited except for quotas 
consisting of 3,000 pounds or less. The 
tobacco would be required to be grown 
on the farm to which it was assigned 
unless it was combined with another 
farm in those instances in which the 
entire farm was leased. 

The provision for the continuation 
of lease and transfer in the case of rel­
atively small quotas of 3,000 pounds or 
less would last only through the 1989 
crop when all lease and transfer of 
Flue-cured allotments and quotas 
would be terminated. The exemption 
would insure that these small allot­
ment owners, many of whom are elder­
ly, widowed, or otherwise have a sig­
nificant dependence upon the income 
derived from the lease of their allot­
ments or make other arrangement for 
the growing of the tobacco. The delay 
in the implementation of the prohibi­
tion of lease and transfer in these in­
stances is deemed necessary to avoid 
causing any undue hardship on these 
individuals. 

The delay in the elimination of lease 
and transfer of these smaller allot­
ments will also assist farmers who 
depend upon leasing quota each year. 
Farmers who own small allotments are 
able to grow tobacco by leasing in 
enough quota for an efficient oper­
ation. The additional 3 years of lease 
and transfer of allotments of 3,000 
pounds or less will allow these grow­
ers, who must have access to some to­
bacco quota in order to continue farm­
ing, an opportunity to make suitable 
arrangements prior to 1990, when all 
lease and transfer will be eliminated. 

To require the massive sale or the 
abolition of allotments would totally 
disrupt the equity base of virtually all 
agricultural enterprise in the principal 
tobacco-producing regions. 

As an example of the financial 
impact on small farms which have tra­
ditionally produced tobacco, Federal 
land banks, PCA's and other lending 
institutions in the tobacco-growing 
area have traditionally placed a value 
of $5,000 per acre allotment on any 
given farm; therefore, a 100-acre farm 
assigned a loan value of approximately 
$120,000 without tobacco allotments 

would be increased to $170,000 with a 
10-acre tobacco allotment. Most lend­
ing institutions in the area would nor­
mally come up to 80 percent of the as­
signed loan value, in this case approxi­
mately $135,000. If tobacco allotments 
were eliminated, a high percentage of 
small family farms would not have 
sufficient collateral to justify their 
loans presently made by lending insti­
tutions including Farmers Home Ad­
ministration. Many small family farms 
would undoubtedly be eliminated. 

Mr. President, every purpose attrib­
uted to this legislation by its sponsors 
has already been addressed by the No 
Net Cost Program Act of 1982 and in 
the legislation now before us. 

The subsidy is eliminated-though it 
never existed in reality. 

The relationship of the allotment 
holder to the farmer has been correct­
ed in large measure in the 1982 Act, 
and even more substantially in the 
present bill. 

The crop has been made more com­
petitive in world markets, through the 
proposed freeze in loan rates and 
other changes in the price support for­
mula. 

The quotas inherent in the allot­
ments make the tobacco program sup­
portive of the health goals of the 
sponsors of the amendment. 

In short, there is no basis for the 
wholesale eradication of the program 
as is proposed by my distinguished col­
leagues. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kentucky is recognized. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
I think it is somewhat unfortunate, 
that again, the time of the Senate is 
taken up on the amendment that is 
before us. We have dealt with this 
issue a number of times in recent his­
tory, and each time the Congress has 
agreed that this program should con­
tinue. 

I have listened with great interest to 
the remarks of the two cosponsors, 
and while I have the highest regard 
for both of them-and they did make 
very eloquent speeches-the fact is 
that neither speech has much of a re­
lationship to reality. I would remind 
those who represent other constituen­
cies in the farm community and who 
frequently are before this Chamber 
speaking in favor of support programs 
that what we are talking about in rela­
tion to tobacco is not making an ad­
justment in the program, not just 
changing a price figure or a formula; 
we are talking about eradication of the 
program. We are talking about obliter­
ating a program that has been, with­
out question, the most successful agri­
culture program ever devised by the 
Congress of the United States. We are 
talking about a program that, if elimi­
nated, would cause economic devasta­
tion in many States in these United 

States and would upset a system that 
has served well the consumer, the 
manufacturers, and the growers for a 
number of years. 

In contrast to the pending amend­
ment, S. 1529, the Tobacco Adjust­
ment Act of 1983, will make the tobac­
co program more responsive to domes­
tic and world supply-demand condi­
tions, without wreaking havoc on 
farmers and agribusinesses. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
voting against the pending amend­
ment, and to continue to work with me 
and other tobacco State Senators to 
make sound and reasonable changes in 
the tobacco program-changes that 
will not impose significant losses on 
the 124,000 farmers in Kentucky, and 
the thousands more in some 21 other 
States, who rely on Tobacco as their 
principal source of income. 

The elimination of the tobacco pro­
gram as proposed in the pending 
amendment would throw into disorder 
the tobacco production and marketing 
system that has functioned effectively 
for over 40 years, a system that today 
assures 276,000 farmers market sta­
bilty and a minimum price for their 
crops. 

The amendment would create a 
boom and bust cycle in world markets 
where tobacco prices are 25 to 30 per­
cent lower than the minimum domes­
tic support prices for the major types 
of tobacco. 

The amendment would lead to great­
er concentration in production and to 
the elimination of thousands of small 
family farms. 

Obviously, tobacco companies will 
want to continue to receive tobacco to 
produce their products. They will, in 
all likelihood, seek out those farmers 
who produce in large amounts and can 
produce large acreages. They will 
likely contract for their production, 
get it at a lower rate, and thousands 
and thousands of farmers who are now 
able to stay on the farm just because 
of the cash income from their tobacco 
plot will not only be out of tobacco 
production but many of them, without 
any questio~. will be forced to quit 
farming altogether. 

So, we are not just talking about this 
crop. There is no doubt in my mind it 
would have an effect on the amount of 
other crops that are produced. 

The elimination of the tobacco pro­
gram would force farmers wanting to 
remain in production to expand their 
acreage of tobacco, and to do so with a 
greater price risk in the market. 

It would force producers to risk per­
acre investment in tobacco, excluding 
rental costs, of over $2,000 per acre. 

It would leave farm prices at the will 
of 6 major tobacco companies, 2 of 
which buy over 65 percent of the do­
mestic crop. It would in time promote 
the production of tobacco in large 
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units, most likely under contract with 
the tobacco companies. 

It would immediately destabilize the 
economy of the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky and of the other States and 
regions where tobacco is produced. 

Local communities in Kentucky and 
the State, as a whole, would face an 
immediate financial crisis if the tobac­
co program was eliminated. 

For each acre of tobacco, about 
$6,000 is added to the value of Ken­
tucky's farms. 

The elimination of tobacco quotas 
would, overnight, lower the appraised 
land values and the tax base for our 
State. Prof. Milton Shuffett, an agri­
cultural economist at the University of 
Kentucky, has said that elimination of 
tobacco quotas would reduce State and 
local tax revenues by $1.5 billion. Such 
a loss would mean less money for 
schools, hospitals, assistance for the 
poor, and local community services-at 
a time when State and local govern­
ments are searching for every penny 
they can find to maintain adequate 
public services. 

The elimination of the tobacco pro­
gram would adversely affect business­
es and credit institutions that serve ag­
riculture and that are already suffer­
ing from the worst net farm income 
position agriculture has experienced 
since the depression. With the equity 
loss that would occur with the elimina­
tion of the tobacco program, the loan 
collateral of the tobacco farmer would 
fall. This would compound the farm 
foreclosure problems already resulting 
from the recession and the drought. 

The elimination of the program 
would precipitate a sharp decline in to­
bacco prices and not benefit tenant 
farmers or others who the amendment 
may be designed to benefit. 

It would lower the net worth of 
farmers who purchased their farms 
with an allotment and those who have 
in the settlement of estates been given 
land in lieu of other items. 

It would take a source of income 
from retired farmers. 

It would add to the Federal deficit as 
loan stock values plummet, and inven­
tories of tobacco now under loan are 
marketed. 

It would also likely add to outlays in 
the Federal budget for Federal assist­
ance programs as small farmers' in­
comes are reduced and those without 
employment alternatives become eligi­
ble for assistance. 

In short, Mr. President, this amend­
ment would kill a producer-supported 
program that has been effective and 
efficient in providing market stability 
and price support for our fifth major 
farm commodity for over 40 years. 

Too frequently, Mr. President, the 
impression has been given that tobac­
co is important only in the Flue-cured 
area and the leading Flue-cured tobac­
co State, North Carolina. But, I wish 
to assure my colleagues who may con-

sider supporting this amendment that 
this is not the case. 

As the leading burley tobacco State, 
the tobacco program is vital to Ken­
tucky, as it is to the other 21 tobacco 
producing States. 

Only 3 of Kentucky's 120 counties 
are not affected by the farming, auc­
tioning, manufacturing, or wholesaling 
of tobacco. One of every 14 jobs in the 
Commonwealth, either directly or in­
directly, is tobacco related. 

The farm value of Kentucky's burley 
crop in 1982 was almost $1 billion. Sev­
enty-three percent of the farms in 
Kentucky produce tobacco. And of 
those farms, over 75 percent of the 
burley tobacco farms contain less than 
50 acres. Over two-thirds of the pro­
ducers grow less than 2 acres of tobac­
co. 

While many burley farm households 
received some off-farm income, a third 
receive no nonfarm income or less 
than $2,500 from nonfarm source. 

While produced on only 0.3 percent 
of the Nation's cropland, tobacco is 
consistently the fourth or fifth most 
valuable crop, accounting for approxi­
mately 4 percent of cash receipts from 
all U.S. crops. 

The contribution of tobacco has long 
been recognized, as has the need for 
orderly marketing in the industry. 

Congress, in the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act of 1938, declared it in the na­
tional public interest: 

To assist in the marketing of agricultural 
commodities for domestic consumption and 
for export; and to regulate interstate and 
foreign commerce in cotton, wheat, corn, to­
bacco, and rice, to the extent necessary to 
provide an orderly, adequate, and balanced 
flow of such commodities in interstate and 
foreign commerce through storage of re­
serve supplies, loans, marketing prices for 
such commodities and parity of income, and 
assisting consumers to obtain an adequate 
and steady supply of such commodities at 
fair prices. 

Following the passage of the 1938 
act, cooperative marketing associa­
tions were established to serve as 
agents for the Commodity Credit Cor­
poration <CCC) and take under loan 
quantities of tobacco that would de­
press farm prices and farm income, 
and to offer those stocks to the 
market when production shortfalls 
occur. 

Similar loan and support operations 
have been provided for other commod­
ities. 

For 40 years, the tobacco program 
has assured thousands of tobacco 
farmers minimum prices for their 
crops. And, it has provided tobacco 
companies with quality tobacco and a 
reserve supply of domestic tobacco 
when production shortfalls have oc­
curred. 

During its 40 years of operation, the 
Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative 
Association, located in Lexington, Ky. , 
has received and resold 1.8 billion 
pounds of tobacco, an amount equal to 

almost three crops and an amount 
that, if allowed to overhang the 
market, would have depressed farm 
prices and farm income. 

To take this quantity of surplus to­
bacco under loan, process and resell it, 
the association has borrowed from and 
paid back to the CCC an amount, with 
interest and fees, totaling $1.28 billion, 
and distributed to its members net 
gains of over $32 million. 

Without question, the tobacco pro­
gram has been effective, remains fis­
cally sound, and is needed. 

Mr. President, while modified legis­
latively and administratively during its 
history, the tobacco program has been 
supported, repeatedly and overwhelm­
ingly, by farmers voting in regularly 
scheduled referenda. 

In return for a minimum support 
price and an orderly marketing 
system, farmers have voted to limit 
production. 

Perhaps the most frequent misrepre­
sentation regarding the tobacco price 
support program has been the asser­
tion that it is inconsistent with pro­
grams administered by the Depart­
ment of Health and Human Services 
to discourage smoking. As clearly 
shown by statements issued from the 
Office of the Secretary, and the Office 
of Smoking and Health, in the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare, there is not an inconsistency. 

In an April 15, 1980, letter to me 
from Mr. Wilson B. Welsh, then As­
sistant Secretary for Legislation, 
Office of the Secretary, Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Mr. Welsh stated, and I quote: 

• • • The Department has long held that 
the price support program of the Depart­
ment of Agriculture is not a public health 
issue. The purpose of the program is to pro­
tect the price the farmer gets for this tobac­
co, not to encourage or uphold cigarette 
smoking. Presumably, if the program were 
removed the price would drop, which would 
mean either more profit for the cigarette 
manufacturer or lower prices for the person 
who buys cigarettes. This might actually in­
crease consumption. 

Similarly, Mr. Robert Hutchins, As­
sociate Director, Office of Smoking 
and Health, and an ardent antismok­
ing advocate, stated with regard to the 
tobacco price support program, and I 
qu.)te: 

We must do what we can to encourage 
current smokers to quit and to encourage 
nonsmokers, especially young people, not to 
take up the habit. We are doing this 
through our smoking and healt h initiatives. 
If the government's price support program 
for the tobacco farmer has any effect at all 
on public health it is favorable. The purpose 
of the program is to stabilize tobacco pro­
duction, and, thus, assure fair prices to the 
farmer. If t he program were to be with­
drawn, tobacco prices would fall , and ciga­
rettes would become less expensive, possibly 
encouraging more young people to smoke. 
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President Reagan and Secretary 

Block have supported the tobacco 
price support program. 

Secretary Bergland stated that it 
makes no sense to dismantle the tobac­
co price program and suggested that 
the issues of smoking and health and 
the tobacco support program be sepa­
rated. I agree. 

It is my hope that others realize, as 
has Joseph Califano, the former Sec­
retary of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare, that abolition of the tobacco 
price support program would not 
result in one less cigarette being 
smoked. 

Further, the tobacco program is not 
costly. It has been effective and the 
least costly farm commodity price sup­
port program administered by the 
USDA during the 40-year history of 
commodity programs. 

During the period 1970 through 
1982, net outlays for feed grain, wheat, 
cotton, dairy, rice, and wool and 
mohair, totaled $16.5 billion, $10.4 bil­
lion, $6.1 billion, $6.9 billion, $0.6 bil­
lion, and $0.6 billion, respectively. In 
fact, the cumulative loss on the tobac­
co program represents less than 0.2 of 
1 percent of CCC's total loss of about 
$21.1 billion on all commodity loan in­
ventory operations since 1933. 

Last year, the 97th Congress enacted 
the No-Net-Cost Tobacco Program Act 
and doubled the Federal excise tax on 
cigarettes. To continue to assert that 
the tobacco program is a burden to the 
taxpayers of this country is nothing 
more than a repetition of the same ar­
guments that opponents of the pro­
gram used prior to the actions of the 
97th Congress. Producers now contrib­
ute to a reserve account an amount 
the Secretary determines will be suffi­
cient to pay costs incurred in the to­
bacco loan program operations of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

To eliminate the tobacco program, 
or make modifications that would 
signficantly reduce domestic produc­
tion and exports, would lead to in­
creased imports of tobacco and tobac­
co products. This could erase the net 
trade balance in tobacco of $2 billion 
from which the U.S. economy benefit­
ed last year. 

Further, to assert that tobacco is a 
drain on the Federal Treasury, one 
would have to ignore the $7.4 billion in 
Federal, State, and local excise taxes 
on tobacco that support other Federal 
and State programs each year. 

If the amendment that is now before 
this body is enacted, hundreds of 
thousands of small tobacco farmers in 
my State, and others, will suffer. 

There is no way that small farmers 
in my State would be able to continue 
to produce tobacco facing the capital 
requirements and the market uncer­
tainty that would exist if there was no 
tobacco program. 

As I have noted, tobacco farmers in 
Kentucky are not large nor well-cap-

italized farmers. They are small opera­
tors who could not continue farming 
under the boom and bust conditions 
that would prevail in the absence of 
the tobacco program. 

Even if tobacco production in this 
country was totally ended, cigarette 
manufacturers would continue to 
make cigarettes using imported tobac­
co. Who would benefit under this type 
of situation? 

Not the American public generally 
because our balance of payments defi­
cit would grow; not the 55 million ciga­
rette smokers in the United States: 
and not the tobacco farmers. 

Interest rates on CCC loans have al­
ready been raised to a level equal to 
the cost of money. 

Further, tobacco farmers during the 
past 2 years have paid fees to cover $8 
million in annual costs that previously 
had been expended from the treasury 
to maintain the tobacco grading and 
inspection service-an essential mar­
keting function that has been covered 
many times over by taxes imposed on 
tobacco products. 

The elimination of the program 
would adversely affect tobacco farm­
ers, rural communities, and the 
national economy. With farm income 
already a major national concern, a 
high farm debt load, and interest rates 
unabated, there is little doubt that the 
elimination of this tobacco program 
would exacerbate an already severe 
income problem for farmers. 

Really, it is a strange departure, it 
seems to me, that my good friend from 
Ohio is offering this particular amend­
ment. He has stood on this floor time 
and time again, hour after hour, up­
holding the rights and the interests of 
the small people in this country, ac­
cording to his understanding of what 
their needs are. Yet, what he would do 
with his amendment is eliminate virtu­
ally all of the small farmers who now 
have an opportunity to raise tobacco. 

All we have left under the tobacco 
program is a mechanism for stabilizing 
prices. We have made it a no-cost pro­
gram to the Government. Nonetheless, 
this mechanism spreads the opportu­
nity to grow tobacco among hundreds 
of thousands of small farmers rather 
than having it consolidated in the 
hands of a very, very few large farm­
ers. Unfortunately, consolidation is 
what the amendment offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio 
would do. 

I yield to the majority leader who is 
on the floor at the present time. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the com­
plexity of the multibillion-dollar to­
bacco industry is deeply rooted in the 
22 States producing tobacco. A balanc­
ing factor in this industry, be it supply 
or price assurance, is that of the to­
bacco price support program. 

This program has too often .been ma­
ligned by the uninformed who do not 
understand the basic components by 

which it operates. The public must be 
relieved of the notion that the pro­
gram is a subsidy; in truth, it is an in­
terest-bearing loan from the Commod­
ity Credit Corporation, a separate divi­
sion of the U.S. Department of Agri­
culture. 

The Burley Tobacco Growers Coop­
erative Association and its farmer 
members are proud of their history 
and contribution of stability for farm­
ers in Kentucky, Missouri, West Vir­
ginia, Indiana, and Ohio. 

The program provides not· only sta­
bility to farmers, but to industry and 
export concerns as well. For example, 
prior to 1982, there were virtually no 
pool stocks, less than one-tenth of 1 
percent of a normal year's production. 

The 1982 crop, bountiful because of 
the graceful weather, proved to be a 
bumper crop. The large production 
proved to be more than the trade 
could handle, therefore a large 
amount was placed under loan with 
the cooperative. The responsibility of 
this tobacco was, and is that of those 
farmers, especially with the implemen­
tation of the no-net-cost program. 

We have just experienced the worst 
drought in over 50 years in Kentucky. 
The crop is expected to only yield 
about 50 percent. Now this drought is 
undoubtedly going to prove an undue 
hardship on our farmers. 

There exists, because of the stability 
of the program, a definite advantage 
to the trade and export concerns. The 
pool stocks under loan this year as­
sured a supply to the industry. If we 
did not have these pool stocks, many 
export orders would have gone un­
filled due to the drought. Anyone in 
the export business will tell you, if you 
cannot fill an order any given year, 
there is no guarantee that customers 
will be back the following year, even 
with a bumper crop. 

Assurance of quality and stability 
are the reasons U.S. tobacco producers 
are the leaders in the world. We are 
the world's largest exporter of tobacco 
and tobacco products, approximately 
$2.8 billion annually. 

I might point out that over 60 per­
cent of all loan stocks in burley have 
been sold this year. According to the 
no-net-cost provision, any profits will 
be placed in the no-net-cost account, 
to assure that there will be no loss to 
the Government. 

Mr. President, the modifications for 
tobacco outlined in S. 1529 are further 
proposals, made by the farmer, to 
make the no-net-cost tobacco program 
more responsive to market conditions. 
Tobacco farmers are asking for price 
changes, out of their own pockets, to 
shore up and solidify the no-net-cost 
tobacco program. 

I see no reason to object to any of 
the provisions included in S. 1529. 

It was just last year, that with the 
passing of the no-net-cost tobacco pro-
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gram, a pioneering piece of legislation, 
we as the Congress entered into a good 
faith agreement with tobacco produc­
ers in 22 States. To this day the farm­
ers have lived up to this agreement. 

The changes in S. 1529, are only 
changes made to go further, in assur­
ing the tobacco program is of no cost 
to the Government, in fact, a money 
maker. To object to these changes out­
lined in S. 1529 is to object to the prin­
ciple of a no-cost program, no cost to 
the taxpayer. Yet let us not forget, 
that all tobacco farmers are taxpayers, 
and deserving of the same consider­
ations as all taxpayers. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I should 
like to take this opportunity to speak 
in favor of the Garn-Metzenbaum to­
bacco deregulation bill. 

I have always felt that it made abso­
lutely no sense for the Government to 
be involved with the production of a 
commodity which is believed to be the 
single most important cause of pre­
ventable death and illness in the 
United States. 

Smoking accounts for an estimated 
$13 billion in direct health care costs 
every year and an annual cost of $25 
billion in lost wages, productivity, and 
absenteeism. I have continually 
stressed the need for a strong cigarette 
labeling bill which would outline the 
risks an individual is taking when he/ 
she smokes a pack of cigarettes, and I 
will continue to do so. I believe this to 
be an equally, if not more, important 
piece of legislation. 

It is estimated that the administra­
tive costs associated with this program 
alone equaled $15.9 million in fiscal 
year 1983. It makes no sense for the 
Government to be concerned on the 
one hand with the health problems 
caused by the use of tobacco while at 
the same time investing in its cultiva­
tion. 

As compelling as I believe this argu­
ment to be, I also believe it behooves 
us to rid ourselves of an archaic allot­
ment system, which has existed since 
the 1930's. It is almost inconceivable 
to think that farmers must pay others 
for the right to grow tobacco, and at a 
handsome figure as well. The principal 
beneficiaries of this tobacco program, 
according to the General Accounting 
Office, are indeed tobacco allotment 
holders, most of whom are not tobacco 
growers. 

A farmer routinely has to pay more 
than $15,000 to rent a tobacco allot­
ment for 1 acre of land. Yet, an aver­
age acre of agricultural land in the 
United States would rent for about $50 
to $60 an acre. The rent alone equals 
65 percent of the production cost. 

While the Government is involved in 
the regulation and support of other 
commodity groups, I believe that we 
must point out that tobacco is not a 
crop that nourishes, that it is not a 
crop that we could consider in the 
same category as wheat or grain, and 

the criticism of Government involve­
ment in this program should not be 
construed to be linked with the merits 
of any other agricultural program. 

I therefore urge Members to give 
this proposal the serious consideration 
it deserves and vote for its adoption. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to the Metz­
enbaum amendment which seeks to do 
away with the tobacco price support 
program. This amendment would in 
effect eliminate what is one of the 
most successful of all our Federal agri­
culture programs. 

Since 1933, the Federal Government 
has expended some $6 billion in loans 
under the tobacco program. Of this 
amount, only $58 million in principal 
was not repaid. Tobacco has the best 
overall loss record of all the major 
commodities involved in Government 
price support programs. Only about 
.02 percent of the total price support 
losses for all of these programs is at­
tributable to the tobacco program. 
The Department of Agriculture ex­
pects a 98.8-percent return of all dol­
lars invested in the tobacco program, 
according to the Agriculture Commit­
tee report accompanying this legisla­
tion. 

This is the type of program we 
should take pride in, Mr. President, 
not one we should be moving to take 
apart. The present price support pro­
gram is very important to the 55,000 
to 60,000 tobacco farmers in Tennes­
see. In conversations with these men 
and women I have been told time and 
time again that without the tobacco 
program we will have a lot of tobacco 
being unsold and many of our smaller 
tobacco producers will be forced out of 
business. 

Such a negative impact would be 
devastating to a State like Tennessee. 
The preliminary figures for 1981 show 
that tobacco production in Tennessee 
topped 161 million pounds. This crop 
made Tennessee the Nation's third 
leading tobacco producer in that year. 

This tobacco crop brought in over 
$250 million to the Tennessee farm 
economy. This figure represents 13.8 
percent of all 1981 farm income in 
Tennessee from both crops and live­
stock. This sum made tobacco the 
second leading cash crop in Tennessee 
behind soybeans. Many tobacco farm­
ers contend, however, that when you 
look at net profits, tobacco is actually 
the leading cash crop in our State. 

The $250 million tobacco brought to 
Tennessee's farm economy does not in­
clude the income generated from to­
bacco related jobs in Tennessee. The 
1981 figures show that 1 out of every 
32 jobs in Tennessee exist because of 
tobacco. There are jobs in every one of 
Tennessee's 95 counties that are con­
nected with the tobacco industry. 

Tobacco also means income to the 
State of Tennessee in addition to the 
individual citizens of our State. State 

and local governments in Tennessee 
received vast amounts from the vari­
ous taxes associated with tobacco and 
tobacco products. For example, in the 
fiscal year ending July 1982 the State 
of Tennessee collected over $78 million 
from taxes on the sale of tobacco 
products. When you start to factor in 
additional taxes such as sales tax, 
local government taxes and the like, 
you reach a total of approximately 
$160 million in revenues in Tennessee 
due to tobacco. 

Clearly, neither the State nor the in­
dividuals associated with Tennessee's 
tobacco industry would gain from 
abolishing the price-support program. 
Without the certainty and stability 
generated by the tobacco program, 
thousands of small tobacco farmers in 
Tennessee would be forced out of 
farming. This would be the case as 
most tobacco farmers in Tennessee are 
small producers who could not contin­
ue operations under the uncertain con­
ditions spawned by abolishing the to­
bacco program. 

While I have focused my attention 
on the benefits of the tobacco pro­
gram to Tennessee, the same benefits 
apply on the national level. The Fed­
eral Government collected some $2.5 
billion in revenues from tobacco prod­
ucts in fiscal year 1981. And a recent 
study by the Wharton Center shows 
that tobacco and tobacco products 
generate $57.6 billion toward the Na­
tion's gross national product. This 
study continued to show that in 1979 
tobacco gave, directly and indirectly, 
to all 50 States 2 million jobs of all 
kinds, $30 billion in wages and earn­
ings, and $15.5 billion in capital invest­
ment. 

I ask my colleagues to consider the 
significant contributions made by the 
tobacco industry to our Nation when 
they vote on this amendment. I fur­
ther ask them to realize the important 
role the tobacco price support pro­
gram plays in maintaining this strong 
economic contribution. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the language in this 
bill which amends the tobacco price 
support program. 

These specific provisions contain 
reasonable, farmer-initiated changes 
in the program, and are directed at re­
solving the controversial aspects of the 
tobacco allotment system. 

Among its provisions, the bill gives 
new tobacco growers a greater percent­
age of tobacco quotas. It eliminates 
the double assessment on growers con­
tributing to the Government no-net­
cost fund. In addition, this legislation 
abolishes the practice of lease and 
transfer by the beginning of the 1989 
crop year. 

Mr. President, the elimination of 
lease and transfer is, in my view, a 
major concession to the persistent, 
vocal opponents of this program. This 
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NOT VOTING-10 particular change will result in ma~y 

South Carolinians and farmers m 
other tobacco-producing States to 
alter their tobacco farming system. 

Mr. President, it is very important 
that this legislation pass Congress 
without substantial change to insure 
that a smooth, dependable tobacco 
production program and marketing 
process remain in place. 

Tobacco is vital both to the economy 
of my State and to the Nation. Tobac­
co is the fifth largest cash crop nation­
wide in terms of value, with market­
ings of $3.5 billion last year. This im­
portant crop is grown in 22 States on 
some 200,000 separate farms. In South 
Carolina, tobacco is grown on over 
5,000 farms and employs over 27,000 
people. 

Mr. President, in my home State, as 
well as in the other Flue-cured tobacco 
producing States, the Flue-cured to­
bacco farmer typifies the family 
farmer. This remains true even 
though many changes have taken 
place over the years. In the early years 
of the program, all the cultivation was 
done with mules, and the crop was 
hand harvested by the family and 
neighbors. Now we are in an age of ex­
pensive tractors, bulk barns, a:nd m~­
chanical harvesters. Yet, despite thiS 
extensive mechanization, Flue-cured 
tobacco farmers still exemplify the in­
dependent family farm operator, 
whose economic vitality is essential to 
the future well-being of American ag­
riculture. 

Mr. President, the United States is 
the leading exporter of tobacco. To­
bacco product exports greatly improve 
our balance of trade, with the value of 
U.S. exports amounting to over $2.8 
billion in 1982. Last year alone, Feder­
al, State, and local governments c?l­
lected $7.4 billion in sales and excise 
taxes on tobacco. South Carolina re­
ceived $29 million taxes from the sale 
of tobacco products in 1982. 

Mr. President, tobacco is a vital con­
tributor to the health of our economy. 
We must stand behind the tobacco 
program and reject any changes. th~t 
are designed to weaken or restnct It. 
Few, if any, farm programs can match 
the record of farmer cooperation and 
fiscal responsibility achieved under 
the tobacco program in its extensive 
history. 

Of course, there is always room for 
improvement and timely revision in 
any program to insure that it remains 
current and cost effective. This is the 
purpose of this legislation-to make 
changes in the tobacco program asap­
propriate as possible in light of eco­
nomic and other developments, but 
only such changes as are necessary to 
preserve the cost effectiveness of to­
bacco farm policies which have a 
proven track record of success. 

For these reasons, I support this leg­
islation and hope that my colleagues 

will go on record in support of it and 
table the Metzenbaum amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

Mr. President, I am prepared to 
move to table the amendment. I move 
to table the amendment, 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. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment. On this ques­
tion the yeas and nays have been or­
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS announced that the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD), 
the Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. 
HUMPHREY), the Senator from Mary­
land <Mr. MATHIAS), the Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. PAcKwooD), are necessari­
ly absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. HUMPHREY), would 
vote "nay". 

Mr. BYRD. I announce that the 
Senator from California <Mr. CRAN­
STON), the Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
GLENN), the Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. HART), the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator 
from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE), the Sena­
tor from New York <Mr. MOYNIHAN), 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
KASTEN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 57, 
nays 33, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 285 Leg.] 

YEAS-57 
Abdnor East Mattingly 
Andrews Ex on McClure 
Armstrong Ford Melcher 
Baker Goldwater Nunn 
Baucus Grassley Pressler 
Bentsen Hecht Pryor 
Bingaman Heflin Quayle 
Boren Helms Randolph 
Boschwitz Huddleston Sarbanes 
Bumpers Jepsen Sasser 
Burdick Johnston Stennis 
Byrd Kassebaum Stevens 
Chiles Kennedy Symms 
Cochran Laxalt Thurmond 
Denton Leahy Tower 
Dole Levin Trible 
Domenici Long Wallop 
Duren berger Lugar Warner 
Eagleton Matsunaga Zorinsky 

NAYS-33 
Biden Gorton Percy 
Bradley Hatch Proxmire 
Chafee Hawkins Riegle 
Cohen Heinz Roth 
D 'Amato Kasten Rudman 
Danfort h Lauten berg Simpson 
DeConcini Metzenbaum Specter 
Dixon Mitchell Stafford 
Dodd Murkowski Tsongas 
Evans Nickles Weicker 
Garn P ell Wilson 

Cranston 
Glenn 
Hart 
Hatfield 

Hollings 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Mathias 

Moynihan 
Packwood 

So the motion to lay on the table 
Mr. METZENBAUM's amendment (No. 
2297) was agreed to. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on the Jepsen amend­
ment which was temporarily set aside. 
The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment be temporarily laid aside 
in its order so that the Senator from 
Georgia might present an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that the Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. HELMS) asked me 
to yield for someone else, and now I 
understand I am three back. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I think 
we can act on all of these in fairly 
rapid order, and we will move as fast 
as we can. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
Senator from Georgia is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2298 

<Purpose: To delete the exemption from the 
elimination of lease and transfer and to 
require option for installment payments 
for sales of Flue-cured tobacco allotments) 

Mr. MATTINGLY. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia <Mr. MATTING­

LY) for himself and Mr. NuNN proposes an 
amendment numbered 2298. 

Mr. MATTINGLY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis­
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 45, line 9, strike out " 1989" and 

insert in lieu thereof "1986". 
On page 45, lines 17 and 18, strike out "for 

the 1984 through 1986 crops of such tobac­
co". 

On page 46, line 5, delete the colon and all 
that follows through "pounds" on line 10 
and insert in lieu thereof " . The Secretary 
shall promulgate rules which establish a 
similar requirement for fall payment of any 
rental of Flue-cured tobacco allotment acre­
age and quota, and further shall require 
that any seller of a Flue-cured tobacco allot­
ment and quota grant to the buyer an 
option to make payment therefor in equal 
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annual installments payable each fall for a 
period not to exceed five years from the 
year in which the sale is made. " 

On page 46, line 10, strike out "1990" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1987". 

On page 48, strike out line 21 and all that 
follows through line 25. 

On page 49, line 1, strike out "(c)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(b)' ' and strike out 
"1990" and insert in lieu thereof "1987" . 

On page 49, line 3, strike out "subsections 
<a> and (b)" and insert in lieu thereof "sub­
section <a>". 

Mr. MATTINGLY. Mr. President, 
let me just say that I applaud the 
hard work of the distinguished chair­
man of the Agriculture Committee, 
Mr. HELMS, and that of the able rank­
ing member, Mr. HUDDLESTON, and 
each of the committee members. I 
think they have come a long way in at­
tempting to solve the complicated 
problems which face our farmers in 
growing and marketing tobacco in an 
orderly and efficient manner. Let me 
also remind my colleagues at this 
point that these proposed changes 
come only a year after we passed legis­
lation which makes the tobacco pro­
gram unique among farm programs. 
Unique because the tobacco farmers 
themselves support this program 
through an assessment which is 
charged against all tobacco grown and 
marketed so that there will be no cost 
to the Government because of its op­
eration. So again, I wish to extend my 
thanks and appreciation to those on 
the committee who have helped to re­
structure this program so vital to our 
growers. 

However, while the measure before 
us today makes significant improve­
ments, I feel that there are several 
areas where further modifications of a 
relatively minor nature are needed. 
The committee has wisely included 
provisions which will terminate the 
practice of leasing Flue-cured tobacco 
allotments and transferring them to 
the lessee's farm to be grown. This 
practice has significantly added to the 
overall cost of production and has left 
the actual grower in many instances 
with very small profits as a reward for 
his investment, labor, and expertise. 
Unfortunately, the committee bill pro­
vides that any marketing quotas of 
3,000 pounds or less would be exempt­
ed from this phaseout in lease/trans­
fer until the year 1990. Since a large 
portion of Flue-cured quotas are in 
fact less than the 3,000 pounds, most 
actual growers would be forced to con­
tinue paying someone else for the 
right to grow and market tobacco. I 
feel that the committee was exactly 
correct in their initial conclusion that 
the practice of lease/transfer should 
be terminated in an orderly manner. 
However, I also think that we should 
require all allotment owners to play by 
the same rules. There is no reasonable 
justification for a different treatment 
based simply on the number of pounds 
an allotment owner is assigned for 

marketing purposes. There is no ra­
tional logic which would require us to 
tell one allotment owner who has 
3,001 pounds of quota that he must 
either grow it on his own land after 
1986 or sell it to an active grower in 
his area, and then turn right around 
to the owner who has only 2,999 
pounds and say that it is OK for him 
to keep charging rent to active grow­
ers for another 3 years until 1989. 

With this exception, the committee 
has taken great strides toward helping 
the tobacco producer lower his costs of 
production in the near future. The 
committee provision requiring lease 
payments during the phaseout period 
to be made in the fall, and that such 
payments be in the form of a percent­
age of the sales price of the crop 
rather than a fixed cash basis will fur­
ther reduce front-end costs to the 
farmer. Most present lessees are 
forced to borrow money early in the 
year in order to pay cash rents. They 
must then bear the interest expense 
until the harvest is in and the bank is 
repaid. Thus, the measure will elimi­
nate this portion of the farmer's ex­
pense leaving him more in the way of 
a reasonable profit. 

Throughout the committee's delib­
erations, most witnesses testified that 
the elimination of the lease/transfer 
practice would result in the actual 
grower acquiring the right to grow to­
bacco in his own right. I agree that 
this would be the result in general, 
and that this is a very desirable result. 
However, I again feel that the Com­
mittee can go one small step further 
and have provided some assistance to 
the grower who wants to buy the allot­
ment from his former landlord. In the 
measure proposed, we would put the 
pressure on the present nonproducing 
allotment owners to transfer the right 
to grow to the hands of the actual pro­
ducer. Unfortunately, however, many 
of those individuals who are currently 
having to lease allotments in order to 
grow tobacco are not in any financial 
condition which would allow them to 
borrow large sums of money for the 
purchase of the allotment. This 
amendment will offer a small measure 
of assistance to the grower who wants 
to buy the allotment from his landlord 
by requiring the landlord to accept 
payment in annual installments. 
These installment payments would be 
made in the fall after the harvest is in, 
and would not extend more than 5 
years from the date of the sales agree­
ment. Again, this provision helps to fa­
cilitate the orderly transfer from the 
nonproducer into the hands of the 
actual grower. At the same time, it re­
quires no funding on the part of the 
Government and a minimum amount 
of USDA involvement. 

Mr. President, I feel that this 
amendment is simply a logical modifi­
cation of the very good product which 
the Agriculture Committee and its 

able leadership have already provided 
to us. I hope that my colleagues will 
see the reasonableness of this amend­
ment and will support it enthusiasti­
cally. 

Senator GARN pointed out that the 
small farmer might not have access to 
funds to buy his allotment. My amend­
ment would cure any such problem by 
requiring the seller to accept the pur­
chase price in annual installment over 
a period of 5 years. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I rise to 
support my colleague from Georgia, 
and his amendment to the Dairy and 
Tobacco Adjustment Act of 1983 to 
delete the exemption from the elimi­
nation of lease and transfer of Flue­
cured tobacco. 

The No Net Cost Tobacco Program 
Act of 1982 made great strides toward 
providing that the tobacco program be 
operated at "no net cost" to American 
taxpayers. Toward that end, a number 
of changes in the program were made 
to provide a better tobacco program 
for the American taxpayer, as well as 
for the tobacco growers. The bill we 
are considering today, Mr. President, 
makes further changes to encourage 
Flue-cured tobacco allotment holders 
to become more directly involved with 
growing tobacco, or to sell their allot­
ment. However, the bill allows for an 
exemption for quotas consisting of 
3,000 pounds or less. 

I feel that this exemption, if allowed 
to stand, would mean that very few al­
lotments held by those not involved in 
growing tobacco would be sold. The av­
erage quota is less than 3,000 pounds, 
and therefore the majority of quota 
held by nongrowers would be exempt 
from the requirement that they must 
either become directly involved in 
growing the tobacco, or must sell the 
allotment. 

Mr. President, I feel this exemption 
to be unfair to growers, as well as to 
allotment holders who are not growers 
but are sharing in the risk of growing 
tobacco. One of the reasons given for 
this exemption is to allow the allot­
ment holders additional time to sell 
the allotments. Under the provisions 
of this amendment, these allotment 
holders will have until 1987 to sell the 
allotment or to become actively in­
volved in production. 

The Agriculture Committee has 
brought to the floor a bill which 
moves the tobacco allotments to the 
tobacco growers. I applaud this impor­
tant move, Mr. President. However, I 
see no reason for delaying by 3 years 
the deadline for allotment holders 
whose quotas are less than 3,000 
pounds. I believe the 1987 deadline for 
poundages over 3,000 pounds allows 
adequate time for an allotment holder 
to make a decision on whether to sell 
the allotment or share in the risk. Ad­
ditionally, I feel it would be unfair and 
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unnecessary to allow certain allotment 
holders such an exemption. 

Mr. President, I again commend the 
efforts of the chairman and ranking 
member of the Agriculture Commit­
tee. I do, however, urge the adoption 
of this amendment which will make a 
small but significant change in the 
committee version. 

Mr. MATTINGLY. I ask whether 
the honorable chairman of the com­
mittee would be willing to accept these 
two small modifications in the pro­
gram which are really going to create 
equity? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, we have 
examined the amendment and, speak­
ing for this side, we are willing to 
accept it. It will give the Senator from 
Georgia and the rest of us an opportu­
nity to look at it in conference, and I 
appreciate his offering the amend­
ment. We will accept it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Georgia. 

The amendment <No. 2298) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending Jepsen amendment be tempo­
rarily laid aside in order that I may 
present an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. JEPSEN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec­

tion is heard. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2296 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, my 
amendment is intended to provide for 
the orderly marketing of the cull dairy 
cows which must be a part of this pro­
gram if it is to be successful. The po­
tenital exists for a severe impact on 
both pork producers and cattlemen by 
the cull dairy cows which dairymen 
will be selling for slaughter. That is, 
the additional volume of meat on the 
market will be directly competing with 
beef and pork for the consumers' 
dollar. 

While it is true that anything we do 
to reduce the huge milk surplus will 
bring additional meat on the market, 
we must make sure that it is done in 
an orderly fashion to protect against 
an unnecessarily adverse impact on 
the pork and beef industries. 

Mr. President, it is important to rec­
ognize the strains under which live­
stock producers have been operating 
this year. First, the Congress and the 
administration implemented the pay­
ment-in-kind <PIK) program which re­
sulted in a significant increase in feed 
costs to livestock producers. Next, we 

saw devastating drought conditions in 
many parts of the country. 

Many livestock producers who have 
traditionally produced all their feed 
grains are now without feed for their 
livestock. We must recognize the addi­
tional impact on the red meat sector 
that will result from the dairy compro­
mise program. 

My amendment attempts to do this 
in a constructive manner. First, my 
amendment will require that the Sec­
retary, in setting up the contracts for 
the paid diversion program, take into 
account any adverse impact the reduc­
tion in milk production would have on 
pork and beef producers, and he 
should take all feasible steps to mini­
mize such impact. 

The Secretary may accomplish this, 
in effect, by choosing to decrease the 
incentive for dairymen to reduce pro­
duction excessively in the first quarter 
of the program. 

Second, under this amendment, the 
Secretary, if he saw the need, could 
allow a producer who has contracted 
for a 10-percent reduction, for exam­
ple, to cut production in the first quar­
ter by only 5 percent and still receive 
the same payment as if he had re­
duced the full 10 percent during that 
quarter. 

However, the producer's total reduc­
tion for the full 15-month diversion 
period would still have to equal 10 per­
cent, so he would necessarily have to 
make reductions during the later quar­
ters of the contract period. 

This amendment, then, would allow 
the Secretary to permit adjustments 
in the diversion contracts aimed at re­
ducing the impact on red meat prices, 
and thus provide for a more orderly 
marketing of dairy cows. 

I recognize that this would result in 
additional purchases of milk by the 
Government during the first 6-month 
period. However, I think that my col­
leagues will agree with me that my 
amendment keeps intact the major 
provision of the dairy compromise pro­
posal while attempting to address the 
orderly marketing of the cull dairy 
cows. 

I urge my colleagues to join in sup­
port of my amendment. 

If the managers of this bill would 
accept this amendment, I would ask, 
without asking for the yeas and nays, 
that it be so done. 

Mr. HELMS. It is my pleasure to 
support this amendment. The propos­
al before us addresses concerns which 
have recently been raised by the pork 
and beef producers. Upon analyzing 
the projected result of the dairy com­
promise, these groups came to fear the 
impact which the diversion program 
would have upon red meat markets. 

With so much surplus dairy produc­
tion taking place these days, and so 
many surplus cows giving milk, any ad­
justment which we make to bring 
dairy production more in line is bound 

to bring more meat on the market. 
However, in making our adjustments 
to the dairy program, we should take 
every precaution to help minimize any 
adverse effect which these adjust­
ments could have upon livestock pro­
ducers. The Jepsen amendment ac­
complishes this by giving the Secre­
tary the opportunity to promote a 
more orderly flow of cull cows to 
slaughter during the diversion period. 

Specifically, this amendment would 
require that the Secretary of Agricul­
ture shall, in setting the terms and 
conditions of the diversion contracts, 
take into account any adverse impact 
which the reduction in milk produc­
tion would have upon pork and beef 
producers, and should take all feasible 
steps to minimize any such impact. 

In addition, it would clarify the Sec­
retary's discretionary authority to 
make payments to producers on a 
quarterly basis under the diversion 
contracts in such a way that producers 
would not be encouraged to make ex­
cessive reductions in production in any 
one quarter. 

I well understand that it must have 
been no easy matter producing an 
amendment which both takes into ac­
count the situation of the livestock in­
dustry, and retains the effectiveness of 
the diversion program. Another faced 
with the dilemma of reconciling these 
interests could have well been content 
to turn a deaf ear to the concerns of 
their cattlemen and pork producers. 
However, my colleague from Iowa has 
taken the bull by the horns and has 
given us this amendment. 

Let me say, too, that as a Senator 
who also represents many pork and 
beef producers, I have been pleased to 
work with Senator JEPSEN and other 
members of the committee, including 
my friend from Minnesota on this pro­
posal. I am most grateful to Senator 
JEPSEN for taking the lead on this 
question, and I encourage my col­
leagues to join me in support of this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I do support the 
amendment. I believe the Senator 
from Kentucky does, as well. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I have no ob­
jection to the amendment. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Senator from Iowa in 
this connection. I think it is needed. 
The drought and some planting that 
was not carried out relative to the PIK 
program caused a substantial increase 
in the feedgrains that cattle producers 
and hog producers use. 

I think that the Jepsen amendment, 
which would require that the Secre­
tary, in setting the terms of the dairy 
diversion contracts, take into account 
any adverse impact resulting from the 
diversion program on beef and pork 
producers and take all feasible steps to 
minimize the impact to these produc­
ers, is an excellent amendment. I am a 
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cosponsor of the amendment and I 
urge its adoption. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators 
GRASSLEY, ·THURMOND, DIXON, BOREN, 
HEFLIN, and BOSCHWITZ be added as 
cosponsors. 

Mr. BENTSEN. And the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. JEPSEN. And the Senator from 
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN). 

Mr. COCHRAN. Will the Senator 
also add my name? 

Mr. JEPSEN. And the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. CocHRAN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
find little pleasure standing here 
today facing the dilemma presented by 
this agriculture legislation. In all the 
years I have served in Congress, I do 
not remember a time that I have had 
to choose sides on issues pitting the 
different farm sectors from within my 
State against each other. I suppose 
that we should have seen it coming 
during the last 2 or 3 years when it 
became abundantly clear that the 
spending spree of the Federal Govern­
ment must come to a halt. The debate 
over the 1981 farm bill was our first 
real taste of how the once strong, bi­
partisan farm coalition was crumbling 
from the pressures of budget restraint. 

The dairy proposal contained in S. 
1529, is unique because it has drawn 
fire from our livestock producers who 
stand to be harmed by the milk pro­
duction reduction incentive. I have 
urged representatives of dairy, cattle, 
and pork interests to meet to iron out 
their differences and to formulate a 
proposal that will accommodate all 
concerned. This has not occurred. One 
side says the other will not talk; the 
other argues that outside groups 
should not have a say in their farm 
programs. 

It would be nice if this controversy 
would simply disappear. It will not, so 
I have to determine how best to repre­
sent my broadest constituency. I am 
certain that most of my colleagues 
have a certain number of constituents 
involved in cattle, pork, and dairy pro­
duction. I would like to share with my 
colleagues the latest statistics from 
the Iowa Department of Agriculture. 

In 1980, 50,000 farms in Iowa mar­
keted slaughter hogs. Roughly 40,000 
farms included farrowing operations. 
Thirty-two thousand Iowa farms mar­
keted grain-fed cattle and 40,000 farms 
included beef cows. During the same 
year, Iowa had about 14,000 dairy 
farms. 

In 1980, Iowa led the Nation in live­
stock and livestock marketing cash re­
ceipts. Hogs in Iowa produced about 
$2.2 billion in farm cash income. This 
equals 22 percent of Iowa's total farm 
cash income. Cattle and calves pro­
duced over $2.6 billion in farm cash 
income, or about 26 percent of Iowa's 

total. Dairy farmers produced about 
$507 million in farm cash income, or 5 
percent of the State total. In all, these 
three groups produced 33 percent of 
Iowa's total cash farm income of over 
$10 billion. 

Agriculture is Iowa's basic industry. 
Thirty-six percent of our workers 
depend directly upon agriculture for 
their jobs; two-thirds of Iowa's work­
ers depend either directly or indirectly 
on agriculture. 

It is clear, from this background of 
information, that any impact on red 
meat marketings is going to have a 
broad effect upon the State of Iowa as 
a whole. There is no need for me to 
discuss details of other States, for my 
colleagues have a good grasp of their 
constituencies and the economic char­
acteristics of their States. I will con­
clude, however, by pointing out that in 
1982, over 1.6 million farms in the 
United States included beef cow oper­
ations; 484,000 farms included hog op­
erations; and about 324,000 farms in­
cluded dairy operations. 

Now let us address the focal point of 
this controversy. This new dairy pro­
posal provides a $10-per-hundred­
weight diversion payment to producers 
who can establish a net reduction in 
production of between 5 and 30 per­
cent. The committee report to S. 1529 
acknowledges that a price support 
drop would not in itself bring about 
enough of an immediate reduction in 
production to satisfy the budgetary 
contraints faced by the committee. 
The report also states that-

The committee believes that the success 
of the program • • • depends on producers 
taking cattle out of production. 

The beef cattle industry opposes di­
version incentive because it fears that 
it will result in a substantial increase 
in beef supplies, depressing already 
strained beef prices. The National 
Cattlemen's Association recently esti­
mated that if this dairy diversion pro­
grams is implemented, beef output will 
rise by 1 percent during the last 2 
months of 1983 over last year and beef 
output during the first quarter of 1984 
will increase by 2 to 3 percent. The 
NCA also points out that a 1 percent 
increase in beef output has historical­
ly translated into a 2 percent drop in 
steer prices. The NCA also points to 
the inequities of high grain prices, the 
drought and stressed pastures forcing 
cattlemen to liquidate their herds, 
while Congress is suggesting that 
dairy producers be paid to do the same 
thing. 

The pork industry also opposes this 
dairy diversion program. The National 
Pork Producers Council estimates that 
between 500,000 to 1 million additional 
dairy cows will go to market the year 
following the enactment of this legis­
lation. This would result in a $90 mil­
lion to $180 million loss in net income 
to pork producers. As with the cattle 
producer, the pork producer is caught 

in the severe cost/price squeeze caused 
by PIK and drought-aggravated high 
grain prices. Net income losses from 
the dairy diversion program for the 
years 1984-87 have been estimated at 
between $180 million to $360 million. 

Iowa ranked second in the Nation in 
cattle numbers in 1980 and ranked 
first in hog numbers. A large portion 
of our feedgrains are utilized by our 
own livestock farmers; therefore, if 
livestock producers are hurt, our grain 
farmers are adversely impacted. And 
as I pointed out earlier, Iowa's entire 
economy depends to some degree on 
agriculture. 

Consequently, there is no way that I 
can stand here today, and do my duty 
to represent the majority of my 
constituents of Iowa, and turn my 
back on our livestock producers. I do 
not have the luxury of buying the ar­
gument that this dairy package should 
not concern other groups. It does 
affect other groups-it affects all red 
meat producers, and in Iowa, that is a 
lot. 

And it affects all farmers, workers, 
and businesses that rely on the viabili­
ty of our livestock industry-and that 
encompasses a lot. 

As I said, I do not relish this dilem­
ma. I have prided myself in being able 
to support most legislation supported 
by farm sectors in my State. But this 
time, I am going to have to oppose the 
diversion plan of the dairy package as 
it stands. There is no way that anyone 
can represent the broadest interest of 
Iowa and support it. 

Therefore, I join my colleague from 
Iowa, in cosponsoring this amendment 
to mitigate the impact of the dairy di­
version program on our Nation's live­
stock producers. I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
JEPSEN). 

The amendment <No. 2296) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2299 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Ohio <Mr. METZENBAUM) 

proposes an amendment numbered 2299. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis­
pensed with. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­

out objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is as follows: 
On page 53, following line 15, insert the 

following: 
IMPORTED TOBACCO 

SEc. 216<a><l> Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, all tobacco offered for im­
portation into the United States shall be-

<A> inspected for grade and quality as tobac­
co marketed through a warehouse in the 
United States is inspected for grade and 
quality; and 

<B> accompanied by a written certification 
by the importer, in such form as the Secre· 
tary of Agriculture may prescribe, that none 
of the pesticides the registration of which 
has been cancelled or suspended for use on 
tobacco in the United States under the Fed­
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act, has been used in the production of the 
tobacco offered for importation into the 
United States. 

(2) The Secretary of Agriculture shall es­
tablish grade and quality standards for the 
purposes of paragraph < 1 ><A> that are, inso­
far as practicable, the same as those appli­
cable to tobacco marketed through a ware­
house in the United States. 

(3) Any tobacco that is not accompanied 
by the certification required by paragraph 
(l)(B) shall not be permitted entry into the 
United States. The provisions of section 
1001 of title 18, United States Code, shall be 
applicable with respect to any such certifi­
cation made by an importer under such 
paragraph. 

(b) The Secretary shall enforce the provi­
sions of subsection <a> at the point of entry 
of tobacco offered for importation into the 
United States. The Secretary shall by regu­
lation fix and collect from the importer fees 
and charges for inspection under subsection 
(a)(l) which shall, as nearly as practicable, 
cover the costs of such services, including 
the administrative and supervisory costs 
customarily included by the Secretary in 
user fee calculations. The fees and charges, 
when collected, shall be credited to the cur­
rent appropriation account that incurs the 
cost and shall be available without fiscal 
year limitation to pay the expenses of the 
Secretary incident to providing services 
under subsection (a)(l). 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
my amendment regarding imported to­
bacco would do nothing more than 
prohibit the importation of tobacco 
into this country of tobacco which 
contains residues of pesticides and 
other chemicals whose use has been 
prohibited for health reasons in the 
United States. This amendment is de­
signed to protect both the American 
farmer and the health of the Ameri­
can public. It will give the American 
farmer an opportunity to compete 
more fairly with foreign competitors. 

In recent years, the amount of for­
eign tobacco imported into this coun­
try has increased dramatically. Cur­
rently, close to one-third of the tobac­
co in American cigarettes is imported. 
I am concerned about this increase not 
only because it hurts domestic farm­
ers, but because foreign tobacco is pro­
duced using chemicals and fertilizers 
that are banned from use in this coun­
try. For example, tobacco from Thai­
land is imported into the United 

States. Yet, we know that Thailand 
permits the use of DDT, dieldrin, 
endrin, and paraquat, each of which 
has been banned in this country for 
health reasons. Despite our knowledge 
that pesticides which have been pro­
hibited from use in this country are 
being used abroad, at the present time 
we do not monitor or in any way con­
trol the importation of tobacco con­
taining residues of these pesticides. 

Therefore, I urge you to support this 
amendment. A virtually identical pro­
vision was introduced in the House of 
Representatives by Congressman 
CHARLES RosE of North Carolina earli­
er this year and was approved unani­
mously by the full House Agriculture 
Committee on June 23, 1983. In short, 
this is that rare provision which bene­
fits both the American farmer and the 
American public. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am in­
clined to accept the amendment and 
express my appreciation to the distin­
guished Senator from Ohio. I think he 
will have a number of tobacco growers 
in my State and other States singing 
his praises tonight-they may be sing­
ing off tune when you balance off the 
two amendments, but, seriously, I 
thank the Senator. 

Speaking for this side, I accept the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
METZENBAUM). 

The amendment <No. 2299) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the dis­
tinguished Senator from West Virgin­
ia, Mr. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, be added 
as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2300 

<Purpose: To provide for emergency feed 
assistance in natural disaster areas) 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN), 

for himself, Mr. TOWER, Mr. BOREN, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
RANDOLPH, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. DIXON, Mr. MEL­
CHER, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. GRASS­
LEY, Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. MATTINGLY, pro­
poses an amendment numbered 2300. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read­
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new title: 
TITLE III-EMERGENCY FEED 

ASSISTANCE 
SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 301. This title may be cited as the 
"Emergency Feed Assistance Act of 1983". 

SEc. 302. <a> As used in this section-
(!) the term "damaged corn" means corn 

that is classified as U.S. No.4, U.S. No.5, or 
U.S. Sample grade under section 810.353 of 
title 7, Code of Federal Regulations; and 

<B> the term "eligible farmers and ranch­
ers" means farmers and ranchers who are 
eligible to receive loans under section 321 of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop­
ment Act <7 U.S.C. 1961>. 

(b) To assist eligible farmers and ranchers 
in areas that have been adversely affected 
by the drought, hot weather, or related dis­
aster to preserve and maintain foundation 
herds of livestock and poultry <including 
their offspring) and secondary livestock, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall make dam­
aged corn held by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation available to such farmers and 
ranchers in accordance with section 407 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1970 <7 U.S.C. 1427). 

(C) In making damaged corn available to 
such farmers and ranchers under this sec­
tion, the Secretary shall offer the damaged 
corn held by the Corporation at a price that 
is equal to 75 percent of the current basic 
county loan rate for such corn in effect 
under the Agricultural Act of 1949 <or a 
comparable price if there is no such current 
basic county loan rate). 

<d> The Secretary shall make damaged 
corn available for sale, as provided under 
this section, until September 30, 1984, or the 
date, as determined by the Secretary, on 
which any emergency created by the 
drought, hot weather, or related disaster no 
longer exists. 

(e) Effective for the period beginning on 
the date of enactment of this Act and 
ending September 30, 1984, the fifth sen­
tence of Section 407 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1427) is amended by insert­
ing "and secondary livestock," after "sheep, 
and goats, and their offspring,". 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, this 
amendment which I am offering is a 
simple one. First, it requires the Secre­
tary of Agriculture to make available 
to drought-stricken livestock produc­
ers emergency feed assistance that 
should have been provided months 
ago. Second, it requires him to do this 
by selling, not giving, them damaged 
grain that is useless for any purpose 
except livestock feed and which the 
taxpayers should not be paying to 
keep in storage. 

Mr. President, let me illustrate the 
need for this amendment with an ex­
ample from my home State of Texas. 
The west Texas ranch country has 
been hit as hard as any part of this 
Nation by the drought. The USDA de­
clared 23 of these counties as drought 
disaster areas this summer. Last Janu­
ary those 23 counties contained about 
617,000 cattle and about 652,000 sheep 
and goats. Range specialists in that 
area now estimate that 60 to 70 per-
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cent of those herds have been liquidat­
ed, and more are being sold every day. 
Some of that country had its last sig­
nificant rain in August 1982, and with 
normal weather patterns more rain 
cannot be expected before July 1984. 

These ranchers told me that they 
desperately needed feed for their live­
stock. I asked Secretary Block to help 
them out with livestock feed. Instead, 
USDA offered them Farmers Home 
Administration disaster loans. Most 
ranchers said they had too much debt 
already, and those who tried to apply 
for these loans found out that under 
FmHA's regulations this help was like 
a mirage on the desert-nonexistent. 

Then USDA, under increasing pres­
sure, announced that they were lower­
ing the interest rates on these loans 
and would make regulatory changes to 
improve this program for ranchers. 
These changes have not been made 
public yet, and perhaps they will help. 
But most ranchers still tell me they 
have too much debt. They need some­
thing a cow can eat, not another note 
at the bank. 

What looks like a bad situation is ac­
tually a tragedy, because help is just 
around the corner. Less than 200 miles 
from the center of this drought is a 
huge mountain of livestock feed­
enough to feed every animal in those 
23 counties for almost 2 years. This 
corn, owned by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, is costing the American 
taxpayer over $11 million per year in 
interest and storage charges. It has 
been sitting there for 3 years. And it is 
in such bad condition that it cannot be 
used for export or for the PIK pro­
gram. It is suitable only for livestock 
feed. But USDA will not allow ranch­
ers to use it to keep their herds to­
gether. 

Mr. President, words cannot express 
the tragedy, the sheer frustration that 
these ranchers are facing. They have 
spent a lifetime developing and tailor­
ing their breeding herds to the de­
mands of this harsh country. Now the 
worst drought in 30 years has made 
productive grassland as barren as the 
marble halls of this Congress, and 
they must move out, sell out, or starve 
out. 

Why, Mr. President, should the 
American taxpayer loan money to a 
rancher and yet deny him the feed he 
needs to preserve his herd so that he 
can repay that loan? The combination 
of the drought and the PIK program 
have caused feed prices in this area to 
jump by 25 to 80 percent. Why should 
the Treasury loan a rancher money to 
help him, and then spend more money 
to store cheap feed while requiring 
this rancher to buy expensive feed? 
What kind of help is that? What kind 
of Government policy is that? 

I think it is a bad policy and I want 
to change it. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation 
tells me that they own 83 million 

bushels of corn that is U.S. No. 4, U.S. 
No. 5, or U.S. Sample grade. CCC has 
21.1 million bushels of that damaged 
corn stored in Texas, mostly in the 
Lubbock area. The rest of the dam­
aged grain is stored in 26 other States, 
with the heaviest concentrations in 
Iowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, Indiana, 
Illinois, Kansas, South Dakota, and 
Missouri. Disaster designations have 
been requested or made for counties in 
each of these States, with most of 
them coming because of the drought. 

Mr. President, the loans that come 
with these disaster designations are 
small comfort to most livestocks pro­
ducers. The same drought which made 
them eligible for these loans has 
caused the price of feed for their live­
stock to shoot right through the roof. 
Even with these loans many livestock 
producers cannot affort to buy feed at 
today's high prices in order to keep 
their herds together. 

Mr. President, I think our current 
situation is ridiculous. This 83 million 
bushels of damaged grain costs over 
$48 million per year in interest and 
storage, while ranchers need livestock 
feed and they need it at an affordable 
price. 

Mr. President, the Secretary of Agri­
culture has the authority to provide 
livestock feed assistance through sev­
eral programs. The Secretary can 
make cash payments to farmers and 
ranchers to assist them in buying feed. 
However, this would result in addition­
al cash outlays by the Treasury. I 
think we should look for the cheapest 
alternative, considering the record 
budget deficits that we are running. 

The Secretary also has the authority 
to sell Government-owned grain at re­
duced prices to farmers and ranchers. 
But much of CCC's inventory of good­
quality grain is being used in the PIK 
program, and much of the rest is 
needed as an emergency reserve. 

Mr. President, I do not think the 
taxpayers should have to pay for stor­
ing damaged grain. We should get rid 
of it instead of paying to store it. The 
USDA should use that option to pro­
vide help. 

Livestock producers are in desperate 
need of feed. What better use could 
this damaged grain be put to than to 
provide emergency feed assistance to 
livestock producers in drought areas? 

Livestock producers are willing to 
pay for this grain. In addition, they 
will transport it themselves. The tax­
payers will not have to pay any trans­
portation charges. 

By selling this damaged grain as 
emergency livestock feed we can save 
the taxpayers a considerable amount 
of money. \Ve can turn a liability into 
an asset. 

Mr. President, this proposal is good 
business for the American taxpayer 
and for the American livestock produc­
er. I urge its adoption by the Senate. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I com­
mend the Senator from Texas for of­
fering this amendment. It provides a 
reasonable approach to meet the 
needs of our livestock producers who 
are suffering from the high cost of 
livestock resulting from this year's 
drought. 

As I understand the amendment, it 
would simply provide for the sale, at 
75 percent of the current support rate, 
of CCC corn that is graded 4 or 5, or 
lower. In practical terms, corn that is 
grade 4 or lower is marketable only as 
feed. It is also my understanding that 
the producers purchasing this corn 
would be responsible for the transpor­
tation costs, and the estimated cost to 
the Government is $64 million. 

The concern is the liquidation of 
herds due to the high cost of feed, and 
the lack of feed in various areas 
throughout the country. Costs of feed 
has skyrocketed primarily due to the 
PIK program and this year's severe 
drought. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
provide relief from the high cost of 
feed to our livestock producers in 
order to maintain livestock herds. 

The amendment offered by the Sen­
ator from Texas offers a realistic ap­
proach, to meet the needs of our live­
stock producers and keeps any addi­
tional costs to the Government to a 
minimum. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas ask that the 
Senator from New Mexico be added as 
a cosponsor? 

Mr. BENTSEN. I am delighted to do 
so. I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from New Mexico be added as 
a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENTSEN. And the Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this is a 
good amendment. Speaking for our 
side, we are delighted to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
we accept the amendment on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
BENTSEN). 

The amendment <No. 2300) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from North Dakota <Mr. BURDICK) and 
the Senator from Wyoming <Mr. 
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WALLOP) be added as cosponsors to my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a letter in regard to the 
amendment just agreed to. I assume 
the amendment has been accepted, 
but there are some reservations that 
ought to be noted in the RECORD, even 
though it has been adopted. 

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

Subject: Problems Associated with Loading 
Out Low Grade Corn. 

To: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Interna­
tional Affairs and Commodity Programs. 

Under the Uniform Grain Storage Agree­
ment CUGSA), approved warehouses are al­
lowed to commingle different grades of corn 
for storage purposes. This is due to the im­
practicality and cost associated with requir­
ing storage segregated by grade. 

Warehousemen attempt to upgrade the 
grain when it is received and commingled. 
Therefore, it may be impractical to expect 
the warehousemen to deliver a quantity of a 
specified low grade at any one time, and, in 
many cases, it may be impossible for the 
warehousemen to do so. 

Discounts are required for corn loaded out 
which is a lower grade than called for on 
the warehouse receipt. Under the UGSA, 
CCC would be required to pay premiums to 
the warehouseman for corn loaded out at 
higher grades from country warehouses, but 
no premium applies for higher grade corn 
from terminal warehouses. One-third of 
CCC's inventory of low grade corn is located 
in country warehouses, and we would expect 
to pay premiums on a substantial portion of 
this corn. 

CCC holds more than 83 million bushels 
of # 4 or lower grade corn. The vast majori­
ty is located in three States: Texas-21 mil­
lion bushels; Iowa-17 million bushels; and 
Minnesota-16 million bushels. Many States 
where the drought was severest have little, 
if any, low grade CCC corn in storage. Con­
sequently, large scale transportation may be 
involved in furnishing CCC low grade corn 
to drought stricken areas which in many 
cases are already grain deficit. A major cost 
could be incurred in this transportation 
with rates approaching as high as $3.50 per 
bushel from surplus to deficit areas, and 
averaging more than $1.50 per bushel. CCC 
would not be able to avail itself of lower 
rates usually associated with unit trains or 
rail contract rates, due to the expected 
small lots needed and the widespread distri­
bution necessary. CCC would also be re­
quired to use trucks for moving a substan­
tial amount of the corn which will result in 
CCC paying higher transportation costs. 

ROBERT H. SINDT, 
Assistant Deputy Administrator, 

Commodity Operations. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2301 

(Purpose: To exempt noncontiguous areas 
of the United States from the dairy pro­
motion program) 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 

have an amendment at the desk and I 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii CMr. MATSU­

NAGA), for himself, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. STEVENS, 
and Mr. MuRKOWSKI, proposes an amend­
ment numbered 2301. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis­
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 22, strike out lines 16 through 19 

and insert in lieu thereof the following: "(l) 
the term 'United States' means the forty­
eight contiguous states in the continental 
United States." 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, 
the amendment which I am offering 
for myself, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. STEVENS, 
and Mr. MuRKOWSKI, is somewhat 
technical in nature. It is intended to 
correct an inadvertent omission on the 
part of the committee which I will not 
explain. 

Mr. President, it is important at the 
outset to recognize the fact that his­
torically, the noncontiguous areas 
have not been affected by the milk 
price support program for a number of 
reasons which I will shortly describe. 
As a result, the Department of Agri­
culture and the Congress has always 
treated the noncontiguous areas dif­
ferently with respect to milk produc­
tion. When the 50-cent per hundred­
weight assessment was applied to all 
areas of the country including Hawaii, 
Alaska, and all the insular areas, that 
decision was made without the benefit 
of the knowledge that these areas 
have long been treated differently by 
specific provisions in the law. I am 
hopeful that my amendment can be 
accepted to correct the problem that 
was created by the reconciliation 
measure. 

Mr. President, the 50-cent-per-hun­
dredweight assessment is now being 
applied to Alaska and all the U.S. insu­
lar areas-Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, and American 
Samoa-which in each case have rela­
tively small, separate, and self-con­
tained dairy markets which are not 
part of the national dairy market. 

In the case of Hawaii and Puerto 
Rico, the dairy markets in these insu­
lar areas are wholly separate and dis­
tinct and bear no relationship to the 
U.S. mainland milk market. Cost of 
production in Hawaii and Puerto Rico 
are considerably higher than those of 
any mainland States. Hawaii's cost of 
production last year was $21.06 per 
hundredweight compared to the Fed­
eral price support figure of $13.01 per 
hundredweight. This means that in 
Hawaii, the cost of milk production is 
60 percent higher than the rate of the 
Federal price support. 

Puerto Rico is in an even worse situ­
ation than Hawaii in terms of the cost 
of milk production. It is my under­
standing that Puerto Rico's cost of 

production last year reached $23.27 
per hundredweight, again compared to 
the $13.00 Federal price support 
figure. I believe this works out to 
about an SO-percent difference in the 
cost of production for Puerto Rico. 

It should be recognized, Mr. Presi­
dent, that this translates into high 
costs for milk consumers in the insular 
areas. In Hawaii, for example, consum­
ers are paying an average of 98 cents 
per quart while their counterparts of 
the mainland are paying on the aver­
age of only 60 cents per quart of milk. 
This fact alone should make case for 
the exemption of the insular areas 
from the assessment program. 

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Presi­
dent, the Federal dairy program has 
not, over the years, been able to have 
any effect on the dairy markets of 
Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the 
other insular areas. It is important to 
note that because of the inability of 
the Federal milk program to have any 
impact on island production of milk, 
the governments of both Hawaii and 
Puerto Rico enacted strict controls 
over island dairy industries. The 
Hawaii Milk Control Act, for instance, 
provides for a quota system based on 
consumer demand and is set at a level 
that prevents virtually any surplus 
production. The result of the Hawaii 
Milk Control Act is that supply and 
demand are in balance in the Aloha 
State, and Hawaii contributes no sur­
plus milk to the national market. 

Furthermore, our dairy industry 
produces only fresh milk. We have no 
facilities to process milk for cheese, 
butter, or nonfat dry milk, the forms 
in which excess production can be 
stored. In view of these circum­
stances-and I believe they apply to 
the other insular areas as well-we 
cannot possibly contribute to the dairy 
production surplus problem that we 
face nationally. 

In recognition of these differences 
between the 48 contiguous States and 
the noncontiguous areas of the United 
States, the committee judiciously ex­
cluded Hawaii, Alaska, and other non­
contiguous areas from coverage under 
subtitle A, title I, of S. 1529. The com­
mittee, however, inadvertently omit­
ted the exclusion from subtitle B of 
the bill, pertaining to the establish­
ment of a dairy promotion program. 

Mr. President, the U.S. insular areas, 
Alaska and Hawaii should be exempt­
ed from the dairy promotion program 
and its assessment of 15 cents per hun­
dredweight of milk, for the simple 
reason that they do not produce any 
surplus dairy products and do not 
need any dairy promotion program 
conducted by the Federal Govern­
ment. The amendment, which I am of­
fering with the cosponsorship of all 
Senators representing the noncontigu­
ous States, will do just that. 
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Mr. President, on behalf of my col­

leagues from Hawaii and Alaska and 
the congressional Representatives of 
Puerto Rico and the U.S. territories, I 
urge the adoption of my amendment. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
if the Senator will yield, the Senator 
and his State do us all a great favor by 
not creating a surplus for the other 48 
States, the contiguous 48 States. Out 
there, they produce exactly what they 
sell. They have not piled up the big 
surplus that we have. We are delight­
ed to accept the amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. We accept the amend­
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
MATSUNAGA). 

The amendment <No. 2301) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2302 

<Purpose: To exempt producer-handlers 
from the milk assessment and diversion 
programs) 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the senior Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. HUMPHREY), I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. 
RUDMAN), on behalf of Mr. HUMPHREY, pro­
poses an amendment numbered 2302. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read­
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 4, line 11. insert after the period 

the following new sentence: "This para­
graph does not apply to any of the milk pro­
duced by a producer who produces any 
quantity of milk, processes such quantity 
into consumer packages, and markets such 
packages." . 

On page 6, line 2, insert after the period 
the following new sentence: "This para­
graph does not apply to a producer who pro­
duces any quantity of milk, processes such 
quantity into consumer packages, and mar­
kets such packages.". 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, first, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be 
added as a cosponsor and that the 
Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
KENNEDY) and the Senator from 
Rhode Island <Mr. CHAFEE) be added 
as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I am 
offering this amendment as a courtesy 
to my senior colleague <Mr. HuM-

PHREY) who, due to a very serious ill­
ness in his family, had to leave the 
city this morning and will not be back 
before the recess. Thus, Mr. President, 
I would like to now read into the 
RECORD a statement offered by Mr. 
HUMPHREY. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the amend­
ment I am introducing today would exempt 
producer-handlers from the 50-cent assess­
ment used to finance the proposed paid di­
version program. For those who are not fa­
miliar with this term. producer-handlers are 
dairy farmers who produce, process, and 
market their own product. 

In an attempt to induce dairy farmers to 
reduce production, S. 1529 establishes a paid 
diversion program that compensates farm­
ers $10 for every hundredweight of produc­
tion they do not produce. This program 
would be financed by a uniform 50-cent as­
sessment on all milk products. While I ap­
plaud efforts to reduce this country's huge 
dairy surplus, I must, however, question the 
equity in requiring producer-handlers, who 
do not contribute to the surplus, to finance 
the paid diversion program. 

Mr. President, of the approximately 
250,000 dairy farmers in the United States, 
less than 500 are producer-handlers. It is es­
timated that they produce less than !-per­
cent of the dairy supply. Because their local 
market is an established one, most produc­
er-handlers produce at a level that would 
simply meet this demand. It would, there­
fore, seem unfair to impose a uniform dairy 
assessment on all dairy producers since not 
all dairy farmers are to blame for the cur­
rent surplus. 

In addition, producer-handlers offer com­
petition to the monied corporations that 
have come to dominate milk retailing. Their 
preservation is important to protect the 
consumer and public interest. 

In summary, Mr. President, this amend­
ment would exempt producer-handlers from 
the 50-cent assessment as well as participa­
tion in the paid diversion program. Such an 
exemption would seem fair since it is appar­
ent that producer-handlers are not contrib­
uting to this country's huge dairy surplus. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in support of 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, in my own right, let 
me simply add this: I have looked at 
the legislation that is now before the 
Senate and I must say to the distin­
guished chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee I have some serious reser­
vations in my own mind as to whether 
or not, if this bill goes through in its 
present form, the tax, if you will, or 
the service charge, or whatever you 
wish to call it, on people who in no 
way are connected with the problem 
this is intended to correct, is a consti­
tutional levy at all. I would hope that 
we might avoid further legal wran­
gling over this by either accepting this 
amendment or something that was 
close to it. 

I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New York. 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 

that I be made a cosponsor. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I ask unanimous con­
sent that Senator D' AMATO be added 
as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 

will oppose this amendment on the 
basis that these producer-handlers are 
small in number in relation to the 
whole, yet very many dairy farmers 
around the country maintain that 
since they do not contribute to the 
surplus they should be exempted. I 
know that my friend from Florida 
feels that her farmers do not contrib­
ute to the problem. In our State, they 
say that the average number of cows 
in a herd is only 34 and it is the larger 
farmers who have created the surplus. 

While I have sympathy with the 
Senator from New Hampshire and the 
Senator from Rhode Island, and Sena­
tor HUMPHREY who, due to sickness in 
his family, is unable to be here today, 
nevertheless, if we are to exempt from 
the provisions of the bill those who 
feel they do not create the surplus, 
nobody would be included. 

It is the same in any taxing situa­
tion. Some people wish that the 
money they pay to the Government 
should not go to certain causes be­
cause they simply do not believe in 
them, or that their actions have in no 
way caused the necessity for the 
spending, be it money for a social pro­
gram or any other part of the budget. 

While I have deep admiration for 
both Senators from New Hampshire, I 
will have to oppose this amendment. I 
would hope it would be withdrawn. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I join 
the Senators from New Hampshire in 
support of this amendment. It seems 
to me that with a producer-handler 
the typical situation is a farmer who 
producers the milk on his farm and 
then has an outlet set up on his farm 
for the retail sale of the milk. This is 
the essence of the small businessman. 
I find if he has to contribute to this di­
versionary fund it is just plain not 
fair. 

I think the Senator from New 
Hampshire has made a good point. It 
is easy to establish who they are. As 
was pointed out, they are a tiny por­
tion of the total, 500 out of 250,000 
milk producers producing less than 1 
percent of the milk. I think to burden 
them with this extra charge for some­
thing they are not at all responsible 
for is unfair. I think the Senator from 
New Hampshire has a good point. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, 
should the apple farmer who sells 
apples at a stand on his farm there­
fore not pay taxes for the roadway 
which might otherwise be used to take 
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them to market? The examples could 
go on and on. 

As I pointed out to my friend from 
New England, there are milk market­
ing orders that grant to people in New 
England higher prices for dairy prod­
ucts than producers in the Midwest, or 
in Minnesota, for their dairy products. 

We have not suggested that those 
farmers should be compromised at this 
time, so we would hope that other ele­
ments not be compromised. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. President, 
I very reluctantly find myself in oppo­
sition to this particular amendment. I 
can certainly understand where the 
supporters of the amendment are 
coming from. However, we are dealing 
here with a national dairy program. 

It is not exactly accurate to say that 
those who are outside the program 
and are producing just a small portion 
of the total milk production, are not 
contributing to the problem, because 
they are, of course, contributing to the 
problem of surplus dairy supply. They 
are producing dairy products that are 
used in this country and, as such, 
make a contribution to the surplus 
that we are trying to deal with. 

If we keep exempting certain areas 
or certain groups, it occurs to me that 
we are going to have more and more 
dairy producers joining those groups, 
and more and more outside the pro­
gram, with less and less opportunity to 
bring the surplus under control. This 
will make it extremely difficult to get 
to a supply and demand equivalence 
that we all know is highly desirable. I 
fear for what this could lead to. I feel 
that we should protect the program 
that has been developed by not open­
ing up loopholes that might very well 
have a devastating effect on the par­
ticular program that we are working 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the dis­
tinguished Senator from Kentucky 
has illustrated the split stick on which 
those of us who try to manage legisla­
tion find ourselves. 

The truth of the matter is that I 
wish there were some way we could 
take the amendment. I agree with 
what the Senator from New Hamp­
shire is saying, but what he will do 
with this amendment is destroy-if not 
destroy, mortally wound-a fragile co­
alition that we have. He will open a 
loophole. 

Let me say this to the Senator from 
New Hampshire: We have been think­
ing about this ourselves. It will be my 
purpose to try to work out some legis­
lation, freestanding legislation, upon 
which we can have some hearings and 
get some expert advice, because what 
he is proposing is right. Nobody can 
argue with it. But every manager of 
every bill that has ever been before 

the Senate has said, "That is a good 
idea, but do not put it on this bill." I 
find myself in that position. 

I will say to the Senator that many 
of us who have farmers who have not 
been producing for the Government 
do not like the idea of a continuing 50 
cent assessment. That may be the 
greatest understatement I have ut­
tered in 2 weeks. They are hot about 
that thing in North Carolina. And I do 
not blame them. 

However, in the light of the special 
circumstances which I have discussed 
too many times, I fear, on this floor 
this afternoon, I hope the Senator will 
let us, in good faith, set up some hear­
ings of freestanding legislation. 

I understand that producer-handlers 
make up a very small, infinitesimal 
segment of the industry. There are, as 
I understand, about 500 producer-han­
dlers in America. They are responsible 
for about 1 percent of the Nation's 
milk production. In support of this 
amendment, it has been said that pro­
ducer-handlers are not responsible for 
the current surplus, that they produce 
mostly to fill the needs of their local 
markets and sell little, if anything, to 
the Commodity Credit Corporation. 
However, this is the same argument 
that can be made by the producers in 
all of the deficit regions. 

Frankly, I say to my friend from 
New Hampshire, I do not know how I 
could handle all of the complaints and 
demands that are bound to come in as 
a result of this amendment. It would 
virtually destroy the paid diversion 
program provided for in the compro­
mise. So if the Senator would be will­
ing, let us agree that we will work with 
him and with Senator HUMPHREY and 
develop some freestanding legislation, 
have hearings on it, and get it report­
ed out to the floor and I shall urge the 
majority leader to hasten it. That is 
about the best I can do. 

I do not want to be in the position of 
opposing the Senator, because I re­
spect him too much and, as I said at 
the outset, I agree with his amend­
ment. I just find myself in a ticklish 
position. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the committee. I shall be very brief, 
because I know that most of our col­
leagues ·are more interested tonight in 
the pursuits of Abner Doubleday than 
in milk. 

Let me say to the chairman that I 
have heard him speak of this fragile 
coalition all afternoon. I hope that if 
this bill somehow miraculously is 
passed tomorrow, the chairman and 
the ranking member will handle it 
very carefully as they walk it over to 
the House, because this coalition must 
be so fragile that a light breath of 
wind might shatter it completely. 

I have said to my senior colleague 
from New Hampshire that I would 
follow his wishes, and I really am 

bound, as the chairman, I am sure, can 
understand, to ask for the yeas and 
nays on this. This is Senator HuM­
PHREY's amendment. He asked for it. 
He is unavoidably out of town because 
of very serious illness in his family. So 
I shall now ask for the yeas and nays, 
Mr. President. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I shall 

simply conclude by saying this to my 
good friend from Minnesota, who was 
on the floor just a moment ago: I 
think it is ironic in many ways, al­
though I understand the distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina, that 
here, on the floor of the U.S. Senate, 
an amendment is offered by those who 
are saying, "Hey, wait a minute, I be­
lieve in the free enterprise system. I 
am a little farmer in Dover, N.H., I 
have 35 cows. My wife and my kids 
and I milk them every morning. We 
have a nice processing plant that we 
borrowed money for and we have lived 
frugally. We process high-quality milk, 
we put it in our little truck, and we 
take it down to the local restaurants, 
we take it down to the local stores, and 
we sell our entire production. We are 
not interested in national milk pro­
grams. We are not interested in some 
socialist form of farming. We just 
want to be left alone. That is all we 
are asking. We are simply asking to be 
left alone." 

I hope somebody might support this 
particular amendment. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
going to talk to the issue of the total 
bill, the so-called compromise that was 
crafted. We are really saying we are 
going to choose from two kinds of 
death for the small farmer. We are 
either going to pick a death by hang­
ing or a death by drowning. But we are 
not going to address the root cause of 
the problem. We are going to take 
people out of production, not because 
they are less efficient or effective. We 
are giving a bonanza to farmers who, 
perhaps, should not be in business. We 
are now going to pay them $10 for not 
producing. Let me suggest that that is 
going to take place. 

Those of us in the Northeast, and I 
am now getting somewhat parochial, 
whose farmers have been producing 
dairy products or class 1 fluid milk, 
who have been selling 90 percent plus 
of that to the consumer-those farm­
ers are not fools. They are going to 
start taking their herds out of produc­
tion. And let me tell you what is going 
to happen. 

The consumer is going to pay; the 
prices are going to go up. And the defi­
cits are going to go up. Because we are 
going to be paying for this 15 months 
from now. We are not going to be in 
any better position. 
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I offered a bill today and I may still 

bring forth an amendment to deal 
with this. I for one do not see why 
fluid milk should be part of this situa­
tion, why we should penalize those 
people who produce it. If you want to 
produce dry products and sell it to the 
Government, let us cut that support 
and stop this proposal to pay people 
not to produce. We went into the great 
PIK program which went from $14 bil­
lion to $24 billion. That is what it 
costs the Government. 

I think my colleagues from New 
Hampshire, at least, are going to ad­
dress some of the shortcomings that 
everybody in this Chamber should 
begin to see. I do not see why those 
who are producing and selling to the 
private sector should be penalized. 
That is what this legislation does. It is 
just downright wrong. 

You can talk about the fragile coali­
tion coming together, particularly 
those people who speak about the free 
enterprise system. We will do great vi­
olence to that system if this is the 
manner in which we continue to pro­
ceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from New Hamp­
shire. 

The Senator from North Carolina. 
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. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senate will be in order. 
Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 

done this more than once today on a 
bill that I certainly am not expert on 
but I am advised by the managers of 
the bill that they would support a 
motion to table on this amendment. 
Mr. President, if no other Senator now 
wishes to speak, and I see none arising, 
I move to table the amendment and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. BAKER <after having voted in 

the affirmative). Madam President, on 
this vote I have a live pair with the 
distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. HUMPHREY). If he 
were present and voting, he would vote 
"nay." I have voted "aye." I withdraw 
my vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARM­
STRONG), the Senator from Arizona 
<Mr. GoLDWATER), the Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD), the Senator 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. HEINZ), the 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. 
HUMPHREY), and the Senator from 
Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) are necessari­
ly absent. 

Mr. BYRD. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN), 
the Senator from California <Mr. 
CRANSTON), the Senator from Ohio 
<Mr. GLENN), the Senator from Colora­
do <Mr. HART), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the 
Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE), 
the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. 
JoHNSTON), the Senator from Massa­
chusetts <Mr. KENNEDY), and the Sena­
tor from New York <Mr. MoYNIHAN) 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mrs. 
HAWKINS). Are there any other Sena­
tors in the Chamber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 44, 
nays 40, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 286 Leg.] 
YEAS-44 

Abdnor Ford Pressler 
Andrews Grassley Proxmire 
Bingaman Helms Pryor 
Boschwitz Huddleston Randolph 
Bumpers Jepsen Riegle 
Burdick Kasten Sarbanes 
Chiles Leahy Sasser 
Cochran Long Simpson 
Danforth Lugar Specter 
Dixon Matsunaga Stafford 
Dole Mattingly Stennis 
Duren berger McClure Stevens 
Eagleton Melcher Wallop 
East Nunn Zorinsky 
Ex on Percy 

NAYS-40 
Baucus Gorton Pell 
Biden Hatch Quayle 
Boren Hawkins Roth 
Bradley Hecht Rudman 
Byrd Heflin Symms 
Chafee Kassebaum Thurmond 
Cohen Lautenberg Tower 
D 'Amato Laxalt Trible 
DeConcini Levin Tsongas 
Denton Metzenbaum Warner 
Dodd Mitchell Weicker 
Domenici Murkowski Wilson 
Evans Nickles 
Garn Packwood 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-1 

Baker, for. 

Armstrong 
Bentsen 
Cranston 
Glenn 
Goldwater 

NOT VOTING-15 
Hart 
H?.tfield 
Heinz 
Hollings 
Humphrey 

Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Mathias 
Moynjhan 

So the motion to table Mr. RuDMAN's 
amendment <No. 2302) was agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mrs. 
HAWKINS). The majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, may 
we have order in the Senate, please? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Madam President, 
I think we ought to have order in the 
Senate. I think it is important that we 
honor that request. 

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

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, may I say that I 

announced earlier today we would go 
until about 6:30 tonight, and it is just 
about 6:30 p.m. 

May I inquire of the distinguished 
managers-and I think I already know 
the answer-is it possible to finish this 
bill in the next few minutes? 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, if 
the Senator will yield, I think it may 
be. There have been some remarkable 
developments. However, we move 
along so fast that I do not want to tax 
the patience of Senators. 

As I understand it, we have one 
more amendment on which Senator 
BOSCHWITZ and Senator HAWKINS 
have worked; we have the Baucus 
amendment, which will require a roll­
call vote. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Senator NUNN 
has one which will be accepted. 

Mr. BAKER. Let me say this to my 
friend from North Carolina and my 
friend from Kentucky: I understand 
the desire to finish this bill, and I 
share that desire. However, I wish to 
announce that there will be no more 
record votes tonight. I am perfectly 
willing for the managers to go forward 
with matters they can dispose of with­
out record votes, and I would encour­
age them to do so. Before I do that I 
would like to set the agenda for tomor­
row. The minority leader is on the 
floor. I have not had an opportunity 
to consult with him, but let me now 
make these announcements and sug­
gestions. 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 9:30A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. First of all, Madam 
President, I wish to announce that we 
will be in session tomorrow. I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9:30 
a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR PERIOD FOR ROUTINE MORNING 

BUSINESS ON TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that after the 
recognition of the two leaders under 
the standing order tomorrow that the 
time remaining before 10 a.m. be de­
voted to the transaction of routine 
morning business in which Senators 
may speak for 1 minute each. 
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ORDER FOR RESUMPTION OF PENDING BUSINESS 

ON TOMORROW 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent that at 10 a.m. the Senate 
resume consideration of the pending 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Now, Madam Presi­
dent, at 10 a.m. we will be back on this 
bill, and it will be up to the managers 
to determine what the pending ques­
tion will be when we return. But I will 
tell Senators there will be votes tomor­
row, and I say that in the plural. I 
fully expect more than one vote to­
morrow. 

It is my hope we can finish the mat­
ters at hand which are the completion 
of this bill, and the unemployment 
compensation extension matter if we 
do not do that tonight, and whatever 
else may be brought up, including the 
Executive Calendar, and there may be 
one item on the Executive Calendar 
which will require a rollcall vote. 

So Senators should be on notice that 
there will be votes tomorrow. I hope 
we can finish our business between 10 
a.m. in the morning and 2 p.m. in the 
afternoon. 

Madam President, I thank all Sena­
tors. 

DAIRY AND TOBACCO 
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1983 

The Senate continued with the con­
sideration of the bill. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, who 
has the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. I would be glad to yield, 
but I want to ask the Senator a ques­
tion. I do not want to interrupt the 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. I want the quorum call 
so that I can talk to the Senator. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator does not 
have the floor and he cannot ask for a 
quorum call. This Senator has the 
floor. 

Mr. NUNN. I yield to the Senator or 
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. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2303 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Georgia <Mr. NuNN), 
for himself and Mr. MATTINGLY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2303. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read­
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 41, line 2, strike out "subsection" 

and insert in lieu thereof "subsections". 
On page 43, line 11, strike out the quota­

tion marks and the second period. 
On page 43, lines 11 and 12, insert the fol­

lowing: "(g) Notwithstanding the provisions 
of subsection <d> and section 403, the Secre­
tary, if requested by the board of directors 
of the association through which price sup­
port for Flue-cured tobacco is made avail­
able to producers, may < 1) designate for any 
crop certain grades of Flue·cured tobacco 
that are eligible for price support <but rep· 
resenting in the aggregate not more than 25 
percentum of the total quantity of the Flue­
cured tobacco crop that the Secretary esti· 
mates will be produced) that the Secretary 
determines are of such quantity or quality 
as to impair their marketability, and (2) 
without regard to the weighted average of 
the support rates for eligible grades of Flue­
cured tobacco determined under the proviso 
to the first sentence of subsection <d>, fur­
ther reduce the support rates for such 
grades to the extent the Secretary deems 
~ecessary to reflect their market value, but 
m no event by more than 12 percentum of 
the respective support rates that would oth· 
erwise be established under this section.". 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, for 
the information of the Senator from 
Kentucky and the Senator from North 
Carolina, the amendment is as you see 
it except on page 2 of the amendment 
I have scratched through the 15 per­
cent and substituted in lieu thereof 12 
percent. 

Madam President, I would like to 
commend my colleagues, the chairman 
of the Agriculture Committee, Mr. 
HELMS, and the ranking minority 
member, Mr. HUDDLESTON, for their 
work on this bill. Last year the Senate 
passed the No Net Cost Tobacco Pro­
gram Act of 1982 which made great 
strides toward bringing the tobacco 
program back to the tobacco growers. 
This bill takes further steps in that di­
rection. 

I feel, however, that significant im­
provements can be made to this bill by 
the adoption of some minor adjust­
ments. I send to the desk, Madam 
President, an amendment to provide 
the Secretary of Agriculture addition­
al flexibility to reduce the price sup­
port on certain grades of Flue-cured 
tobacco. 

Under current law, the Secretary 
may adjust the price support of cer­
tain grades of tobacco up or down, but 
must maintain a weighted average 
price. Such adjustments are made to 
assist in the marketing of grades af­
fected by extremes in quantity or 
quality. However, by being required to 
maintain an average price over all 
grades, the Secretary, when he lowers 

the price support for certain grades 
must raise the price support for othe; 
grades. This situation has the poten­
tial of hurting the market for grades 
which have undergone the support 
price increase. 

My amendment, Madam President 
allows for the Secretary to adjust cer~ 
tain grades of Flue-cured tobacco that 
are eligible for price support and that 
the Secretary has determined are of 
such a quantity or quality as to impair 
marketability. These grades, however, 
cannot represent in the aggregate 
more than 25 percent of the total 
quantity of the Flue-cured crop that 
the Secretary estimates will be pro­
duced. 

The Secretary may further reduce 
the support rates for such grades with­
out regard to the weighted average in 
an effort to reflect the market value 
of the crop, but in no way by more 
than 12 percent of the respective sup­
port rates. 

Furthermore, before the Secretary 
can make such adjustments, a request 
to the Secretary by the board of direc­
tors of the association through which 
price support for Flue-cured tobacco is 
made available to producers, must be 
made for such a designation. 

Madam President, it is my under­
standing that the Senator from North 
Carolina and the Senator from Ken­
tucky have reviewed the amendment. I 
hope it will be acceptable. 

Madam President, I also want to call 
to the attention of my colleagues that 
Senator MATTINGLY is a cosponsor of 
this amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President 
there remains some concern that th~ 
adjustments made in the tobacco price 
support loan rate in the 1982 No Net 
Cost Tobacco Program Act and the 
freeze of those rates for 1983 and 1984 
and possibly for 1985, contained i~ 
Public Law 98-59 and S. 1529, are not 
yet sufficient to make U.S. tobacco 
competitively priced with tobacco 
from other countries. 

Now, I happen not to share that 
view. The compounding effect of the 
1982 adjustment at 65 percent of the 
regular formula is substantial. Indeed, 
with the freeze for 1983 and 1984, and 
possibly 1985, if inflation under 5 per­
ce~t is factored into the equation, the 
adJustments are large and enough to 
make U.S. tobacco prices competitive. 
This is especially so because U.S. to­
bacco will always bring a premium 
price because of the stability of our 
production and the natural competi­
tive advantages we have in tobacco 
production. 

Also, we cannot forget that the sum 
of 750 million pounds of old crop to­
bacco remain under CCC loan. This to­
bacco is worth about $1.2 billion. We 
cannot simply move to undercut its 
value by too much price cutting. It is 
just not good business. 
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However, having said all that, 

Madam President, I do recognize the 
sentiment to give additional flexibility 
to the pricing system for tobacco. Be­
cause there are so many factors to 
consider, I am willing to accept the 
amendment of the distinguished Sena­
tor from Georgia and we will iron out 
the details in conference, if that is sat­
isfactory. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. NUNN). 

The amendment <No. 2303) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from North Caroli­
na. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2304 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico <Mr. Do­
MENICI) proposes an amendment numbered 
2304. 

At the appropriate place insert the follow­
ing new language: 

The Secretary shall establish a marketing 
order for pecans dealing with promotional 
activities. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
I shall take only a few moments on 
this issue. I had the clerk read it be­
cause I cannot do any better job ex­
plaining it than did the simple sen­
tence that he read. 

If this became law, it would mean 
that the Secretary, who has some dis­
cretion in this matter of a marketing 
order for promotional activities in the 
area of pecan sales and promotion, 
this amendment would take that away 
and mandate it. 

I introduce this with the full knowl­
edge that the unanimous consent 
under which we are operating here 
today was probably intended to pre­
clude it, but it does not. I am not going 
to make the Senate consider it, be­
cause I think the spirit of the unani­
mous consent that we are operating 
under did not have in mind that we 
have any amendments to deal with 
pecans. People do not even know we 
grow them in New Mexico, but we do. 
In fact, we have the finest pecan 
farms in all America in New Mexico, 
probably the second largest of any­
where in America. 

Before I get all the southerners ex­
cited here, I want them to understand 
that I am not going to make you vote 
on this, but I want to make a point. 

I cannot believe that the Secretary 
of Agriculture and certain Senators 
truly want to deny those who grow 
pecans in the United States an oppor­
tunity to exercise democracy by taking 
a vote on whether or not they want to 
collect a few little pennies from each 
sale in order to promote the sale of 
pecans. The findings in this decision 
which is pending are really incredible. 
If they conclude we are not going to 
have one, it is because somebody does 
not like them, not because the facts do 
not clearly indicate we ought to. 

The purpose of these marketing 
orders, which are clearly in the law, is 
that if there is going to be a surplus of 
a commodity, you ought to promote it 
if there is evidence that you can sell 
more, but you are not able to promote 
it. That is a fact. 

Everybody is getting into the act of 
growing these and they are fantastic 
nuts. But we do not have enough 
demand yet. So what these people, in­
cluding the distinguished Secretary of 
Agriculture, want to do, they want to 
wait 3 or 4 years until there are so 
many around that everybody is going 
to go broke before they decide to pro­
mote them and, if they did, they 
would sell like hotcakes. Now we have 
got both nuts and hotcakes involved 
here today. 

But, in any event, let me tell you 
that I really cannot believe that there 
are people around who do not want to 
let the growers of pecans vote on 
whether or not they ought to have a 
marketing order to promote the sale 
of pecans where the evidence is over­
whelming that there is going to be a 
surplus, that a marketing order would 
engender significant new demand, and 
yet there are those around saying, 
"Don't do it." I wonder why. I really 
think it is because they are fearful of 
the product or they are fearful that it 
will go beyond marketing. 

Well, that is not what the law says. 
We are not attempting to establish 
quality preference. Actually, if we did, 
we would win because the kind we 
grow are the best. There is no question 
about that. But, in any event, that is 
not what anybody seeks. 

So, having made my point, I would 
like the Secretary of Agriculture to 
know, and my good friends in the 
Senate to know, that if we do not get a 
marketing order there will not be an­
other agriculture bill that comes to 
the floor without this Senator offering 
an amendment mandating it. I think 
by the time this U.S. Senate hears the 
facts they will mandate rather than 
leave it to the discretion of the Secre­
tary. 

I withdraw my amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment is withdrawn. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
will not take but a moment. I apolo­
gize to my friend from Alabama and 
the Senator from South Carolina, my 
friend, the President pro tempore. 

I have consulted with the minority 
leader and I hope within a few mo­
ments we will be able to clear for 
action a limited extension of the un­
employment benefits bill. If that does 
come through the clearance process 
live in the next few moments, I hope 
whoever has the floor will let us ask 
him to yield temporarily so we can 
pass that bill because the House of 
Representatives is now in recess sub­
ject to the call of the Chair awaiting 
this action by the Senate. 

I thank Senators for permitting me 
to make this statement. I hope they 
will take that into account. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will 
yield, does that contemplate a rollcall 
vote? 

Mr. BAKER. No, it does not. 
Mr. THURMOND. Madam Presi­

dent, I have to leave very shortly. May 
I speak for a half minute? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Madam Presi­
dent, with regard to the point made by 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico, I do not think we ought to be 
trying to inject the Federal Govern­
ment into new farm programs. That is 
the very trouble we are in today. If we 
inject the Federal Government into 
the pecan business, then 20 years from 
now we are going to be here fighting 
over that. There will be all kinds of 
amendments. 

Let us keep the Federal Government 
out of everything we can so long as it 
is doing all right. Private enterprise 
can set this matter up. The growers of 
these pecans can set this matter up. 
We do not need to inject the Federal 
Government into it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2305 

<Purpose: To require the Secretary of Agri­
culture to review, revise, and report to the 
Congress on federal milk marketing 
orders) 
Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Alabama <Mr. HEFLIN) 
proposes an amendment numbered 2305. 

Mr. ·HEFLIN. I ask unanimous con­
sent, Madam President, that further 
reading of the amendment be dis­
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 19, line 11, insert "(a)" after "Sec. 

103.". 
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On page 19, between lines 18 and 19, 

insert the following new subsection: 
<b> Not later than 6 months after the date 

of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall-

<1> review in light of current economic 
conditions all regulations governing, and 
provisions of, milk marketing orders issued 
under section 8c of the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act, as amended and reenacted by the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937 <7 U.S.C. 608c), that have not been re­
viewed by the Secretary at any time during 
the ten year period preceding the date of 
the enactment of this Act; 

<2> take such actions as the Secretary de­
termines are necessary to revise such regu­
lations and provisions in light of such 
review; and 

(3) submit a report on such review and ac­
tions to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Com­
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For­
estry of the Senate. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not believe this 
will cause great controversy. It is not 
an amendment of great or significant 
dimensions. However, it is important. 

There are certain studies, hearings 
and determinations dealing with mar­
keting orders that should be reviewed 
in light of current economic condi­
tions. My amendment would place on 
the Secretary of Agriculture the 
burden of having these studies, hear­
ings and determinations on any type 
of marketing order under the milk 
provisions that has not been reviewed 
by the Secretary at any time during a 
10-year period preceding the date of 
enactment of this bill. 

Then, of course, after he reviews 
this and has the hearings, he is to take 
such action as the Secretary deter­
mines is necessary to revise such regu­
lations and provisions in light of such 
review. 

Madam President, the amendment 
that I offer is simple and addresses a 
condition in the dairy industry which 
has existed for years but which has 
only recently become a problem of sig­
nificant dimensions. Section 8c of the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1937, 
U.S.C. 608c, as amended, provides that 
provisions of the milk marketing 
orders may be reviewed and revised by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. It also 
prescribes methods for carrying out 
hearings and making revisions in the 
various dairy marketing orders. 

Under those provisions, dairy pro­
ducers operating within the marketing 
orders may request hearings to amend 
the order to adjust for changes in 
supply and the economics of the pro­
duction and distribution within the 
order. However, there is no provision 
which would require such hearings, 
and make needed adjustments in rules 
or regulations in all orders simulta­
neously. 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
require such hearings by the Secre­
tary. It would also require needed ad­
justments in the rules by the Secre­
tary as determined by the hearings 

and would require that a report be 
made to the Agriculture Committee of 
both Chambers of the Congress by the 
Secretary. 

In essence, Madam President, this 
amendment changes nothing which is 
not already implicit in the law. It is 
important to all dairy producers, how­
ever, that the various marketing 
orders now in existence be reviewed si­
multaneously to avoid any inequities 
which might logically result from any 
hearings on individual marketing 
orders on a piecemeal or random basis. 
In other words, the economics of the 
industry, particularly supply and 
demand conditions, must be viewed as 
a single entity if the program is to 
work fairly and equitably for all pro­
ducers. I believe that is what we are 
seeking in the bill before us. 

I am fully aware of the immense 
Government purchases of dairy prod­
ucts and the cost of these purchases to 
the Federal Government and our tax­
payers. I know that we have large 
stocks of these dairy products and 
that both the stocks and milk produc­
tion are increasing. And, I am very 
conscious of the fact that we must do 
something to bring about a correction 
of this problem. We must adopt a pro­
gram that moves toward bringing 
about a better balance of our national 
milk supplies and demand. However, I 
am also concerned that any action we 
take to correct the problem does not 
at the same time create other unneces­
sary problems. And, I am afraid that 
the proposal presented to us now 
might just do that. This dairy propos­
al approaches the problem as if sur­
pluses were equally developed in all 
parts of the country and for all uses of 
milk. But this assumption of equality 
is far from actuality. The dairy indus­
try varies markedly in different parts 
of our country. In some sections milk 
is produced mainly for the local fluid 
or bottled milk market. In other parts 
of the country milk is produced princi­
pally for manufactured dairy products 
to be used throughout the country 
and at present for sale to the Govern­
ment. 

Milk is not easily transported from 
one section of the country to other 
sections that are in short supply. Milk 
is bulky and perishable. It is expensive 
to transport and that expense has 
been and is still increasing with the in­
crease in the cost of fuel and equip­
ment such as over the road tankers. 
When milk has to be transported, the 
price to consumers is increased and 
the dairy farmer gets no benefit from 
those higher prices. In some parts of 
the country such movements of milk 
are even now taking place. I am afraid 
that the proposal before us now will 
invite even more unnecessary trans­
portation of milk over long distances. 

In my own State of Alabama, we 
have been attempting over the years 
to coordinate our milk supply closely 

to our local demand for fluid milk 
without any burdensome surplus. We 
have had at times to bring in milk 
from other areas at great expense. But 
these instances have been rare and oc­
casioned by some weather disaster. 
This same kind of a dairy development 
has taken place in other parts of the 
country. We have been helped in our 
efforts by the operation of Federal 
milk orders. The Federal orders are set 
up as orderly systems of milk market­
ing in separate marketing areas of the 
country. They are voted in and out by 
dairy farmers and are much respected 
and appreciated by them. The mini­
mum prices which each order sets for 
milk dealers to pay farmers are geared 
to the supply and demand conditions 
in each area where they are in oper­
ation. As I mentioned earlier, we have 
coordinated our milk production in 
Alabama to our fluid milk market in 
Alabama and under the milk order 
program, we have a steady, orderly, 
and efficient dairy industry. We have 
been able to do this as a natural eco­
nomic response to the prices set up in 
the Federal milk order and we could 
expect that this stability and orderli­
ness would continue if market prices 
continued to reflect economic changes. 
But we are introducing a new factor in 
this proposal that of a payment for 
not producing milk. The experience in 
the PIK program has shown that the 
reaction of farmers to such a program 
can exceed the expectations of every­
one including the Secretary of Agricul­
ture. And if we do get that response 
among dairy farmers to the $10 per 
hundredweight payment for nonpro­
ducing, I am afraid that this delicate 
balance we have achieved between 
supply and demand for milk in Ala­
bama will be destroyed. We cannot 
stand a lower milk supply in Alabama 
without importing milk from other 
areas at great expense. New and more 
expensive sources of supply will have 
to be developed. Then when the diver­
sion payment program is terminated, 
Alabama would be without the local 
supplies and would then have to be 
again developed with great disruption 
to this industry. 

It appears to me that we need to 
maintain these local supplies. I am not 
in any way suggesting that they be 
maintained at unreasonable price 
levels. But, local farmers ought to re­
ceive at least the same price for their 
milk for fluid use as milk dealers are 
paying for alternative milk supplies 
brought into Alabama. In the milk 
orders the class I price is the price 
which dairy farmers receive for their 
milk which is used in fluid form by 
consumers. It is a combination of ( 1) a 
base price which is the average price 
paid to dairy farmers in Minnesota 
and Wisconsin for milk of manufactur­
ing grade quality; and, (2) a differen­
tial which includes an amount equal to 
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1 V2 cents per hundredweight for every 
10 miles the regulated market is in dis­
tance from Wisconsin. This 1 ¥2 cents 
per hundredweight represented the es­
timated cost of transporting milk in 
the days the class I pricing formula 
was developed. It is to the policy of 
those days that I am now suggesting 
we return, that is, to have the local 
prices for class I milk be made equal to 
the cost of good quality milk brought 
in from alternate sources which were 
in those days and also now located in 
Minnesota and Wisconsin. But that 11/2 

cents per hundredweight included in 
milk orders has not changed since 
1968. Present rates for moving milk 
are running in the vicinity of 3.5 cents 
per hundredweight. It is my informa­
tion that many cooperatives through­
out the country have been urging the 
Department of Agriculture to hold 
hearings to increase the rate. The res­
toration of these rates to reflect more 
closely the present day costs would 
cause no marketing problems and 
would tend to correct some that now 
exist. Because of the need to keep 
close alignment of prices in Federal 
orders, the change would have to be 
made in all milk orders. 

Certain other possible inequities 
might be avoided by making the 
change. Federal milk orders cover only 
about 70 percent of the fluid milk in 
the country. Some States have their 
own State orders and in those orders 
class I prices do not change with a 
change in the price support levels. As 
a result, their differential over manu­
facturing grade milk will increase with 
a drop in the price support level for 
manufacturing mille In other markets, 
including some with Federal milk 
orders, higher prices for class I milk 
will be negotiated. In all Federal order 
markets, the prices paid by all milk 
dealers, both those who buy local 
milk, as well as those who will have 
the burden of bringing in the more ex­
pensive other source milk, will be more 
nearly equal. All in all, a much more 
equitable and stable marketing situa­
tion will prevail. 

Therefore, it is my recommendation 
that the proposal before us be amend­
ed by requiring the Secretary of Agri­
culture to hold public hearings for the 
purpose of receiving evidence to deter­
mine the amount that class I differen­
tial in all Federal milk orders should 
be increased to reflect more nearly the 
cost of transporting milk. 

I believe the chairman of the com­
mittee and the ranking minority 
member will accept this. It is not a 
controversial amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HEFLIN. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. HELMS. It certainly is not con­

troversial with me in terms of accept­
ing the amendment. There may be a 
discussion of it in conference, about 
the details. For our side, I will say to 

the Senator from Alabama we accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. We are pre­
pared to accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

The amendment <No. 2305) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2306 

<Purpose: to amend the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act, as amended and reenacted by 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937, to authorize the development 
of marketing orders for eggs) 
Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, I 

send another amendment to the desk 
which I have discussed with the chair­
man and ranking member of this com­
mittee. This amendment deals with 
eggs. It would provide for domestic egg 
producers to have an opportunity to 
develop a marketing order for the egg 
industry. We have had hearings on 
this. Of course, this is not mandatory. 

Mr. HELMS. Has the amendment 
been reported? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has not been reported. 
The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Alabama <Mr. HEFLIN) 
proposes amendment numbered 2306. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis­
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 53, after line 15, insert a new title 

as follows: 
"TITLE III-EGGS 

"SEc. 301. This title may be cited as the 
"Egg Adjustment Act of 1983". 

"SEc. 302. The Agricultural Adjustment 
Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), reenacted with 
amendments by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, is amended in the 
first sentence of section 8c(2) by striking 
out "poultry (but not excepting turkeys), 
eggs <but not excepting turkey hatching 
eggs)," and inserting in lieu thereof "poul­
try <but not excepting turkeys and not ex­
cepting poultry which produce commercial 
eggs),"; and in subsection (I) of section 8c(6) 
by inserting after the word "pecans," and 
before the word "avocados,", the word 
"eggs,". 

Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, I 
have furnished copies of this amend­
ment to the chairman and to the rank­
ing member. They have had hearings 
on this. 

This amendment would allow for 
hearings to be held and for the egg 
people to get together with the Secre­
tary of Agriculture to make determi-

nations as to whether or not they 
would like to have this. This would 
mean that it could be available, pro­
vided the egg producers of the country 
wanted to develop it and the Secretary 
wanted to develop it. 

Madam President, I rise today to 
offer an amendment to S. 1529 which 
would provide domestic egg producers 
with the opportunity to develop a 
marketing order for the egg industry. 

This amendment is similar to my 
bill, S. 1368, which was subject to 
hearings on July 14 before the sub­
committee. I have modified it slightly 
to reflect the testimony received at 
that hearing. 

This amendment would amend the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937 which provides producers 
of numerous agricultural commodities 
the opportunity to establish market­
ing orders. My amendment would 
merely provide egg producers the same 
opportunity which producers of these 
other commodities currently enjoy. 

This amendment would not be man­
datory in the sense that it would not 
force the egg industry to develop a 
marketing order. This decision would 
be left to the industry and the Secre­
tary of Agriculture. Any such order 
would have to be developed with the 
cooperation and joint efforts of the in­
dustry and the USDA. Moreover, the 
public would have ample input and op­
portunity for hearing. I am hopeful 
that my distinguished colleague from 
North Carolina and chairman of the 
Senate Agriculture Committee will 
accept this noncontroversial amend­
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I 
support the Heflin amendment, and I 
encourage the Senate to adopt it. 

These past few years have been espe­
cially difficult for America's egg pro­
ducers. Forced to sell their product at 
prices below their cost of production 
for some time now, many egg produc­
ers have chosen to leave the business. 
From October 1981 to December 1982, 
the number of egg producers has 
dropped from more than 6,000 to less 
than 4,000. 

The difficulties which our egg pro­
ducers are experiencing has much to 
do with their shrinking export sales. 
In 1981, our egg producers exported 
234 million dozen eggs. Their largest 
markets were in Japan and Iraq. In 
1982, our egg producers saw their total 
exports decline by 31 percent, with 
sales to Japan and Iraq falling 37 per­
cent. The decline so far this year, how­
ever, has been even worse. From Janu­
ary to March exports were down 52 
percent from the same period in 1982. 

Most of the decline in U.S. export 
sales of eggs has nothing to do with 
the efficiency of our producers. 
Rather, our egg producers and their 
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export markets have fallen prey to 
predatory subsidies employed by other 
nations. Countries such as France and 
Brazil, in order to infiltrate traditional 
U.S. markets, commonly employ 
export subsidies of 9 to 11 cents per 
dozen. 

While it has been estimated that our 
falling egg exports alone have caused 
a 4 cents per dozen decline in farm 
prices for our egg producers over a 1-
year period, this is not the only prob­
lem they face. No doubt, the escalat­
ing support mechanisms adopted by 
Congress for the grain programs has 
combined with other disruptions in 
these programs to further exacerbate 
the price squeeze which egg producers 
now find themselves in. 

The Agriculture Committee has al­
ready taken action to help bring our 
egg producers through these difficult 
times. Earlier this year, the committee 
reported out S. 822, the Agricultural 
Export Equity and Market Expansion 
Act of 1983. As part of this legislation, 
it is required that the remaining $90 
million of the Helms export promotion 
amendment money provided in the 
1982 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act be used for price or credit subsi­
dies for exports of value added Ameri­
can agricultural products. The legisla­
tion specifies that at least $20 million 
of this money be used for poultry and 
eggs. As this legislation is currently 
awaiting floor action, 10 committee 
members recently signed a letter to 
President Reagan encouraging him to 
use part of the Helms promotion 
amendment money to facilitate an egg 
sale to Iraq. 

In order to help egg producers help 
themselves, Senator HEFLIN has pro­
posed the amendment now before us. 
This is a simple amendment; all it does 
is include eggs in the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, and 
in this way, authorizes egg producers 
to develop a marketing order. This 
amendment does not implement a 
marketing order, and does not require 
that the industry develop one. It 
simply provides the industry with the 
opportunity which so many other com­
modities now have to consider wheth­
er it wants and needs the types of pro­
grams provided for under the act. 

I think it is important to note that if 
the industry does decide that a mar­
keting order or agreement is desired, it 
will be developed by the industry in 
cooperation with the USDA. The 
order, or agreement must be approved 
by two-thirds of domestic egg produc­
ers, or a majority of producers respon­
sible for two-thirds of total U.S. egg 
production. In addition, the Secretary 
of Agriculture has veto power over 
anything the industry may develop. 

I have found that egg producer 
groups are unanimous in their agree­
ment that their product be included in 
the 1937 act. While all involved realize 
that the Heflin amendment is neither 

a cure-all nor an immediate remedy, 
the amendment does provide produc­
ers with the same opportunity and 
flexibility to help themselves that pro­
ducers of many other agricultural 
products already have. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Madam Presi­
dent, we likewise support this amend­
ment and urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

The amendment <No. 2306) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the dis­
tinguished Senator from Montana 
calls up an amendment, and after it is 
reported by the clerk, that it be made 
the pending business after we return 
to the bill tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2307 

<Purpose: To limit the application of the 
milk assessment and diversion programs 
to areas in which a federal milk marketing 
order is in effect) 
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Montana <Mr. BAucus) 
proposes an amendment numbered 2307. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask unanimous con­
sent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 4, line 11, insert after the period 

the following new sentence: "At the discre­
tion of the Secretary this paragraph applies 
only to a producer who produces any quan­
tity of milk in a production area specified in 
a marketing order issued under section Be of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amend­
ed and reenacted by the Agricultural Mar­
keting Agreement Act of 1937 (7 U.S.C. 
608c).". 

On page 6, line 2, insert after the period 
the following new sentence: "At the discre­
tion of the Secretary this paragraph applies 
only to a producer who produces any quan­
tity of milk in a production area specified in 
a marketing order issued under section Be of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amend­
ed and reenacted by the Agricultural Mar­
keting Agreement Act of 1937 (7 U.S.C. 
608c).". 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
thank the chairman of the committee 
for making provision that this amend­
ment be the pending business when 
the Senate convenes tomorrow morn­
ing. I yield the floor. 

STATEMENT ON AMENDMENT NO. 2297 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I voted 
reluctantly to table Senator METZ­
ENBAUM's amendment to eliminate the 
tobacco program because it would 
have made too drastic a change in the 
Federal tobacco program and would, 
therefore, cause great economic hard­
ship for those involved in that busi­
ness. 

I agree with my colleague from Ohio 
that the Federal Government should 
not be involved in the tobacco business 
because smoking tobacco has been 
proven to have many serious health 
effects. 

It is important, however, that any 
changes in the tobacco program, not 
inadvertently cause the price of tobac­
co to decrease-thereby making ciga­
rettes more attractive to potential new 
smokers. Rapid elimination of the al­
lotment could well reduce tobacco 
prices. I hope that any future propos­
als to abolish the tobacco allotment 
program would not have the effect of 
lowering the price of tobacco products 
as this amendment well could. 

This amendment of my colleague 
from Ohio is some improvement upon 
previous attempts at abolishing the to­
bacco program. He has recognized to 
an extent the economic hardships that 
would face small tobacco farmers from 
the elimination of the allotment and 
support programs. However, the tobac­
co allotment system and price support 
program should be phased out gradu­
ally, with appropriate reimbursement 
to those small farmers who would 
suffer the most from the abolition of 
the allotment system. I hope such a 
balanced and fair program will be 
brought before the Congress in the 
near future. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I 
intend to support this dairy legislation 
we are considering today. While the 
bill does not provide a dairy program 
that is completely to my liking or to 
the benefit of dairy farmers in Missis­
sippi, it does represent a compromise 
between the various groups in the 
dairy industry, the Congress, and the 
administration. For that reason, and 
because many of our dairy farmers are 
on the brink of failure, I think it is im­
portant to act today to accept the pro­
visions of S. 1529, the dairy compro­
mise package. 

This legislation repeals the author­
ity of the Secretary of Agriculture to 
collect a $1 assessment on every hun­
dredweight of milk sold commercially. 
This is probably the most important 
part of this legislation, since that as­
sessment is causing such hardship on 
our farmers and is doing nothing to 
reduce production. In fact, it is en­
couraging production. 

I have some concern about one por­
tion of the bill in particular, the paid 
diversion program. I agree with the 
intent of the program but I am con-
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cerned about the impact this program 
may have on another part of our agri­
culture community, the beef cattle in­
dustry. I have been assured by the De­
partment of Agriculture that this leg­
islation provides them with the tools 
they need to see that those dairy 
cattle which are taken out of milk pro­
duction are not flooded onto the beef 
market all at once. However, I wanted 
to reiterate this concern because I 
think it is very important that we do 
not provide help to one part of our ag­
riculture community at the expense of 
another. I intend to keep my eye on 
the dairy program to see that this does 
not happen. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation which is 
desperately needed by our dairy farm­
ers. 

Thank you. 
Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. President, it is 

my hope that the Senate will act 
today on S. 1529, better known as the 
dairy compromise. 

The pending dairy compromise, de­
veloped jointly by the Senate and 
House Agriculture Committees work­
ing diligently with the dairy industry 
and the administration, represents a 
reasoned and comprehensive solution 
to the dairy surplus problem. USDA's 
own economic projections show the 
compromise measure to be drastically 
superior to the current law-as well as 
other proposals under consideration­
in terms of lowering milk production, 
reducing net Commodity Credit Cor­
poration <CCC) purchases, and de­
creasing Government held dairy prod­
uct inventories. 

The dairy compromise is designed to 
move quickly to restore the needed 
supply demand balance in the dairy in­
dustry by providing an incentive to 
dairy farmers to reduce milk produc­
tion. It also aims at expanding con­
sumption of milk and dairy products 
through establishment of a dairy 
farmer funded and directed program 
of promotion of milk and dairy prod­
ucts. This combination of efforts is 
aimed at reducing Commodity Credit 
Corporation purchases of dairy prod­
ucts under the price support program 
and cutting Government costs. 

The compromise will cut the cost of 
the dairy program nearly $1.4 billion 
next year and to $989 million in fiscal 
year 1984 according to USDA esti­
mates. Commodity Credit Corporation 
purchases of surplus dairy products 
will be cut from 16.3 billion pounds to 
0.5 billion pounds over the same time 
period. The compromise will do this 
fairly and effectively without putting 
many young and highly leveraged 
farmers out of business. 

We all are aware of the high cost of 
the current dairy program. A program 
that cost the Government $56 million 
in 1979 skyrocketed to $1 billion in 
1980, to $2 billion in 1981, $2 billion in 
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1982, and is likely to cost as much as 
$3 billion this year. 

We need to pass the dairy compro­
mise today because the current law of 
assessing dairy farmers $1 per hun­
dredweight on all milk marketed has 
not proved to be effective in reducing 
milk production and is extremely 
unfair. During the period that the as­
sessment has been collected, milk pro­
duction has actually increased because 
dairy producers saw their milk checks 
shrink while their costs have contin­
ued in increase. The natural reaction 
is to increase production in order to 
cover fixed and variable costs. 

Since April 16, over $250 million has 
been collected in assessments with no 
evidence to suggest that this approach 
is effective in slowing milk output. 
The assessments threaten to cost dairy 
farmers nearly $1.5 billion in fiscal 
year 1984-dealing not only a devastat­
ing blow to farmers, but also to the 
broad range of businesses dependent 
on dairying in rural economies 
throughout the Nation. 

The dairy compromise provides a 
sensible and effective solution to milk 
surpluses by offering dairy farmers 
strong individual incentives to reduce 
production. The program features $10 
per hundredweight diversion pay­
ments for producers who reduce mar­
ketings from 5 to 30 percent of their 
history. This plan is based on supply 
management with an added incentive 
principle. 

Other major elements of the dairy 
compromise include: A mandatory 50 
cents per hundredweight assessment 
which will be used to finance diversion 
payments; a 50 cent per hundred­
weight reduction in the milk price sup­
port program with further reductions 
if milk production is not sufficiently 
curtailed during the diversion program 
and; a national advertising and promo­
tion program, funded entirely by dairy 
farmers, to alleviate milk surpluses by 
increasing consumption. 

The compromise balances the inter­
est of taxpayers, consumers, and dairy 
producers. It cuts the taxpayer cost of 
the dairy program to less than one­
third of what it will cost in 1983. It re­
duces the farm price of milk in order 
to help reduce the retail cost of milk 
and milk products. It has an effective 
incentive plan to induce farmers to 
reduce production, which will be fi­
nanced by the farmers themselves. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join with me in order to pass the 
compromise bill. Dairy farmers in my 
home State of South Dakota as well as 
from across the Nation need congres­
sional action on dairy legislation. The 
$1 per hundredweight which is being 
collected is ruinous for dairy farmers. 
Although some Members of this body 
may advocate dropping the support 
price, doing so will not save the tax­
payers money. Cutting the support 
price actually increases taxpayer costs 

as farmers produce more to make up 
for the price cut. The consecutive 
monthly increases in production which 
have occurred during the period in 
which the $1 assessment has been col­
lected provide clear evidence of how 
counterproductive any effort to reduce 
surpluses is in the absence of a paid in­
centive program. Taxpayers will only 
get relief if the surplus is eliminated; 
this can only be accomplished through 
a paid incentive program to cut pro­
duction. 

Straight price cuts, like the assess­
ments, run the risk of forcing many 
dairy farm families out of business. 
With milk price supports frozen for 3 
years now, dairy families are being 
squeezed by the rapid surge in feed 
prices caused by the combined impact 
of the summer drought and the PIK 
program. 

Other production costs for equip­
ment, electricity, and interest also 
have risen at alarming rates, pushing 
many dairy families to the point of 
economic ruin. A drop in the support 
price without an incentive program to 
reduce production is ill-conceived and 
disastrous. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to vote for the dairy compromise. Al­
though I do not endorse enthusiasti­
cally all provisions of the compromise, 
such as a continuation of one 50 cent 
assessment and a drop of the support 
price, I will support it because it truly 
is a compromise which was worked out 
by proponents and opponents of the 
dairy price support program. It is 
much better than the alternatives of 
either continuing the $1 assessment or 
dropping the support price to $11.60 
per hundredweight without any diver­
sion payments. 

The compromise is supported strong­
ly by virtually all of the major dairy 
cooperatives and their member 
owners. Eighty percent of the milk 
production across the country is mar­
keted by farmers through the coopera­
tives they own and operate. The over­
whelming support for the compromise 
is clear evidence of dairy farmers' 
thoughts on dairy legislation. 

Dairy farmers are fully aware of the 
need to address the dairy surplus prob­
lem. It must, however, be addressed in 
a manner that will have the least pos­
sible adverse impact on dairy farmers 
and their ability to meet the needs of 
the markets they serve. 

For these reasons, I urge prompt 
passage of S. 1529. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr President, the 
dairy support program as we all know 
is out of control. Steps must be taken 
now to reduce the amount of the dairy 
surplus and the high cost of support 
prices. Senator HAWKINS and I intro­
duced the National Dairy Equity Act 
of 1983 to stop the budget hemorrhage 
caused by the runaway dairy support 
program. The approach we advocate is 
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to lower the support price by $1, not 
level any fee, not create a mandatory 
National Dairy Promotion Board, not 
create a diversion program, but to use 
a tested method of price support re­
duction. Along with the reduction the 
Secretary would keep the price sup­
port at $12.50 per hundredweight until 
Government purchases drop to below 
7 billion pounds annually. If purchases 
were less than 7 billion, but more than 
5 billion then the new support price 
could be raised to $12.60. If purchases 
the next year were less than 5 billion, 
the old support price of $13.10 would 
be restored. 

This approach, coupling a temporary 
price reduction with a mechanism for 
restoring prices when Government 
purchases fall, is fair to consumers 
and farmers alike. Lower support 
prices mean lower consumer prices for 
milk, cheese, and butter, with con­
sumer savings distributed in a progres­
sive fashion. The poor spend 5 percent 
of their income on dairy products as 
compared to the well-to-do who spend 
only 1 percent. I hope that you will 
join me in an effort to achieve budget­
ary savings in a way that treats farm­
ers, consumers, and taxpayers fairly. 
• Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, as a 
Senator from Wisconsin, the Nation's 
No. 1 dairy State, I feel it is imperative 
for me to voice my concern over two 
provisions of the dairy compromise bill 
laid before us today. The two provi­
sions deal with direct cuts in the sup­
port price and the mandated promo­
tion plan. 

I cannot, in good conscience, support 
a program that calls for direct cuts in 
the support price. Proponents of this 
measure point to the fact that the 
present dairy program is costing the 
Government billions of dollars. They 
also say that dairy farmers are getting 
rich on Government subsidies. I 
strongly disagree. I invite my col­
leagues to visit the dairy farms in Wis­
consin where the average herd size is 
42 cows, the average farm size is less 
than 200 acres, the farms are operated 
by farm families not by corporations 
and net income per dairy farm last 
year was approximately $16,500. If my 
colleagues feel that farmers are get­
ting rich on dairy subsidies, I tell them 
to look again. 

The price paid to dairy farmers has 
been frozen for better than 2 years. By 
directly cutting the support price we 
are jeapordizing their livelihoods. 
Dairymen's management capabilities 
are already pressed to the utmost by 
rising production costs and living ex­
penses. 

The Senate recently voted them­
selves a pay raise. I did not support 
this raise, yet I have dairy farmers ask 
me how the Senate can vote to in­
crease their salaries, while at the same 
time vote to cut dairy farmer's pay­
checks. Can anyone here today answer 
that question? 

The second provision of the compro­
mise that I am concerned with deals 
with the National Promotion Plan. I 
have no objection to promotion, per 
se, but to mandate such a program 
without dairy farmer's input is absurd. 
As these farmers will be the ones to 
pay for this program, they should be 
given the chance to vote on it. This 
provision is a blatant example of Gov­
ernment meddling. I strongly believe 
that if the dairy farmers want a pro­
motion program, they should be the 
ones to decide, not the U.S. Senate. 

Should this provision pass intact, it 
will set a poor precedent for future 
legislation of this type. What is to stop 
Congress from voting a mandatory 
promotion program for corn, rice, 
cotton, beef, pork, and other commod­
ities? As I stated before, I have no ob­
jection to the promotion of products, 
yet I question the way we are dealing 
with this issue today. 

Mr. President, my record of voting 
for dairy legislation has been consist­
ent. It has been one directed at main­
taining a reasonable and fair dairy 
price support program. I understand 
we have a good number of amend­
ments pending on this compromise. I 
will listen with interest as these 
amendments are considered, and will 
cast my vote on the compromise ac­
cordingly. 

I would hope that we can resolve 
this issue today. For too long the dairy 
price support program has been a 
roller coaster affair with no positive 
direction. Time after time, we have 
witnessed the ups and downs. We have 
been laboring in a state of limbo, un­
fairly leaving our dairy farmers unsure 
of what to expect. It has been frustrat­
ing for all. 

I feel it is time the Senate "bite the 
bullet" and move a dairy plan 
through. We have waited too long and 
the longer we wait the more frustrat­
ing and difficult the situation be­
comes. In the best interest of all, I 
urge my colleagues to act in a respon­
sible manner by voting final passage of 
dairy legislation today.e 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I am 
advised by the managers on both sides 
that there is nothing further to be 
done on this bill this evening. The 
Baucus amendment will be the pend­
ing question when we resume consider­
ation of this bill at 10 o'clock tomor­
row. 

There is one other matter to be dealt 
with before we conclude, and that is 
the extension of the unemployment 
benefits bill. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. While awaiting final 

clearance on the extension of unem­
ployment benefits bill, Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
there now be a period for the transac­
tion of routine morning business not 
to extend beyond the hour of 8 o'clock 
during which Senators may speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<The following statements and pro­
ceedings occurred during the day and 
are printed at this point for the pur­
pose of continuity in the RECORD) 

FLIGHT 007 AFTERMATH 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Brit­

ish author and adventurer T. E. Law­
rence once noted that a liar is bad be­
cause he knows the truth and chooses 
to ignore it, but one who tells half­
truths is worse because he does not 
even remember what the truth looks 
like. The Soviet campaign of half­
truths in the aftermath of the attack 
on Korean Air Line flight 007, has suc­
ceeded only in reaffirming the world's 
opinion of Soviet brutality. This is 
clear from the fact that the Soviets 
failed in their efforts to weaken lan­
guage in a resolution passed by the 
International Civil Aviation Organiza­
tion which deplored the Soviet action 
that cost the lives of 269 innocent ci­
vilians from 13 countries. 

It is also clear from a recent report 
in the New York Times, that the offi­
cial Soviet line is no more credible at 
home than it is abroad. Soviet citizens 
have learned to read between the lines 
to discover their government's treach­
ery, and they seem to share the sense 
of horror felt by all civilized people. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the Times article of October 
2, 1983, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was order to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 4, 19831 
REPORTER'S NOTEBOOK: SOME DOUBTS AMONG 

RUSSIANS ON DOWNING OF JET 

<By John F. Burns) 
Moscow, Oct. 1-A month after a Soviet 

jet fighter shot down Korean Air Lines 
Flight 007 over Sakhalin Island, the inci­
dent has maintained a surprising momen­
tum here, despite Kremlin efforts to switch 
public attention back to the "military 
threat" posed by the United States. 

Conversations with some Russians suggest 
that the campaign to persuade them the 
Soviet Union bears no guilt and no lasting 
stigma in world affairs may have been less 
successful than Westerners here originally 
thought, at least among the more educated. 

An engineer, a university lecturer and an 
industrial manager who discussed the 
matter in separate conversation, as well as 
others. indicated that members of the 
middle class had a fairly accurate idea of 
what happened to the airliner, and that 
quite a number were uneasy about it. 

One man, returning to Moscow after a 
summer vacation, said he and his friends 
had known from the first ambiguous state­
ment by Tass, the official press agency, that 
a disaster had occurred and that the victims 
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must have been on a civilian aircraft, facts 
unmentioned by Tass. 

'TERRIBLE MISTAKE' INFERRED 

The man said that subsequent announce­
ments, up to the admission on Sept. 6 that 
the plane had been shot down, convinced 
them that a "terrible mistake" had been 
made by the Soviet armed forces and that 
Moscow was engaged in an exercise in 
damage control. 

The man drew his conclusions in a famil­
iar fashion, by reading between the lines of 
official statements, learning as much from 
what was not said as from what was. 

A surprising number of other people 
learned the full story behind the incident 
by listening to Russian-language broadcasts 
from West Germany and Britain and from 
the Voice of America. Although the foreign 
broadcasts were heavily jammed, many Rus­
sians reported during the airliner crisis that, 
as one man put it, "if you want to listen and 
keep searching the dial long enough, you'll 
get a signal." 

Among such people, by no means all dissi­
dents, the words used to describe the fate of 
Flight 007's passengers are little different 
from those heard in the West. 

'HORRIBLE, JUST HORRIBLE' 

"It was horrible, just horrible," said one 
man. "I mean, they actually shot down an 
airliner. It's unimaginable." 

Those voicing such comments said that 
the airliner's deviation from its flight path 
needed clarifying, but there seemed little 
disposition to accept the official argument 
that the suspicion that it was on a spying 
mission justified shooting it down. 

Against this, many other Russians, par­
ticularly those in blue-collar jobs, seemed 
content to accept the Government's argu­
ment that the defense of the country's 
"sacred borders" out-weighed the loss of 
life. 

The number of casualties was officially 
mentioned only twice, in the Government 
newspaper Izvestia and a Moscow paper, So­
vetskaya Rossiya. But even the death toll of 
269 failed to shift the convictions of those 
whose instinct was to back the authorities. 
"I don't think that's so many, when you 
consider how many people died in the war," 
was a typical comment. 

Although Western envoys here have aban­
doned any hope that Soviet officials will 
heed demands for an apology and for com­
pensation for the casualties, diplomatic ef­
forts to win Soviet cooperation in the affair 
continue almost every day. 

But even when requests are presented in a 
manner designed to avoid the issue of 
blame, the Foreign Ministry here has react­
ed in a peremptory fashion, refusing even to 
accept the notes on which the requests are 
put forward. 

One ambassador whose nation had several 
citizens aboard the South Korean plane 
went to the Foreign Ministry this week with 
a note listing the names and personal par­
ticulars, including passport numbers. 

Among other things, the note asked that 
any human remains or belongings be re­
turned to the country concerned, and re­
quested that the Soviet authorities consider 
issuing provisional death certificates to 
speed up legal processes for the victims' 
families. A senior official of the ministry's 
consular department pushed the note 
straight back across the table and with a 
stone face ended the encounter. 

Another ambassador, treated in similar 
fashion, admitted he had abandoned his 
diplomatic demeanor. "I said to this bloke, 

'Listen to me, because my Government 
would like you to understand something of 
the human dimensions of this thing. I want 
you to imagine the scene aboard that air­
craft as those people went to their watery 
graves, crying out for help and grasping for 
their loved ones. This is what occurred, and 
when you respond to us in this fashion it 
would be as well if you thought about it a 
little.'" 

Another prominent Western ambassador 
reacted by cutting off social contacts with 
Russian officials, a decision that involved 
telling one group of Soviet guests that a 
dinner dance had been canceled, then rein­
stituting the occasion, without them, as a 
dinner. The ambassador's wife has made her 
feelings known in another way. Since the 
airliner went down, she has dressed only in 
black on formal occasions. 

In putting its case before the Soviet 
public, the Kremlin showed something of its 
attitude toward Western news organiza­
tions. In general, these are denounced here 
for their "lies" and "distortions," but after 
the airliner was shot down, Tass and the 
principal newspapers reprinted dozens of 
items from Western papers in the effort to 
prove Moscow's case that the Korean jet was 
spying. 

The calculation seemed to be that Soviet 
readers doubtful of the official Government 
account would be convinced when they saw 
what seemed to be support for the official 
version coming from The New York Times, 
The Washington Post and other newspapers 
in the West. But many of the citations were 
taken out of their context or otherwise doc­
tored to distort their intent. 

For example, a long article that appeared 
in Pravda last week quoted triumphantly 
from a British television report to show that 
Britain's Civil Aviation Authority had run 
simulations and seemingly concluded that it 
was "an absolute impossibility" for the 
Korean plane to have deviated so far from 
its course as a result of crew error or naviga­
tional failure. 

QUITE A DIFFERENT CONCLUSION 

In fact, the British authority's investiga­
tion had concluded that if the Korean pilot 
had made a mistake of a single notch in set­
ting one switch on his automatic pilot, plac­
ing the aircraft on a compass heading in­
stead of a pre-set, computer-guided course, 
it could have ended up five miles from 
where it was shot down. 

Perhaps the most illuminating example 
was a Tass item on Sept. 16 reporting that 
the Soviet Embassy in Canberra had re­
ceived a letter on the airliner incident from 
"the Australian pilot F. James with 46 
years' seniority.'' 

Tass quoted Mr. James as saying that "a 
growing number of pilots" were like him, 
"indignant" at the Australian Government's 
having been drawn into the "propaganda 
campaign of distorting facts" put out by 
Washington. What Tass did not mention 
was that Francis James is an elderly Austra­
lian maverick with leftist sympathies whose 
flying experiences were in World War II. 

The Korean airliner incident illuminated 
the Soviet system in many unexpected ways, 
mainly in the glimpses it gave of the work­
ings of the armed forces. For Western ana­
lysts, one bonus was the appearance at a 
two-hour news conference of Marshal Niko­
lai V. Ogarkov, the Chief of the General 
Staff, who was previously to be glimpsed 
only on ceremonial occasions in Red Square. 

Although the case he presented convinced 
few diplomats, the marshal's demeanor was 
generally considered impressive. 

An engineer by training, Marshal Ogarkov 
is perhaps the outstanding example of the 
new generation of technically skilled offi­
cers who were advanced rapidly under the 
leadership of Nikita S. Khrushchev, who be­
lieved that the armed forces needed a 
younger, more efficient general officer corps 
than the one that took over in the after­
math of World War II. 

Now aged 65 and in his seventh year as 
the nation's top soldier, Marshal Ogarkov 
·rose to the top on the strength of his skills 
as an overseer of weapons procurement and 
research programs. 

EVERY INCH A PROFESSIONAL 

At the new~ conference, he was every inch 
an accomplished general staff officer, run­
ning through the Soviet version of the 
Korean plane's flight to destruction 
smoothly and with barely a sign of irritation 
at the blunt questions that came from West­
ern newsmen. 

When one reporter asked if the Kremlin 
was prepared to risk war on the decision of 
local military commanders, and another 
asked sarcastically if the defense of the na­
tion's "sacred borders" was worth 269 lives, 
he responded calmly, as though a dry run at 
the general staff headquarters had prepared 
him for every question. 

With Defense Minister Dmitri F. Ustinov 
nearing his 75th birthday, Marshal Ogarkov 
heads the short list of those expected by 
many Western diplomats to be his eventual 
successor. On the basis of his performance 
at the news conference, many diplomats be­
lieved the marshal could be a formidable 
figure, particularly at a time when the 
Soviet military's political influence appears 
to be running high. 

"He's smart, and he's tough, and he's cool, 
and the way he's handling this business 
shows that he can take a bad brief and give 
it a pretty good run," one Western envoy 
said. "What more could the Kremlin want?" 

LECH W ALESA'S NOBEL PRIZE 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­

dent, Alfred Nobel established annual 
awards, to be given to those men and 
women whose work in physics, chemis­
try, medicine, physiology, literature, 
and peace was deserving of exceptional 
recognition. In that last and most im­
portant category-peace-the prize 
has been bestowed on some of the 
greatest men and women of our centu­
ry. These recipients have contributed 
to the fundamental stability of our 
world, and to the quality of human 
life. Recent recipients have included 
Mother Theresa, Anwar Sadat, Mena­
chem Begin, and Soviet dissident 
Andre Sakharov. 

Yesterday, the peace prize was 
awarded to Lech Walesa, leader of the 
outlawed Polish labor union, Solidari­
ty. Walesa has championed the cause 
of freedom of association and basic 
human rights in a time and place 
where those causes are anathema. He 
has gone toe-to-toe with the Soviet-in­
spired repression in his native Poland, 
and he bears the scars, He was impris­
oned, slandered, and humiliated by a 
system that has nothing but contempt 
for the dignity of its own people. He 
was dismissed from his job, and his 
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union was broken up by force. But at a 
recent sports event, people in the audi­
ence learned that Walesa was there, 
and that it was his birthday. Sudden­
ly, without any prompting, thousands 
in the stadium rose to sing him 
"Happy Birthday." No amount of re­
pression or fear can suppress the kind 
of spirit that Walesa has ignited in his 
fellow countrymen, and they hold the 
man-and what he stands for-in a 
special place in their hearts. 

In its citation, the Nobel Committee 
said Walesa's battle for worker's rights 
has been characterized by "A determi­
nation to solve his country's problems 
through negotiation and cooperation." 
They went on to say that "This contri­
bution is of vital importance to the 
wider campaign to secure universal 
freedom to organize." 

W alesa is an ordinary working 
man-an electrician-who saw the 
need for fundamental change in his 
society and went on to bring about 
that change through peaceful means. 
Working men and women in this coun­
try identify with him, and support him 
in his efforts to achieve the basic 
rights that Solidarity sought. The 
Polish Government knows all too well 
that the imposition of martial law did 
not stop the inexorable movement 
toward those goals. The pride and dig­
nity of the Polish people will not be 
submerged by force. The selection of 
Lech Walesa as recipient of the Nobel 
Peace Prize renews that pride and the 
legitimacy of Walesa's struggle. I con­
gratulate him; and wish him every suc­
cess. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the news story 
announcing the award. 

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

NOBEL PEACE PRIZE 

<By Chris Lund> 
OsLo <UPI>.-Lech Walesa, the electrician 

who led Poland's Solidarity trade union in a 
defiant quest for freedom under a Commu­
nist regime, won the 1983 Nobel Peace Prize, 
the Nobel Commit tee announced Wednes­
day. 

The committee citation said Walesa's 
battle to win workers' rights from the 
Warsaw government has been characterized 
"by a determination to solve his country's 
problem through negotiation and coopera­
tion" and his efforts "will contribute to are­
laxation of international tension." 

When the news came, Walesa was picking 
mushrooms near his home in Gdansk, 
Poland, and unaware he had become the 
first Pole ever to win the Nobel Peace Prize. 

" I am so happy, so happy," his wife 
Danuta, said in disbelief. " I cannot say how 
happy I am. It's wonderful. I told him not to 
go out. Now he'll be the last to know." 

"It is a great thing for him and for the 
whole nation," said Walesa's priest, Rev. 
Henryk Jankowski. "Walesa symbolizes the 
nation." 

In Warsaw, the Polish Government re­
fused to comment on the award, which came 
at the height of government propaganda 

campaign accusing Walesa of trying to stash 
$1 million in the Vatican Bank. 

Committee Chairman Egil Aaryik ac­
knowledged the choice of Walesa would not 
please Poland's military rulers. 

Walesa was notified by telegram he had 
won the prize and was invited to the Dec. 10 
award ceremony in Oslo. "We don't expect 
anything but we very strongly hope he 
comes," Aaryik said. 

The committee praised his "considerable 
personal sacrifice" in battling for workers' 
rights-including nearly a year of detention 
while Poland was under the martial law de­
clared in December 1981. 

"This contribution is of vital importance 
in the wider campaign to secure universal 
freedom to organize- a human right as de­
fined by the United Nations," the commit­
tee said. 

Other nominees for the prize this year in­
cluded Desmond Tutu, a black Anglican 
bishop active in fighting South Africa's 
apartheid policy, and former U.S. Middle 
East enjoy Philip Habib. 

Prize winners receive a gold medal and 
monetary prize that this year is 1.5 million 
Swedish kronor <$200,000). It is uncertain 
how Walesa will collect or whether he will 
be allowed to travel to Oslo to receive his 
prize. 

ANOTHER VOICE AGAINST 
HIGHER PHONE RATES 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, an edito­
rial in the New York Times urges that 
the Senate not rush to judgment on S. 
1660, the bill which interjects the Con­
gress into the morass surrounding the 
break up of the American Telephone 
& Telegraph Co. 

This is my feeling exactly-that 
haste is only going to complicate an al­
ready complex situation, rather than 
improve it. 

Even though we are distracted at the 
moment, Mr. President, by the impor­
tant business at hand, I beseech my 
colleagues to pay particular attention 
to developments in the telecommuni­
cations field. All of us must be thor­
oughly briefed on this vital matter, 
lest we compound the situation by 
making serious and long-reaching mis­
takes. 

I request unanimous consent, Mr. 
President, that the editorial from the 
New York Times be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

[From the New York Times, Oct. 6, 1983] 
PUTTING CONGRESS ON HOLD 

The Federal Communications Commission 
wants residential telephone users to pay $2 
a month and businesses as much as $6 a 
month for access to long distance. But Con­
gress, fearful of a backlash when the pro­
posed rates start in January, threatens to 
overrule the decision. That would be an ill­
informed mistake. 

To the F.C.C.'s critics, the access charges 
are another assault on common sense by 
economic theoreticians bent on tinkering 
with the best telephone system in the world. 
In fact, flat-fee access charges are no threat 
to phone service. Far from it. They would 
produce better service for no more money. 

Congress seems not to understand that-and 
should not rush to judge until it does. 

A few decades ago, long distance was an 
expensive luxury in a telephone system 
built primarily for local use. The way long­
distance costs were apportioned was rela­
tively unimportant. But new technology has 
dramatically changed the economics of tele­
communications. Today, the real cost of 
calling cross-country is only slightly greater 
than calling crosstown. 

Yet for reasons of inertia and politics, the 
regulators have only recently begun to 
adjust rates accordingly. Despite this failure 
to adjust, American phone service remains 
first-rate. Why should we tinker with it 
now? In part, because technology forces us 
to. 

Long-distance callers will pay inflated 
charges only if they have no alternative. 
Now, heavy users can create their own satel­
lite communications systems, entirely by­
passing Ma Bell and her high rates. For the 
moment, such systems carry only a tiny 
fraction of long-distance traffic, but the 
handwriting is on the wall if not in the air­
waves: Long-distance charges must come 
down. 

Long-distance callers share the use of bil­
lions in equipment in local phone company 
offices. On average, a quarter of the mes­
sages traveling along local wires are long­
distance. To compensate the local phone 
companies, long-distance users are now 
billed for about a quarter of the local equip­
ment costs, about 15 cents a minute. 

What's wrong with that? Once local sys­
tems are built, it costs little or nothing to 
provide access to long distance. The 15-cent­
a-minute charge thus needlessly discourages 
long-distance calls. So Billy calls home from 
college once a month rather than once a 
week. Businesses spend $4 to type and mail 
a message that would cost the phone compa­
nies only $3 to handle. Multiply that by mil­
lions of long-distance calls not made each 
day and you get some idea of what the inef­
ficiency costs. 

With fixed access rates, individual long­
distance calls will cost less, encouraging 
people to make more of them, thus creating 
more efficient use of the whole phone 
system. 

Critics charge that to rely more on fixed 
access fees would force poor people to give 
up their phones. If that were a realistic 
danger, more efficient use of long distance 
might not be worth the social cost. But it's 
not realistic. In fact, the F.C.C. has invited 
phone companies to create cheap, no-frills, 
"life-line" service if they haven't already es­
tablished. it. 

Congress has a choice. It can surrender to 
political panic and vote to retard change, 
hoping that long-distance callers don't find 
ways to beat the overcharges. Or it can 
allow a gradual transition to efficient, cost­
based pricing, taking care to protect access 
to phone service at reasonable prices. And 
that is no choice at all. 

THE WEIRTON STEEL CO. ESOP 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on Sep­

tember 23, the community of Weirton 
W. Va., took a historic vote on a 
matter of potential great significance 
not only to that community but to 
communities all across the Nation. 

For three-quarters of a century, the 
dominant industry-as well as the 
largest private employer-the Weirton 
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has been the local steel mill which op­
erated as a division of Pittsburgh­
headquartered National Steel Corp. 

In order to survive in the beleagured 
steel industry, Weirton's 7,000 steel­
workers voted to utilize an employee 
stock ownership plan <SOP) to buy the 
Weirton facility. In order to undertake 
this historic buyout, the employees 
agreed to reduce their compensation 
approximately 20 percent below that 
of other steelworkers in the United 
States. 

These sacrifices were necessary, not 
only to make the Weirton plant more 
cost competitive, but also to make it fi­
nancially possible for the new compa­
ny to bring its facilities more in line 
with the prevailing state of technology 
in this capital-intensive industry. 

In March of 1981, National Steel an­
nounced that it would no longer invest 
additional funds in the Weirton Divi­
sion, funds that were essential if the 
facility was to remain a financially 
viable entity. At the same time, Na­
tional Steel indicated a willingness to 
cooperate with the Weirton communi­
ty to facilitate an acquistion by the 
employees. 

During the 18% months following 
that announcement, the Weirton com­
munity has demonstrated remarkable 
courage, determination, and resolve in 
undertaking the many complex steps 
required to complete this unique 
transaction. 

In order to coordinate the numerous 
details involved, a joint study commit­
tee was formed, with representatives 
from both labor and management 
working closely together to insure that 
the buyout project continued to move 
forward. The joint study committee 
contracted with consultants in all of 
the many fields of expertise required, 
including attorneys, investment bank­
ers, employee benefit consultants, 
management consultants, and other. 

The Weirton community demon­
strated their support for the efforts of 
the joint study committee by sponsor­
ing a broad range of fund-raising ac­
tivities. The State of West Virginia 
also put its resources behind this 
effort, with Gov. Jay Rockefeller help­
ing to obtain State economic develop­
ment funds to assist the joint study 
committee's efforts. 

West Virginia's fine congressional 
delegation also helped by lending their 
enthusiastic support to this undertak­
ing. In particular, Senators RoBERT 
BYRD and JENNINGS RANDOLPH were in­
strumental in helping to overcome 
Federal regulatory barriers that would 
otherwise have imposed additional 
costs on the firm at a very inoppor­
tune time. 

Mr. President, the support that 
united behind this proposal provides 
an excellent example of how a commu­
nity can find its way out of economic 
adversity. 

The vote approving the employee 
stock ownership plan-82 percent ap­
proval-is, of course, only the first 
step. The ESOP alone is not going to 
save Weirton, although the tax incen­
tives available for ESOP's will help to 
make the acquisition possible. But the 
new Weirton Steel Co. will still need to 
produce a high quality product at a 
competitive price. Fortunately, Weir­
ton has a well-deserved reputation for 
top quality production by a highly 
skilled work force. 

The eyes of the world are going to 
be on Weirton for some time to come. 
Over the next few weeks and months, 
this historic vote will be discussed and 
debated in business and labor circles 
all across the Nation, and, indeed, all 
across the world. 

The Weirton community is stepping 
out in a new direction, a direction that 
I believe can show people the world 
over how the benefits of our system 
can reach out and include people in all 
walks of life. This farsighted and cou­
rageous community has the potential 
to set an example of workability, to 
show other industries, and other na­
tions, how an enterprise-and a com­
munity-can pull together to make it 
through difficult times. 

Their efforts have been a source of 
pride and inspiration to those of us 
who have watched them closely over 
the past year and a half. I know that 
people everywhere join me in wishing 
them great success. 

There have been many articles dis­
cussing the Weirton ESOP as the 
planning proceeded. One of the best 
appeared in the August 13, 1983 edi­
tion of the National Journal. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
that article printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
WORKERS AT WEIRTON STEEL SEE ONLY ONE 
WAY To SAVE THEIR FAILING PLANT: BuY IT 

<By Richard Corrigan) 
WEIRTON, W. VA.-Everyone here knows 

how the most important election ever held 
in this city will come out, even before the 
voting date has been set and the thousand­
page voters' guides have been passed 
around. Don Michaux, a gray-haired shop 
steward at the huge Weirton steel plant, 
cheerily sums up the limited choice that will 
be on the ballot: "It's a two-horse race. One 
of 'em's dead and one of 'em's not." 

The live horse may have its drawbacks, 
but few votes are expected for the alterna­
tive. 

This is an economic election, not a politi­
cal one, and it represents a landmark devel­
opment in U.S. labor-management relations. 
Workers at the Weirton Steel Division of 
National Steel Corp. expect to vote soon­
maybe in September-to swallow cuts in 
wages and benefits as part of a deal in 
which local labor and management will take 
over ownership of the plant. 

If all goes according to plan, the newly in­
dependent Weirton Steel Corp. will become 
the biggest employee-owned company in the 
nation, with annual revenues of up to $1 bil­
lion or more, making it one of the nation's 

top 10 steel companies and a member of the 
Fortune 500 industrials. 

The alternative to accepting the package 
deal is to let National Steel keep the plant. 
But National doesn't want it and has de­
clared that it will cut back its Weirton oper­
ations drastically if the employees don't 
take it over. That would lead to, if not a 
total shutdown of the plant, something very 
close. 

With National's encouragement, Weirton 
jumped at the chance to keep the plant 
going under local ownership. The major 
union at the plant, the Independent Steel­
workers Union, teamed up with the Weirton 
division's management to form a joint study 
committee to engineer a takeover plan. In 
an outpouring of hometown boosterism, 
community groups staged a series of fund­
raising drives to help meet the $2 million­
plus costs of outside advisers. Bake sales, 
telethons, golf outings, "We Can Do It" 
posters and T-shirts and a benefit perform­
ance by Frankie Yankovic and his polka 
band were all part of the campaign. 

The Commerce Department's Economic 
Development Administration chipped in 
$100,000 to help meet initial costs, and the 
city of Weirton is readying an application 
for a $20 million urban development action 
grant from the Housing and Urban Develop­
ment Department. The grant would be used 
for capital improvements inside the steel 
plant. 

Weirton's effort to save the plant has at­
tracted national attention, not because a 
worker-owned plant is a novelty but because 
this smokestack enterprise is so big that it 
dominates the local economy. In its heyday, 
the Weirton plant employed some 13,000 
workers; even now, with 7,200 on the job 
and another 2,500 on the recall list, it is 
West Virginia's biggest single-location em­
ployer, says union president Walter F. Bish. 

At a time when plant closings have 
become a nationwide phenomenon, Weir­
ton's effort sparks hopes that other endan­
gered companies might be rescued through 
the same tactic. 

Sen. Russell B. Long, D-La., congressional 
champion of employee-owned stock plans, 
said in a June speech to the Weirton Cham­
ber of Commerce, "You are on the thresh­
old of creating something that will not only 
give new life to the Weirton community but 
will also serve as a beacon of hope to people 
in distressed communities all across this 
nation." 

There is, however, no guarantee that the 
new company will survive. It is, after all, en­
tering an industry whose major companies 
lost a combined total of more than $3 billion 
last year. And Weirton enters the business 
with a reputation of having the highest­
priced labor in an overpriced labor sector. 

"Whatever the USW [United Steelworkers 
of America] got, Weirton always got a little 
bit extra," said John G. Redline, president 
of National's Weirton Steel Division. 
"Which meant we never had any fear of 
work stoppages." 

That "little bit extra" bought a no-strike 
clause in the local union's contract-the last 
Weirton steel strike was a half-century 
ago-but has been pricing Weirton out of 
the world steel market, Redline said. Weir­
ton 's veteran steelworkers commonly pull 
down $30,000, $40,000 or even $50,000 a 
year. 

"The Japanese are $10 a man-hour cheap­
er than the [American] steel industry, and 
they're $13 a man-hour less than Weirton," 
Redline said. " Is it any wonder that these 
plants are dropping like flies?" 
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Redline said of the pending wage and ben­

efit cuts in the Weirton plant, "Eighty per­
cent of $27 an hour is a hell of a lot better 
than 100 percent of nothing. And that's 
what we're faced with." Redline was a can­
didate for the top job in the new company 
but announced his retirement after the in­
coming board of directors chose someone 
else. 

A plant closing anywhere can be painful, 
but in Weirton's case the result would be a 
wipeout. This little Ohio River Valley city, 
jammed between wooded ridges in the 
northern tip of West Virginia, has been a 
one-company town since the first Weirton 
steel mill was founded by Ernest T. Weir 
around the turn of the century. Weir's com­
pany later was one of the founders of Na­
tional Steel Corp. 

The mill, which has provided jobs for gen­
erations of Weirton-area residents, over­
whelms the city. To visualize its size, imag­
ine that the Washington Mall, from the 
foot of Capitol Hill to the Lincoln Memorial 
and from Constitution Avenue to Independ­
ence Avenue, was one big steel plant. That's 
about the size of the Weirton plant-389 
acres of furnaces and smokestacks, steel 
coils and railroad yards looming over a city 
of 25,000 residents. 

Downtown Weirton is just a thin commer­
cial outcropping along the rim of the plant. 
If the plant closed, it would be the end of 
civilization as Weirton knows it. 

PUTTING THE SQUEEZE ON 

The takeover campaign began when Pitts­
burgh-based National Steel announced on 
March 2. 1982, that it had decided to "sub­
stantially limit its future investments" in 
the Weirton plant. In effect, National said it 
was preparing to pull the plug-but suggest­
ed that an employee-owned company could 
be a "viable option." 

While National's announcement stunned 
the city, the company had already made 
clear that it was diversifying out of the steel 
industry. In 1980, National moved into the 
financial sector with a $241 million cash 
purchase of United Financial Corp. of Cali­
fornia. In its 1981 annual report, the compa­
ny explained its strategy by saying that 
"businesses that cannot demonstrate either 
cash-generating capabilities or solid growth 
prospects will be reduced or divested." The 
company said it would "continue to adjust 
the size of its steel businesses downward." 

The Weirton division, which accounts for 
nearly 40 per cent of National's steel pro­
duction. generated revenues of more than $1 
billion in each of 1980 and 1981. The figure 
skidded to $817 million in 1982, a calamitous 
year for the steel industry. On a company­
wide basis, National lost nearly $500 million 
in 1982 as revenues fell by more than $1 bil­
lion. 

In its 1982 annual report, National said 
the Weirton division had been "marginally 
profitable" during the previous five years 
but would require hundreds of millions of 
dollars in additional capital investments, 
with "slim prospects" of returning a reason­
able profit. "Weirton's high cost position, 
due in large part to the fact that its employ­
ment costs are the highest in the steel in­
dustry, made even its long-term survival a 
question mark," National said. 

Howard M. Love, National's chairman and 
chief executive officer, told the company's 
annual meeting this May, "The decision to 
sell the plant to the employees was, in large 
measure, predicated on our very real and 
sincere concern for the welfare of our Weir­
ton employees and the people of Weirton." 
Love also said that if the employees voted 

against the agreement, the company would 
proceed with its plan to cut back operations 
there. There would be "no second vote," he 
said. 

National's motive in promoting the idea of 
an employee-owned Weirton is not wholly 
altruistic, critics say. 

"My personal opinion is that the reason 
for this whole froth is for National Steel to 
avoid the costs associated with a shutdown," 
said Staughton Lynd. senior attorney for 
Northeast Ohio Legal Services, a National 
Legal Services Corp. unit in nearby Youngs­
town. Lynd, a longtime activist in civil 
rights and antiwar movements, is represent­
ing some Weirton steelworkers in a legal 
challenge to the pending takeover. " If any­
body thinks they did this for their Boy 
Scout interest in the welfare of Weirton, 
they're off their rocker," he said. 

Barron 's magazine, in a critique of the 
deal, said the Weirton plant is more costly 
dead than alive from Nat ional's standpoint. 
"National would face liabilities of hundreds 
of millions of dollars for early pensions and 
income supplements if it tried to liquidate 
the operation," the magazine said. "If the 
proposed worker-owned concern survives 
just five years ... it can forget about them. 
So National is willing to part with hundreds 
of millions in assets <as valued by its book­
keepers) for not very much immediate 
cash." 

THE WORKERS RESPOND 

"We get paid to tell people what will work 
and what will not work," said Ronald M. 
Bancroft, a principal in the consulting firm 
of McKinsey & Co., Inc. For a $500,000 fee, 
McKinsey surveyed the prospects for an in­
dependent Weirton Steel and concluded 
that it could indeed work-if the employee­
owners would be willing to accept big con­
cessions. 

The McKinsey firm is not the only blue­
chip adviser involved in launching Weirton 
Steel Corp. The New York investment bank­
ing house of Lazard Freres & Co. and the 
New York law firm of Willkie Farr & Galla­
gher have provided financial , negotiating 
and other services-for fees of about 
$300,000 and $900,000 through May 31. 

The Weirton Joint Study Committee, the 
labor-management unit that was set up to 
plan the takeover, has rolled up expenses of 
more than $2 million so far and a deficit of 
more than $500,000. Before entering into 
takeover negotiations with National, the 
labor-management committee retained an 
actuarial consultant to estimate National's 
liabilities for pensions and other benefits if 
it shut the plant. 

According to union president Bish, the 
study showed that National's current pen­
sion and benefits liabilities totaled $452 mil­
lion and its current pension fund assets to­
taled $350 million. But in the event of a 
shutdown, the study showed, National's li­
abilities would balloon to $770 million be­
cause of the added costs of early pension 
payments, severance payments and other 
items. 

These numbers gave the Weirton team 
some negotiating room in the talks with Na­
tional, which clearly wanted to avoid the 
shutdown costs. 

"Definitely they did not want to shut it 
down and assume the pension liabilities," 
Bish said. Under the terms of the proposed 
deal, he said, "they did not get out of any 
pension liabilities." 

If the employee-owned plant folded after 
five years, it would be liable for newly 
earned pension benefits. But National will 
continue to be responsible for its current 

pension liabilities, including its share of 
pension benefits for future retirees, Bish 
said. A worker "will never lose anything 
that he would have now with National," he 
said. 

On Jan. 31, National announced a $286 
million loss in the fourth quarter of 1982 in 
connection with the proposed sale of the 
Weirton plant, after including the money it 
would receive from the sale. More than half 
the total loss, $151 million, represented em­
ployment-related costs such as projected 
pension payments, with the rest covering 
projected losses on assets and other items. 

Then on July 19, National said in its 
report on the second quarter that it was 
adding another undefined $100 million to its 
projected loss on the Weirton sale. The 
company added that it did not think any 
further writeoffs would be necessary. The 
announcement of the additional $100 mil­
lion loss suggested that the Weirton labor­
management unit, through its outside nego­
tiating team, had succeeded in getting Na­
tional Steel to assume heavier pension and 
benefits liabilities than the company origi­
nally had thought it would. 

The final terms of the deal, including the 
workers' concession package, will be set 
forth in the election document. The long-de­
layed election is scheduled to be held three 
weeks after the document has been issued. 

Most workers seem willing to accept cuts 
in pay and benefits as the price they must 
pay to start the new company. 

Estimates of the total cuts range from a 
high of 32 per cent-the target figure sug­
gested by the McKinsey study-to a low of 
about 14 per cent in reduced take-home pay. 
A figure in the lower range seems likely to 
show up in the final concessions package. 

"A big part of the difference is that they 
got a more favorable settlement from Na­
tional" than was originally expected, said 
McKinsey's Bancroft. 

" I don't care about the cuts," said Richard 
Pernell, a 35-year-old shop steward and 
third-generation Weirton worker. He said he 
hoped that by taking the cuts, those still 
working would help make it possible for 
laid-off employees to be recalled. 

"My people are worried about the man­
agement," he said. "Are we going to have 
the right personnel to make this thing 
work?" He added, " I wouldn't give 2 cents" 
for the current management team. 

Carl Ferguson, a 49-year-old steward, said 
of the concessions package: "Pensions are 
the priority. Pensions have always been the 
priority." He said he was satisfied with the 
way pension rights were being protected in 
the contract negotiations. 

But not everyone thinks the concessions, 
like doses of bitter medicine, must be swal­
lowed. 

" I'm voting against every proposal and 
every motion to take a nickel away from the 
people who work in this mill," said "Big 
Mike" Hrabovsky, a 43-year-old steward who 
came out third in a threeway race for the 
union presidency last year. He is a leader of 
a dissident organization that is challenging 
the term of the takeover. 

The big issue is pensions. Hrabovsky said 
many veteran workers-himself included­
stand to lose early pension benefits and sev­
erance payments for which National should 
be held liable under the current contract. 

Under the takeover proposal, National 
would stand behind these special pension 
commitments for five years. The new com­
pany then would be on its own, and if it 
failed in its sixth year, these employees 
could be left in the cold. 
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The concession package (" fishheads and 

rice") and other aspects of the deal also 
drew angry comments from Hrabovsky, a 
militant labor man who derides the Weirton 
independent group as a "scab union." 

The new Weirton company will eventually 
cut the work force just as National Steel 
planned to do, Hrabovsky said. If this is the 
best deal the workers can get, he said, they 
might as well let the plant close. "What 
good does it do to the people in this town to 
tell the world, 'Look at me, I'm working.' " 
Nevertheless, he conceded that the vote 
would be heavily in favor of the plan. 

A similar challenge to the concessions 
package was brought by 181 Weirton em­
ployees who said they stood to lose pension 
benefits if the new company should col­
lapse. John R. Spon Jr., a Steubenville 
<Ohio) attorney who represents these work­
ers, said of the takeover deal: 

"It raises the fundamental question of 
whether an employer can, down through 
the years, offer pensions and supplemental 
pensions .. . and then threaten a shutdown 
of the mill .. . and then say they will not 
shut the mill if the employees buy it and 
agree to amend the pension plan." 

After an initial setback in U.S. District 
Court for the District of West Virginia, 
Spon is preparing an appeal to the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the 4th Circuit. He 
said his clients were prepared to take their 
case to the Supreme Court if necessary. 
"What other choice do they have?" he 
asked. "Who's going to hire a 51-year-old 
unemployed steelworker?" 

These legal challenges may not prevail in 
court, but so long as they are pending, the 
start-up of the new company could be de­
layed. 

"National is not going to complete this 
transaction until those lawsuits are settled," 
said Eugene J. Keilin, senior vice president 
of Lazard Freres, which participated in the 
negotiations with National Steel on behalf 
of the Weirton labor-management group. 
Keilin said National could get " the worst of 
both worlds" if it lost the pension cases be­
cause it would be selling its Weirton assets 
at a knockdown price while still being held 
liable for steep pension and other benefit 
bills. 

Keilin said of National: "They are wager­
ing that the company is going to survive. 
Obviously they never would have agreed 
with this [five-year] safety net if they 
thought it wouldn't." 

Additional suits may be filed on the ques­
tion of whether laid-off workers will be al­
lowed to vote on the takeover package. 
David L. Robertson, counsel to the steel 
union, said if the laid-off workers were not 
allowed to vote, they would probably sue, 
and if they were allowed to vote, some work­
ers might sue. "Either way, we get to go to 
federal court," he said. "It's a question of 
who drives us there.' ' 

EMPLOYEE-OWNERS 

As the Weirton case amply demonstrates, 
it takes more than a signature on the dotted 
line to swing a takeover deal by employees 
of a sinking plant. This will be the biggest, 
and probably most convoluted, organization 
yet of an employee stock ownership plan, or 
ESOP. 

There are about 5,000 ESOP plans in 
effect nationwide, says the Employee Stock 
Ownership Plan Association, but most are 
modest profit-sharing plans in which work­
ers hold a small amount of stock. Workers 
probably hold majority control of the stock 
in only a few hundred of these plans, the as­
sociation believes. 

"It's taken longer than we expected," said 
Keilin of Lazard Freres. There were "so 
many turns in the road that had to be nego­
tiated slowly. Most ESOPs either hold a 
small percentage of the company's stock or 
were the creation of lawyers and consult­
ants. " In this case, investment advisers were 
involved from the start because of the cap­
ital needs of the upstart company. 

"This thing could have fallen apart 50 dif­
ferent times," said McKinsey's Bancroft. 

" It's an enormous project," said union 
counsel Robertson. "No one had any realis­
tic time frame. " 

The viability of the plan is based on the 
assumption that Weirton's employees would 
never agree to make substantial concessions 
to National Steel on wages and benefits but 
would go along with cuts if they held major­
ity ownership in the plant. The ESOP 
mechanism, as established and embellished 
by Congress, also lets employee-owned firms 
use special tax breaks that could not be 
used by National Steel. 

"The big thing about an ESOP is that it 
allows individuals access to capital that they 
couldn't otherwise get," said Corey M. 
Rosen, executive director of the National 
Center for Employee Ownership in Arling­
ton, Va. He offered this checklist for work­
ers who may try to assume ownership of a 
failing company: 

Time. Employees need at least six months 
to a year to plan a successful takeover while 
the company is still operating. "Once a com­
pany closes," he said, " it loses its customers 
very quickly.'' 

Potential profits. If the company is not 
making money now, there ought to be a rea­
sonable expectation of reasonable profits in 
the future. Definitions of " reasonable" vary; 
a given percentage may be "not good 
enough for a conglomerate" but adequate 
for employees, who will at least keep their 
jobs. 

Organization. Some sort of leadership 
structure has to be put together to keep the 
takeover process rolling. 

Financing. With the availability of em­
ployee stock ownership plans and other 
mechanisms with built -in tax breaks, financ­
ing is "not so much of a barrier as it used to 
be." 

Cooperation. "You have to have a willing 
seller." 

Rosen said an ESOP is an especially 
handy device for carrying out a so-called le­
verage buyout such as the Weirton deal. in 
which money is borrowed to buy a company 
with the loan to be paid back from the 
future revenues of the acquired firm. When 
the ESOP pays back such a loan. he ex­
plained, both the interest and principal can 
be deducted from taxable income. Thus the 
entire amant of the loan is repaid in pre-tax 
dollars. 

"The future earning stream is really what 
the banks are looking for," said Luis Grana­
dos, managing director of the ESOP Asso­
ciation. And as for the borrowing company. 
it gets the ESOP tax breaks. 

The current tax advantages are spelled 
out in a paper by Jeffrey G. Gates, a Senate 
Finance Committee minority staff member. 
The paper notes that a company can pay up 
to 25 percent of its annual payroll into an 
ESOP to repay the principal of a loan and 
take a tax deduction, while there is no limit 
on the tax-deductible amount that can be 
spent on interest payments. The various 
ESOP provisions have been used by compa­
nies to raise capital, engineer takeovers and 
fend off takeovers. not simply to give em­
ployees a piece of the ownership. 

"Organizing a buyout can be a very com­
plicated, difficult process. and the necessary 
resources for it may not be available in 
many situations," said the Conference 
Board, a business research group. "In addi­
tion, the parent company may be able to do 
better from a tax write-off of the building 
and land than by selling the plant to the 
employees." 

Nevertheless, the report said, just because 
a parent firm opts to close a plant does not 
necessarily mean the plant is a sure loser. 
The company may simply figure it could 
make more money elsewhere, the report ob­
served, whereas local managers and workers 
may be satisfied with a lower profit poten­
tial if their jobs could be saved. The report 
described the Weirton takeover as a case in 
point. 

Under the agreement in principle between 
National Steel and the Weirton joint com­
mittee as announced in March, the new 
Weirton Steel Corp. will buy the Weirton 
plant for $66 million, or 22 per cent of its 
listed value of $300 million. No principal 
payments will be due until the sixth year, 
and no interest payments will be due until 
the new company achieves a net worth of 
$100 million. The interest rate is set at 10 
per cent. 

Weirton's current assets-such as raw ma­
terials. steel inventory and accounts receiva­
ble-will be purchased under a separate pro­
vision. The amount was not listed in the 
tentative agreement; the Conference Board 
report lists a figure of $300 million, with $75 
million due up fran t and the balance spread 
over 28 years. The new firm will also assume 
some of Weirton's debts, with details to be 
spelled out in the election package. 

Even though the blue-collar workers will 
hold about 70 per cent of the company's 
stock-with white-collar employees getting 
the rest-this will not be a worker-run en­
terprise. Sink or swim, the new company 
will operate pretty much as any other. 

Employees will have no direct voice in the 
running of the plant. Control will be vested 
in the 10-member board of directors. The 
management and labor camps will select two 
directors each; the balance of power will be 
held by the six outside directors, all with 
business backgrounds, who were named by 
the joint committee from a list drawn up by 
an executive recruiting firm. 

The employees will be workers by day and 
owners by night, as the setup is generally 
described here. This is the only way the 
fledgling company could gain credibility 
when it approaches bankers for investment 
capital. the parties agreed. 

"It's like having the sailors come on deck 
to decide which way to turn the aircraft car­
rier," said Keilin of Lazard Freres. "You 
couldn't do it that way.' ' 

WHAT THE FUTURE HOLDS 

It remains to be seen whether the new 
company will make it. Weirton has always 
prided itself on the quality of its steel prod­
ucts-with tinplate used for cans it's lead 
item-but the can market has been shrink­
ing steadily under competition from alumi­
num. "There's nothing wrong with being in 
a good, solid declining market if you 've got a 
good position in it," Bancroft said. 

One thing that has changed is that the 
union is in an unusual position in negotiat­
ing wage and benefit scales. In the old days, 
said union president Bish, the union simply 
tried to get as much as it could. "Now we're 
looking at the costs of things," he said. 
"We're negotiating with us." 



27522 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE October 6, 1983 
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labor costs will have to be held in line to 
give the company a chance, industry ana­
lysts say. 

"More power to them if they can pull it 
off," said Charles A. Bradford, a vice presi­
dent at Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & 
Smith Inc. The key factor will be the cost of 
labor, he said. "Nothing will help if you 
don't get the wages down." 

As the extended negotiations here have 
shown, there are limits to the concessions 
that the workers will make. Union counsel 
Robertson suggested that Weirton would 
try to get its costs in line with other Ameri­
can steel firms, not beneath them. "We're 
not doing this to start a price war because 
we'd get wiped out in a year, " he said. 

John Spon, attorney for the dissident 
workers, predicted a bleak future. The new 
company will be a "grossly insolvent" entry 
in a declining smokestack industry, he said, 
speculating that National Steel may place 
just enough orders with Weirton during the 
first five years to keep the new company 
alive and avert its own pension and benefits 
liabilities. 

"Lots of people whose businesses are in 
trouble are going to think, if Weirton gets 
off the ground, that ESOPs are the 
answer," said Keilin of Lazard Freres. But 
in practice, he said, " I think it will be ex­
plored in lots of cases and done in relatively 
few." 

Richard Prosten, a pensions and invest­
ments analyst at the AFL-CIO's industrial 
union department, said of ESOPs: "The 
only people who come in with these ideas 
are companies that are in trouble. I've never 
heard of a healthy company of any size that 
offered the company to its employees." 
There is nothing wrong with the ESOP con­
cept, he said, but it can be used " to bilk em­
ployees out of their future security. It's not 
a substitute for a real pension plan." 

Meanwhile, there are about 2,500 laid-off 
workers wondering whether their jobs at 
the Weirton plant will return once the new 
firm gets rolling. Redline, the just-retired 
Weirton Steel Division president, fanned 
these hopes while campaigning for the chief 
executive officer's position. 

Joseph M. Mayernick, a laid-off employee 
at Weirton, is among those who doubt the 
plant will ever regain its glory days. Mayer­
nick is now executive director of a church­
sponsored group called Change Inc., which 
offers job-search and counseling services to 
laid-off steelworkers. "Most of them are 
here sitting and waiting for ESOP," Mayer­
nick said. 

"We have to change," he said. "Things 
that have gone on for 70 years in this town 
have to change." He said he would ask a 
worker who might be No. 825 on the recall 
list and whose unemployment and supple­
mental benefits have now run out: "Can you 
afford to lose your house, your cars, every­
thing you've worked for, while you're wait­
ing? What if they only call back 824?" 

The trouble is, there is not much else to 
look for in Weirton. And at the Weirton Bus 
Terminal, where steelworkers drop in for 
coffee before entering the plant across the 
street, proprietor Louis G. Fekaris said 
many who left town later came back. Some 
ended up in tent cities in Houston, he said, 
and then their parents came to Fekaris's 
terminal-which also serves as the local 
Western Union agency-and wired money 
for the trip home. 

People here want to believe that the em­
ployee-owned company will work- which 
may be a precondition to the company's 

having any chance at all. William E. Freeze, 
general manager of the Steel Works Com­
munity Federal Credit Union, spoke hope­
fully about the coming "turnaround," 
saying: " It looks like this is going to be our 
biggest and best year. I think everybody is 
confident that the ESOP plan is going to be 
approved, and everybody will be working for 
something that they're sharing in for the 
profits." In the meantime, he said, the 
credit union at least is still in the black 
after cutting its own expenses and is being 
patient about overdue loans from laid-off 
members. 

Weirton had a good thing going and 
doesn't want to lose it. As Sen. Long said in 
his speech here, "The Weirton community's 
all-out support for the ESOP reminds me of 
that great American philosopher, Mae 
West, who once said, 'Too much of anything 
is simply marvelous.' " 

At union headquarters, a secretary said 
laid-off workers call in to get their number 
on the recall list. "I had one call in this 
morning who was two thousand three hun­
dred and something," she said. "I had an­
other one call in who was No.6." 

" If I had five years [seniority] or less, I'd 
get out," she said. "But I wouldn't tell them 
that for the world. If they still have hope, 
more power to them.' ' 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the able Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the 

approval of the Employee Stock 
Option Plan by the employees of 
Weirton Steel is a very important 
action. To reach the successful vote on 
September 23, required the coopera­
tion of literally thousands of persons 
in the Weirton community as well as 
the workers in the steel plant, former­
ly the Weirton Steel Division of Na­
tional Steel Corp., now the Weirton 
Steel Co. 

The families and the men and 
women of that community have come 
together in a positive commitment to 
continued employment, and the spe­
cial quality of life enjoyed by the 
close-knit Weirton citizens. The plant 
will continue to produce the essential 
products which are necessary for 
many steel consumers and add to the 
economic well being of that area of 
West Virginia and parts of Ohio and 
Pennsylvania. 

I commend my colleagues, Senator 
BYRD, with whom I have worked, as 
well as many others, and I thank the 
Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LONG) for 
his thoughtfulness in bringing this 
matter to the attention of the Senate. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, both Sen­
ators from West Virginia, Mr. RAN­
DOLPH and Mr. BYRD, played a major 
part in helping to save the jobs of 
these workers. 

In my judgment, what was done 
here is a good indication of what can 
be done where a plant is no longer 
competitive particularly because a line 
of the product is no longer being pro­
duced and because the plant is grow­
ing old and because the labor wage 
rates are out of line compared with 
conditions around the world. If other 

workers are willing to make a similar 
sacrifice, I hope management will be 
willing to meet them half way in order 
to save this important industry. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues again, because 
this action was thought through care­
fully and brought to fruition by tenac­
ity. 

The people in management and the 
people in the labor force and the 
people of that area which is vital to 
three States-notably Weirton, W. 
Va.-are leading the way, as the Sena­
tor from Louisiana has indicated, in an 
accomplishment that I hope will pro­
vide a pattern for continued produc­
tion of steel in this country. I repeat 
that steel is one of the basic industries 
of our Nation, and the Weirton work­
ers and community, when faced with 
the possible reduction in capacity and 
employment at their steel plant, met 
the initial hurdles and approved the 
ESOP. We shall continue to stand to­
gether as Weirton Steel moves forward 
to meet the challenges facing this cre­
ative plan. 

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator. 

STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTION 
TALKS 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, yester­
day's edition of the Washington Post 
carried a headline "Reagan Sends 
Team Back to Arms Talks With New 
Proposals." Tuesday, I was privileged 
to attend a meeting at the White 
House with some 20 other Members of 
Congress at which the President out­
lined the nature of the proposals 
which he has directed our negotiators 
to advance at the Strategic Arms Re­
duction Talks. 

The President's proposals demon­
strate clearly and forcefully that the 
United States is acting in good faith to 
reach an agreement with the Soviets 
which is balanced and fair to both 
sides. If the Soviets fail to give serious 
consideration to these proposals, it 
will be an admission to the rest of the 
world that the Soviet Union is not se­
rious about its professed desire to 
reduce the dangers of nuclear war. 

In these proposals, the President has 
walked the extra mile. He has included 
the variable build-down proposal 
among the items which will be pre­
sented. He also made it clear that he is 
willing to consider combining the 
bomber and the throw weight issues. 
Failure to consider the American 
bomber advantage and the Soviet 
throw weight advantage simultaneous­
ly has proved a stumbling block in 
past negotiations. 

In making these decisions the Presi­
dent has maintained a real working 
partnership with Congress. The ap­
proach has also been truly bipartisan. 

I am also especially pleased that the 
President has named my fellow Okla-
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homan, R. James Woolsey, to the ne­
gotiating team. Jim Woolsey, who has 
served as Undersecretary of the Navy 
and as counsel to the Senate Armed 
Services Committee when it was 
Chaired by Senator JOHN STENNIS, is 
an able addition to the negotiating 
team and makes it clear that the 
President is truly following a biparti­
san approach. 

When the meeting at the White 
House reached its conclusion, the 
President received an unusual sponta­
neous round of applause from the 
Members of Congress who were 
present. The President deserved that 
applause. It should demonstrate to the 
Soviet Union that the President's ne­
gotiators return to Geneva, not with 
the proposal of just one party or fac­
tion, but with an American proposal 
which has broad bipartisan support. It 
is a fair and realistic proposal and the 
world will have a chance to judge real 
Soviet intentions by weighing their re­
action to it. For the sake of the safety 
and security of all peoples of the 
world, let us hope and pray that the 
Soviets will respond positively. 

TOLERANCE AND TRUTH 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, when I 

am asked by a constituent to define 
what our Nation most needs, I answer 
by saying that we need to rebuild our 
spirit of community, that we need to 
get into the same boat together and 
pull together as Americans. We need 
the kind of spiritual revival that will 
enable us to see that we are indeed 
brothers and sisters, part of one 
human family, mutually deserving of 
respect and consideration. 

All too often, we concentrate upon 
our differences. We emphasize our 
economic, geographical, political, or 
religious differences instead of focus­
ing upon the values which we all share 
as Americans. 

There are too many in our society 
who are adept at name calling, at 
building stereotypes which make it 
harder to achieve tolerance and 
mutual respect. We have too many 
wedge drivers in our midst and not 
enough bridge builders. 

Some bridge building took place this 
week that deserves our recognition 
and appreciation. Our colleague, Sena­
tor TED KENNEDY of Massachusetts, 
appeared at Liberty Baptist College in 
Lynchburg, Va., to speak to the facul­
ty and student body. He was hosted by 
Dr. Jerry Falwell, founder of the col­
lege and leader of the Moral Majority. 

What took place reflects credit upon 
all of the participants, especially upon 
Senator KENNEDY who had the cour­
age to forthrightly present his views 
to an audience which has opposed him 
on most issues, upon Dr. Falwell who 
was a gracious host, and upon the stu­
dents at Liberty Baptist College who 

gave Senator KENNEDY a respectfully 
and courteous hearing. 

The entire event provides for all of 
us a glimpse into the true greatness of 
America. It displayed the American 
spirit at its best. Let us hope that each 
of us will remain forever dedicated to 
the proposition that "While I may dis­
agree with what you have to say, I will 
fight for your right to say it." 

Senator KENNEDY's speech eloquent­
ly expressed the need to preserve the 
separation of church and state and the 
maintenance of religious freedom. Our 
ancestors came to this country seeking 
religious freedom. It was not an ab­
sence of religious conviction that led 
them to seek religious freedom. On 
the contrary, it was because their reli­
gious convictions were central to their 
lives that they sought such freedom. 
They knew clearly the dangers of mis­
using the power of government to 
impose values which we cannot get 
others to voluntarily accept. 

They knew from their own experi­
ence that today's majorities can 
become tomorrow's persecuted minori­
ties. They knew that in diminishing 
the freedom of others, they were ulti­
mately diminishing their own free­
dom. As Senator KENNEDY aptly 
stated, "Once we succumb to that 
temptation, we step onto a slippery 
slope where everyone's freedom is at 
risk." Historically, Baptists have been 
among the most diligent in guarding 
the separation of church and state for 
that reason. They were themselves the 
early targets of oppression. 

Whether or not one agrees with Sen­
ator KENNEDY about partisan contem­
porary issues, his speech is well worth 
reading. He sets forth four basic prin­
ciples which define the relationship 
between church and state. He says: 

First we must respect the integrity of reli­
gion itself. Second, we must respect the in­
dependent judgments of conscience. Third, 
in applying religious values, we must respect 
the integrity of public debate. Fourth, we 
must respect the motives of those who exer­
cise their right to disagree. 

Surely every American, regardless of 
party or creed, will join in expressing 
the hope outlined in the last two para­
graphs of Senator KENNEDY's speech: 

I hope for an America where the power of 
faith will always burn brightly-but where 
no modern Inquisition of any kind will ever 
light the fires of fear, coercion or angry di­
vision. 

I hope for an America where we can all 
contend freely and vigorously-but where 
we will treasure and guard those standards 
of civility which alone make this nation safe 
for both democracy and diversity . ... 

Mr. President, I again congratulate 
our colleague Senator KENNEDY, Dr. 
Falwell, and the students at Liberty 
Baptist College for the manner in 
which they approached this unusual 
occasion. Let us resolve as Americans 
to drive fewer wedges to push us apart 
from one another and commit our-

selves to building more bridges to 
bring us together. 

I ask that Senator KENNEDY's re­
marks be printed in the RECORD. 

The remarks follow: 
[From the Washington Post, Oct. 5, 19831 

TOLERANCE AND TRUTH 

<Sen. Kennedy at Jerry Falwell's dinner 
table? The senator accepted an invitation to 
speak at Liberty Baptist College Monday 
night. We excerpt his speech here.> 

A generation ago, a presidential candidate 
had to prove his independence of undue reli­
gious influence in public life-and he had to 
do so partly at the insistence of evangelical 
Protestants. John Kennedy said at that 
time: " I believe in an America where there 
is no [religious] bloc voting of any kind." 
Only 20 years later another candidate was 
appealing to an evangelical meeting as a re­
ligious bloc. Ronald Reagan said to 15,000 
evangelicals at the Roundtable in Dallas: " I 
know that you can't endorse me. I want you 
to know that I endorse you and what you 
are doing. " 

To many Americans, that pledge was a 
sign and a symbol of a dangerous break­
down in the separation of church and state. 
Yet this principle, as vital as it is, is not a 
simplistic and rigid command. . . . 

The separation of church and state can 
sometimes be frustrating for women and 
men of deep religious faith. They may be 
tempted to misuse government in order to 
impose a value which they cannot persuade 
others to accept. But once we succumb to 
that temptation, we step onto a slippery 
slope where everyone's freedom is at risk. 
Those who favor censorship should recall 
that one of the first books ever burned was 
the first English translation of the Bible. As 
President Eisenhower warned in 1953, 
"Don't join the bookburners .. . . The right 
to say ideas, the right to record them, and 
the right to have them accessible to others 
is unquestioned-or this isn't America." And 
if that right is denied, at some future day 
the torch can be turned against any other 
book or any other belief. Let us never 
forget: today 's Moral Majority could become 
tomorrow's persecuted minority. 

The danger is as great now as when the 
Founders of the nation first saw it. In 1789, 
their fear was of factional strife among 
dozens of denominations. Today there are 
hundreds-and perhaps thousands of 
faiths-and millions of Americans who are 
outside any fold. Pluralism obviously does 
not and cannot mean that all of them are 
right; but it does mean that there are areas 
where government cannot and should not 
decide what it is wrong to believe, to think, 
to read and to do. 

The real transgression occurs when reli­
gion wants government to tell citizens how 
to live uniquely personal parts of their lives. 
The failure of Prohibition proves the futili­
ty of such an attempt when a majority or 
even a substantial minority happens to dis­
agree. Some questions may be inherently in­
dividual ones or people may be sharply di­
vided about whether they are. In such 
cases-cases like Prohibit ion and abortion­
the proper role of religion is to appeal to 
the conscience of the individual, not the co­
ercive power of the state. 

But there are other questions which are 
inherently public in nature, which we must 
decide together as a nation, and where reli­
gion and religious values can and should 
speak to our common conscience. The issue 
of nuclear war is a compelling example. It is 
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a moral issue; it will be decided by govern­
ment, not by each individual; and to give 
any effect to the moral values of their 
creed, people of faith must speak directly 
about public policy. The Catholic bishops 
and the Rev. Billy Graham have every right 
to stand for the nuclear freeze-and Dr. Fal­
well has every right to stand against it. 

There must be standards for the exercise 
of such leadership-so that the obligations 
of belief will not be debased into an oppor­
tunity for mere political advantage. But to 
take a stand at all when a question is both 
properly public and truly moral is to stand 
in a long and honored tradition. Many of 
the great evangelists of the 1800s were in 
the forefront of t he abolitionist movement. 
In our own time, the Rev. William Sloane 
Coffin challenged the morality of the war in 
Vietnam. Pope John XXIII renewed the 
Gospel's call to social justice. And Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr., who was the great­
est prophet of this century, awakened our 
national conscience to the evil of racial seg­
regation. 

President Kennedy, who said that "No re­
ligious body should seek to impose its will," 
also urged religious leaders to state their 
views and give their commitment when the 
public debate involved ethical issues. In 
drawing the line between imposed will and 
essential witness, we keep church and state 
separate-and at the same time, we recog­
nize that the City of God should speak to 
the civic duties of men and women. 

There are four tests which draw the line 
and define the difference. 

First, we must respect the integrity of reli­
gion itself. 

People of conscience should be careful 
how they deal in the word of their Lord. In 
our own history, religion has been falsely in­
voked to sanction prejudice and even slav­
ery, to condemn labor unions and public 
spending for the poor. I believe that the 
prophecy-"the poor you have always with 
you"-is an indictment, not a command­
ment. I respectfully suggest that God has 
taken no position on the Department of 
Education-and that a balanced budget con­
stitutional amendment is a matter for eco­
momic analysis, not heavenly appeals. 

Religious values cannot be excluded from 
every public issue-but not every public 
issue involves religious values . . .. 

Second, we must respect the independent 
judgments of conscience. 

Those who proclaim moral and religious 
values can offer counsel, but they should 
not casually treat a position on a public 
issue as a test of fealty to faith. Just as I 
disagree with the Catholic bishops on tui­
tion tax credits-which I oppose-so other 
Catholics can and do disagree with the hier­
archy, on the basis of honest conviction, on 
the question of the nuclear freeze. 

Thus, the controversy about the Moral 
Majority arises not only from its views, but 
from its name-which, in the minds of 
many, seems to imply that only one set of 
public policies is moral-and only one ma­
jority can possibly be right ... . 

Let me offer another illustration. Dr. Fal­
well has written: "To stand against Israel is 
to stand against God." Now. there is no one 
in the Senate who has stood more firmly for 
Israel than I have. Yet I do not doubt the 
faith of those on the other side. Their error 
is not one of religion, but of policy-and I 
hope to persuade them that they are wrong 
in terms of both America's interests and the 
justice of Israel's cause. 

Respect for conscience is most in jeop­
ardy- and the harmony of our diverse socie-

ty is most at risk-when we reestablish, di­
rectly or indirectly, a religious test for 
public office. That relic of the colonial era, 
which is specifically prohibited in the Con­
stitution, has reappeared in recent years. 
After the last election, the Rev. James Robi­
son warned President Reagan not to sur­
round himself, as presidents before him 
had, "with the counsel of the ungodly." I ut­
terly reject any such standard for any posi­
tion anywhere in public service. Two centur­
ies ago, the victims were Catholics and Jews. 
In the 1980s, the victims could be atheists; 
in some other day or decade, they could be 
the members of the Thomas Road Baptist 
Church. Indeed, in 1976 I regarded it as un­
worthy and un-American when some people 
said or hinted that Jimmy Carter should 
not be president because he was a born­
again Christian. 

We must never judge the fitness of indi­
viduals to govern on the basis of where they 
worship, whether they follow Christ or 
Moses, whether they are called "born 
again" or "ungodly." Where it is right to 
apply moral values to public life, let all of us 
avoid the temptation to be self-righteous 
and absolutely certain of ourselves. And if 
that temptation ever comes, let us recall 
Winston Churchill's humbling description 
of an intolerant and inflexible colleague: 
"There but for the grace of God-goes 
God." 

Third, in applying religious values, we 
must respect the integrity of public debate. 

In that debate, fai t h is no substitute for 
facts. Critics may oppose the nuclear freeze 
for what they regard as moral reasons. They 
have every right to argue that any negotia­
tion with the Soviets is wrong-or that any 
accommodation with them sanctions their 
crimes-or that no agreement can be good 
enough and therefore all agreements only 
increase the chance of war. I do not believe 
that, but it surely does not violate the 
standard of fair public debate to say it. 

What does violate that standard, what the 
opponents of the nuclear freeze have no 
right to do, is to assume that they are infal­
lible-and so any argument against the 
freeze will do, whether it is false or true. 

The nuclear freeze proposal is not unilat­
eral, but bilateral-with equal restraints on 
the United States and the Soviet Union. 

The nuclear freeze does not require that 
we trust the Russians, but demands full and 
effective verification. 

The nuclear freeze does not concede a 
Soviet lead in nuclear weapons, but recog­
nizes that human beings in each great 
power already have in their fallible hands 
the overwhelming capacity to remake into a 
pile of radioactive rubble the earth which 
God has made ... . 

I am perfectly prepared to debate the nu­
clear freeze on policy grounds, or moral 
ones. But we should not be forced to discuss 
phantom issues or false charges. They only 
deflect us from the urgent task of deciding 
how best to prevent a planet divided from 
becoming a planet destroyed. . . . 

Fourth and finally , we must respect the 
motives of those who exercise their right to 
disagree. 

We sorely test our ability to live together 
if we too readily question each other's integ­
rity. It may be harder to rest rain our feel­
ings when moral principles are at stake-for 
they go to the deepest wellsprings of our 
being. But the more our feelings diverge, 
the more deeply felt they are, the greater is 
our obligation to grant the sincerity and es­
sential decency of our fellow citizens on the 
other side. 

Those who favor the Equal Rights 
Amendment are not "anti-family" or "blas­
phemers" and their purpose is not "an 
attack on the Bible." Rather we believe this 
is the best way to fix in our national firma­
ment the ideal that not only all men, but all 
people are created equal. Indeed, my 
mother-who strongly favors ERA-would 
be surprised to hear that she is anti-family. 
For my part, I think of the amendment's op­
ponents as wrong on the issue, but not as 
lacking in moral character. 

I could multiply the instances of name­
calling, sometimes on both sides. Dr. Falwell 
is not a "warmonger"-and "liberal clergy­
men" are not, as the Moral Majority sug­
gested in a recent letter, equivalent to 
"Soviet sympathizers." The critics of official 
prayer in public schools are not "Pharisees", 
many of them are both civil libertarians and 
believers who think that families should 
pray more at home with their children and 
attend church and synagogue more faithful­
ly. And people are not "sexist" because they 
stand against abortion; they are not "mur­
derers" because they believe in free choice. 
Nor does it help anyone's cause to shout 
such epithets-or try to shout a speaker 
down-which is what happened last April 
when Dr. Falwell was hissed and heckled at 
Harvard. So I am doubly grateful for your 
courtesy here today. That was not Har­
vard's finest hour, but I am happy to say 
that the loudest applause from the Harvard 
audience came in defense of Dr. Falwell's 
right to speak. 

In short, I hope for an America where nei­
ther fundamentalist nor humanist will be a 
dirty word, but a fair description of the dif­
ferent ways in which people of good will 
look at life and into their own souls. 

I hope for an America where no President, 
no public official, and no individual will ever 
be deemed a greater or lesser American be­
cause of religious doubt-or religious belief. 

I hope for an America where the power of 
faith will always burn brightly-but where 
no modern Inquisition of any kind will ever 
light the fires of fear, coercion or angry di­
vision. 

I hope for an America where we can all 
contend freely and vigorously-but where 
we will treasure and guard those standards 
of civility which alone make this nation safe 
for both democracy and diversity. 

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MAN­
AGEMENT PROPOSED REGULA­
TIONS 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on 

October 15, the bar on implementation 
of regulations proposed by the Office 
of Personnel Management involving 
pay for performance and RIF's will 
expire. The Subcommittee on Civil 
Service, Post Office and General Serv­
ices, which I chair, has been receiving 
frantic phone calls and visits from con­
cerned Federal employees, and their 
representatives, who fear that at mid­
night on October 15 these regulations 
will suddenly become law. 

Our subcommittee has held four 
hearings, drafted numerous alterna­
tives, and conducted an untold number 
of meetings to resolve the impasse 
over these regulations. I have person­
ally met with officials of the adminis­
tration to attempt to reconcile our po-
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sitions. It was my understanding that 
we were very close to an agreement 
and no action to bar the OPM pro­
posed regulations would be required. 

We are continuing to negotiate with 
the Office of Personnel Management 
to modify these regulations so that 
when they are implemented our sub­
committee's objectives-maximum em­
ployee participation, fairness, and 
viable protections against abuse-will 
be achieved. The Congress, however, 
will not be in session when October 15 
arrives. If final regulations are pro­
mulgated, on that date, that fail to 
meet our objectives, an amendment to 
bar the implementation of the regula­
tions will be offered and I will support 
such an amendment. 

ANGEL DUST 
Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, 

there is a new drug in town that may 
replace marihuana as the high 
schoolers' most popular abused sub­
stance. It is called Phencyclidine, or 
PCP, and it is a real killer. Its street 
name is angel dust-I do not know 
whether it gets its name because it 
gives you a heavenly high or because 
it turns your brain to dust or because 
it sends you to the angels before your 
time. Drug mythology has it that PCP 
came from the west coast in the 1970's 
in the saddlebags of the Pagans motor­
cycle gang. Today, the devils who are 
making it and selling it to our children 
are legion. 

One reason PCP may have not re­
ceived the fame-or infamy-it de­
serves is that its production and distri­
bution are not linked to organized 
crime or international smuggling. It 
can be produced in a backyard garbage 
can with a couple of industrial chemi­
cals, petroleum, cyanide, and parsley­
a real witches' brew. One of the most 
monstrous effects it has on the body is 
an uncontrollable violence coupled 
with an insensitivity to pain. Drug 
abusers "dusted" with PCP have been 
known to gouge their own eyes out 
and not feel a thing. An armed angel 
dust user is deadly. 

I do not want to imply that one ille­
gal drug is more dangerous or deadly 
than another, but there are gradations 
of toxicity. And angel dust seems to be 
one of the most destructive evils 
around. Mr. President, I request per­
mission to enter into the RECORD at 
this point an article from the Laurel 
Leader on angel dust. 

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

[From the Laurel <Md.> Leader, July 28, 
1983] 

PCP UsE SEEN oN RISE LocALLY 
(By Jonathan Lyons> 

Veterans of the county courts still talk 
about the time a prisoner tore open his 
handcuffs, shattering his wrists in the proc­
ess. 

He was, they say, high on phencyclidine 
and didn't feel a thing. 

While that spectacular level of violence 
hasn't appeared lately, local, state and fed­
eral officials fear they may be facing a dra­
matic rise in the use of the drug-known as 
PCP or Angel Dust. 

One evidence of this increased use is a 
clear increase in the number of clandestine 
laboratories uncovered by area police. 

Last year, federal agents found eight PCP 
labs across the Baltimore metropolitan 
region. Already this year, Howard County 
alone has accounted for two more major op­
erations and three potential labs. 

Like cancer on the aging artery that is 
Route 1, PCP factories have spread from 
Baltimore south through Washington to 
Loudoun County, Virginia. 

"This corridor is now the leading producer 
of the drug (perhaps in the nation)," says 
George Brosan, special agent in charge of 
the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administra­
tion's Baltimore office. 

People have made phencyclidine in lonely 
farmhouses and in crowded apartment com­
plexes. One manufacturer even produced it 
in the back of a truck, circling the Washing­
ton beltway, Brosan said. 

And North Laurel in Howard County, with 
its rural spots and its relatively small police 
force, has become a favorite site, he and 
other officials suspect. 

CAME FROM THE WEST 
Local legend says the secret of PCP came 

from the West Coast, in the mid-1970s, 
tucked in the saddlebags of two brothers 
from the Pagans motorcycle gang. 

Police officers around the region tell var­
iants of the same story. Most admit they've 
only heard it secondhand. 

Still, there's plenty of evidence the 
Pagans, based locally in Prince George's 
County, have a hand in much of this lucra­
tive cottage industry. 

Street dealers seeking top dollar for their 
wares often bill their dope as the product of 
a special Pagan recipe. And big-time dealers 
such as Johnny Ray Goff have bragged to 
police of their gang connections. Goff was 
arrested in Howard County in October 1982 
with $6 million worth of PCP. 

"There's no doubt the gang looks at PCP 
as a real money-maker," said a county offi­
cer who makes his living chasing large-scale 
producers. And federal drug enforcement of­
ficials have one agent assigned full-tme to 
"major in motorcycle gangs." 

Other explanations for the drug's regional 
popularity include the availability of chemi­
cals in the suburban corridor between 
Washington and Baltimore, the confluence 
of many different-and competing-jurisdic­
tions and a transient population. 

But authorities admit these elements exist 
in dozens of metropolitan areas across the 
country. 

"How do you explain methamphetamine 
in Philadelphia, LSD in California or PCP 
in Baltimore?" asks the DEA's Brosan. 

"We don't know." 
First synthesized more than 50 years ago, 

phencyclidine was patented in 1960 as an 
anesthetic. Surgeons hailed the new drug­
nonbarbiturate and nonnarcotic-for its 
ability to block pain in conscious patients. 

It was soon rejected, however, when a pat­
tern of unpredictable side effects-ranging 
from hallucination to seizures and muscle 
rigidity-emerged. Since then, it has been 
used as an animal tranquilizer, particularly 
for apes and other primates. 

Phencyclidine first appeared on the 
streets of San Francisco around 1967, ac-

cording to the National Institute on Drug 
Abuse, a federal agency. Called Peace Pill, it 
has since picked up numerous tags. 

Rocket Fuel. Goon. LBJ. Mist. All are 
names for the powdery crystal brewed in 
garbage cans, then dissolved and sprayed on 
institutional-size cans of dried parsley. 

A DRUG FOR ALL SEASONS 
PCP, cheap to make and unpredictable 

when taken, has commonly been sold on the 
streets as other more desirable substances. 

Analyses of chemicals billed as hallucino­
gens such as mescaline and psyilocybin or as 
THC-the synthesized active ingredient in 
marijuana-often reveal nothing but Angel 
Dust in disguise. 

But more and more, researchers are re­
porting an increased demand for PCP itself. 
And local drug counselors say the age at 
which kids are experimenting with the drug 
is dropping. 

"PCP has become the drug of choice for 
kids who want to kill part of their lives," 
said one. "The brain takes a holiday from 
the body." 

Recently, scientists have linked the drug 
to schizophrenia. 

On the witness stand in March, drug in­
formant George Parsons testified phencycli­
dine amplified his moods: 

"Say if you were in a depressed mood, it 
would make you more depressed. If you 
were in an angry mood, it would make you 
more angry. If you were in a working 
mood-if you really loved your job-maybe 
it would make you do it better." 

Martha Ellerton of the County Drug 
Abuse Center said that effect comes from 
the drug's properties as a "disassociative an­
esthetic. The brain is sedated but the body 
is not. " 

This, she says, accounts for the high level 
of violence among PCP users. The body 
simply doesn't feel the pain of a hand 
smashing through a plate glass window. 

Fellow counselor Anne Gottschalk said 
her PCP clients have suffered from delu­
sions of omnipotence and dwelt heavily on 
talk of suicide and death. 

"They were also the most violent of my 
clients. I have never seen anything like it," 
she said. 

One man told her he experienced "huge 
bursts of power. He would describe them as 
a surge of energy he could not control." 

Another client, a woman, wore large dark 
sunglasses to each session. They hid a pair 
of scars beneath the eyes where, high on 
dust, she had carved her nails through the 
flesh. 

The best treatment for a bad reaction, 
said a third counselor, requires shielding the 
user from outside stimuli. Also, orange or 
cranberry juice-with their high acid con­
tents-help counteract the more base PCP. 

While health professionals see high levels 
of violence among PCP users, law enforce­
ment officials say they are encountering 
"more and more guns" in the hands of the 
producers, many of whom take the drug 
themselves. 

During an April raid in North Laurel, one 
police officer had a loaded revolver placed 
at his head. The suspected dealer backed 
down and agents captured an alleged $2.4 
million in PCP, a lab operation and two sub­
machine guns. 

Booby traps, built from hand grenades or 
homemade explosives are sometimes used to 
protect labs from outsiders. One setup was 
rigged to power lines to electrocute intrud­
ers. More and more cookers are armed. 
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So far, police say, the violence has been 

aimed at rival outfits or suspected inform­
ants, but local authorities are taking no 
chances. All lab busts involve heavily armed 
SWAT team. 

"Someone high on PCP and armed to the 
teeth could be a lot of trouble," concluded 
one officer. 

DEMOCRATIC DOPE 

By its very nature, PCP resists formation 
of the vast criminal empires associated with 
trafficking in heroin and cocaine. 

There are no foreign supply centers to 
monopolize and no need for elaborate smug­
gling operations. Indeed, anyone with $2,000 
and a few connections can assemble the nec­
essary industrial chemicals and go into busi­
ness for himself. 

Thus the regional market, say local and 
federal officials, is filled with "freelance 
cookers" out to make some easy money. One 
agent said "sporadic attempts" by the 
Pagans to control the market have ended in 
failure. 

Only once have detectives uncovered a 
large, highly structured organization pro­
ducing PCP in the Baltimore-Washington 
corridor. 

In 1979, DEA operatives closed down six 
labs and made dozens of arrests, mostly in 
Baltimore and Anne Arundel counties. Each 
lab, federal chemists estimate, was capable 
of treating 350 pounds of parsely with PCP. 

Each outfit then farmed out the dope to 
two wholesalers, who diluted it. They then 
sold through 48 retailers and almost 100 
street dealers. 

Members of the gang were assigned specif­
ic duties. Some traveled up and down the 
eastern seaboard in search of chemicals. 
Others supervised the labs or managed the 
distribution. 

"They showed a remarkable amount of 
discipline," said Brosan. 

Federal drug experts say, as far as they 
know, no one has ever created another such 
tightly-knit organization to produce PCP. 
"There's too much of a demand and it's too 
cheap to make," said one. 

The closest thing in Laurel may be the 
large-scale operation run by the Gray broth­
ers-Jerome, Charles and Andrew-from 
their rented ranch house on Whiskey 
Bottom Road. 

In December 1981, police nabbed the 
three with an estimated $40 million worth 
of PCP. Since then, detectives say they sus­
pect drug traffic at the house has continued 
on and off. 

This spring, police again raided the Gray 
household but turned up nothing. A third 
search several weeks ago turned up a small 
quantity of drugs. 

Local police are reluctant to discuss the 
case, but a federal agent familiar with the 
operation said police delay in obtaining a 
warrant allowed "about three or four 
pounds" to leave the house. 

Later, Baltimore County police raided a 
St. Denis house, confiscating what they sus­
pect is much of the missing drug. 

In general, police report more of a loose 
confederation or fraternity. A number of 
the major suspects nabbed in Howard and 
other counties are connected by blood or 
business. 

"The Grays know the Gaffs and the Gaffs 
know the Ganims <suspected county dealers 
facing triaD," said Lt. Michael Chiuchiolo. 
Often, cookers will exchange chemicals or 
know-how, he added. 

Hampering efforts toward organization is 
the high incidence of PCP use among the 
large manufacturers. 

A Severn man, recently sentenced to 25 
years for cooking PCP, couldn't remember 
his address and added extra digits to his 
telephone number. Others wear a continual 
blank stare that drug counselors say charac­
terizes many PCP users. 

Despite the enormous amounts of money 
to be made, PCP cookers have reportedly 
never developed sophisticated financial 
techniques capable of laundering their prof­
its. Rather, they have been banished to an 
all-cash world, reduced to burying their 
money in so many underground caches, ac­
cording to a police theory. 

FIRE BURN AND CAULDRON BUBBLE 

Chemistry abstracts and the U.S. Patent 
Office offer public files on phencyclidine, 
first marketed legally under the trade name 
Sernylan. But a simple, step-by-step 
"recipe" for the home chemist is also avail­
able on the street. Some reportedly cost a 
bundle. 

When local police arrested Douglas 
Ganim last month in North Laurel, they 
found his formula written on the back of a 
business card. 

Experts say most underground cookers 
use one of a handful of techniques. Ex­
tremely popular, they say, is the "two­
bucket method." 

That's what prosecution witness Norman 
Newby-a DEA chemist-said Johnny Ray 
Goff was doing, when police arrested him 
last October. 

Another witness, informant George Par­
sons, described what he saw that night: 

Goff begain pouring one chemical solution 
into another, using paint buckets for mixing 
bowls. " I watched these chemicals turn into 
a reddish solution. It was boiling a little 
bit." 

Then Goff asked Parsons to add some pe­
troleum to the reddish solution. Goff then 
"mixed it around a bit and looked at it. He 
proceeded to pour it in this bag of parsley." 

That's when county police, who had been 
tipped off, burst through the doors with 
automatic weapons drawn. 

Had they not been interrupted, Goff and 
his partners would have dried the parsely 
and packed it into film canisters-known as 
" tins." Each tin could then be sold for about 
$50. 

Many of the industrial chemicals used in 
t he process have distinctive pungent odors. 
Thus, PCP chefs are often forced into 
remote spots away from neighbors. Others 
have rigged elaborate exhaust systems to 
remove the fumes. 

Besides the danger of discovery. cookers 
run the risk of explosion. Ether, a key ingre­
dient, is extremely flammable. Even the 
smallest spark could ignite the chemicals, 
taking the lab, the chemists and anything in 
the vicinity with them. 

Another danger comes from the poisons 
used in later stages. At one point, cyanide 
must be added to the mixture. 

Recently, police seized four pounds of po­
tassium cyanide-used in t he state's gas 
chamber-during a raid in Savage. Police 
suspect the underground chemists arrested 
at the time thought they had obtained PCC, 
an illegal chemical just one step away from 
phencyclidine. 

This could have led to the sale of hun­
dreds of thousands of dosages laced with 
the lethal crystals, according to DEA chem­
ists. 

A source close to the case called the two 
men charged in the case, Richard A. Cook 
Jr., and Howard R. Martin Jr. , "a pair of 
amateurs.'' 

Such errors, the source continued, are 
likely to continue. "All the good cookers are 
locked up." 

LOWLY PCP 

Phencyclidine is not a status drug. 
Even when it first came into common use 

in the 1960s, PCP users were shunned by 
other segments of the drug culture. 

"People just didn't have a heck of a lot of 
respect for them," recalled one drug couns­
lor. "They were looked at as lower than 
heroin addicts. " 

Today, that image has improved-but not 
much. A pair of Columbia teenagers say 
most of their friends have tried Angel Dust 
but quickly gave it up. 

"Too dangerous," said one. "Too 
sick,"added the other. 

For the most part, attitudes like these 
have kept the bulk of the heavy use out of 
the more affluent Columbia neighborhoods. 
Instead the bulk, of the heavy users, and 
the majority of the lab busts, are found 
along Route 1. 

A composite-pieced together from inter­
views with lawyers, health professionals and 
cops-reveals this portrait: 

Most are males and nearly all are white. 
They come from lower middle-class families, 
have little education and few job skills. 

"They're rednecks, " explained one lawyer 
who represents a number of them. 

"They're not going anywhere. They're 
losers. " 

SENATOR HENRY JACKSON 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, with the 

death of our friend and colleague, 
Henry Jackson, the U.S. Senate, as 
well as the entire Nation, has suffered 
a terrible loss. 

Henry Jackson and I served together 
in the U.S. Senate for more than 30 
years. He was among the finest, most 
honorable, and intelligent persons I 
have ever known. 

I was attending meetings with mem­
bers of the European Economic Com­
munity when I heard the news of Sen­
ator Jackson's untimely death. In that 
setting, I could not help but reflect on 
the impact "Scoop" as we all called 
him, had on the entire world. 

"Scoop's" love of freedom and of hu­
manity extended beyond our borders. 
He sought to insure that all nations 
respected every individual's basic 
human right to leave a country where 
his religious or political beliefs are not 
respected. He shined the light of free­
dom in some of the darkest corners of 
this world. 

Our friend, "Scoop" Jackson, 
brought the same vigor to issue of de­
fending our own country and its boun­
tiful resources. He had the honesty to 
recognize the world as it really is and 
the vision to work toward the goals to 
which we aspire. 

Mr. President, "Scoop" Jackson was 
not only one of the giants of the free 
world. He was one of the rare Senators 
who made a special impact on this in­
stitution. Senators come and go, and 
we all have some kind of effect on the 
Senate. 
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It is unusual, however, to be correct 

in saying that the Senate was im­
proved by the presence of a single 
Member. The Senate is a better, a 
more thoughtful, and a more caring 
body because "Scoop" Jackson served 
here for 31 years. 

Mr. President, I want to extend my 
heartfelt sympathies to Mrs. Jackson 
and the members of the Jackson 
family. We thank them for graciously 
sharing their husband and father with 
us. 

His death is a great personal loss to 
me and I know that he will be missed 
by all of us who have had the opportu­
nity to work closely with him. 

LECH WALESA RECEIVING THE 
NOBEL PEACE PRIZE 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, yester­
day Lech Walesa was awarded the 
Nobel Peace Prize for his valiant ef­
forts on behalf of Polish workers. 
Walesa has been congratulated for 
this acknowledgement of his coura­
geous struggle by President Reagan, 
Pope John Paul II, Poland's Cardinal 
Josef Glemp, Mr. Francis Blanchard, 
the director general of the Interna­
tional Labor Organization, and labor 
leaders around the world including 
AFL-CIO president, Lane Kirkland. 
Mr. President, as chairman of the 
Senate Labor and Human Resources 
Committee, I want to add my personal 
congratulations to Lech Walesa and to 
applaud his courage and his determi­
nation. As Michael Davis eloquently 
stated in the Washington Times this 
morning, Walesa climbed a wall of the 
Lenin Shipyard in Gdansk because 
"he was struggling for workers' rights 
in a quote 'workers' paradise.' " 

In July of this year martial law was 
officially lifted in Poland. In practice, 
however, are workers any better off 
than they were before this cosmetic 
change? Unfortunately, according to a 
report by the U.S. Department of 
Labor, the picture is still extremely 
bleak for Polish workers. I know my 
colleagues are well aware of this tragic 
situation, but I want to highlight some 
of the specific comments noted in the 
report: 

First, Solidarity is still outlawed in 
violation of ILO Convention 87, Arti­
cle 4. 

Second, Solidarity activists continue 
to suffer persecution. The report notes 
that although some Solidarity intern­
ees were granted limited amnesty, "a 
significant number are still imprisoned 
for 'criminal' or political offenses.'' 
Even those Solidarity internees who 
have been released from prison may 
still be subject to persecution such as 
being denied the right to return to 
their previous job or being arrested if 
they are unable to find a job within 3 
months. 

Third, working conditions are worse. 
The report notes that sick-leave pay 

has been drastically reduced and that 
the right of employers to impose a 56-
hour workweek-with no overtime 
pay-has been reaffirmed by recent 
law. 

Mr. President, I would like to sum­
marize the other conclusions of the 
Department of Labor report concern­
ing the Polish labor situation: 

First, forced labor: worse. 
Second, imposition of trade union 

monopolies: worse. 
Third, prohibitions on federations 

and confederations: some progress. 
Fourth, restrictions on strikes: no 

progress. 
Fifth, restrictions on collective bar­

gaining: little progress. 
It is not pleasant to focus on the in­

tolerable conditions that Polish work­
ers endure every day. But this is what 
makes Lech Walesa such an extraordi­
nary person. As he reportedly told a 
room of Polish steelworkers "You and 
I, we eat the same bread." Lech 
Walesa, an electrician and the son of a 
carpenter who died in a Nazi concen­
tration camp, is a symbol of hope to 
the Polish people and an inspiration to 
all who cherish freedom. In my opin­
ion, Walesa is such a powerful symbol 
because he is first and foremost "just 
another Polish worker." He exempli­
fies the dreams of thousands of Poles 
and he has gone one giant step further 
by standing up for workers' rights. 
Throughout his ordeal since marshal 
law was imposed nearly 2 years ago, 
Walesa has demonstrated tremendous 
inner strength. Although the Polish 
authorities have tried to discredit him, 
to paraphrase President Reagan their 
"brute force" is not winning over Wa­
lesa's "moral force." And that, it 
seems to me, is what the Nobel Peace 
Prize is all about. 

Once again, Mr. President, I wish to 
offer my congratulations to Mr. 
Walesa. For the benefit of my col­
leagues, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Department of Labor report I re­
ferred to be printed in the RECORD as 
well as an article from the New York 
Times entitled "Labor Organizer With 
A Tall Dream" by John Kifner. 

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
Washington, D.C., July 22, 1983. 

POLAND: EFFECT OF THE END OF MARTIAL LAW 
ON TRADE UNION RIGHTS 

1. DISSOLUTION OF SOLIDARITY: NO PROGRESS 

Solidarity is still outlawed by administra­
tive action, in violation of ILO Convention 
87, Article 4. While the Polish Parliament 
has not yet made participation is Solidarity 
directly punishable by up to three years in 
jail, it is expected to discuss this possibility 
next week. Nevertheless, other changes in­
troduced into the penal code on December 
18, 1982 have the same effect: activities such 
as printing and distributing illegal printed 
matter, tapes and films, one of Solidarity's 
principal means of communication, may be 
punishable by imprisonment up to five 

years; in addition, creating a public unrest 
or disturbance can be punished by up to 
three years imprisonment. 

2. PERSECUTION OF SOLIDARITY ACTIVISTS: NO 
PROGRESS 

While the amnesty bill adopted by the 
Parliament on July 21 , 1983 grants limited 
amnesty to certain categories of Solidarity 
internees, a significant number are still im­
prisoned for "criminal" or political offenses, 
most notably the top-ranking members of 
Solidarity. Underground activists may now 
be pardoned-but only if they confess to 
criminal offenses, hardly a fair deal. the bill 
also releases prisoners sentenced to less 
than three years, and cuts in half the sen­
tences of those sentenced to more than 
three years. However, those released are ef­
fectively placed on probation for the next 
2 Y2 years: the full sentence will have to be 
served if the person is caught committing a 
similar offense during that time. 

In addition, it is questionable whether 
those released are returning home to a per­
secution-free life; they may be still subject 
to repressive and discriminatory measures, 
in violation of ILO Convention III, such as 
the following: 

a. Denial of the right to return to previous 
job, or demotion to a lower-skill and lower­
paying job. 

b. Harassment of strict supervision at the 
job and home, as exemplified by the case of 
Lech Walesa. 

c. Requirement in certain key industries 
until December 31, 1985, established by the 
July 21, 1982 omnibus bill, that workers be 
forced to work for six months after filing a 
notice of intent to change jobs. This may 
violate ILO Convention 29 on forced labor. 

d. The July 21 , 1983 omnibus bill also pro­
vides the government with the authority to 
fire teachers, students, and administrators 
for breaching the public order. 

e. Arrest of forced labor if unable to find 
employment within three months. <See no. 
32 below) 

3 . FORCED LABOR: WORSE 

The omnibus bill adopted on July 21, 1983 
by the Polish Parliament tightens a recent 
law that conforms with Soviet legislation 
imposing forced labor, and which is applica­
ble under Polish civilian rule. The original 
law, which was passed on October 26, 1982, 
requires compulsory registration of males 
between the ages of 18 and 45 who have 
been unemployed for three months. The 
government now has eliminated fines as a 
penalty for non-compliance with the law. 
Failure to register or to perform the as­
signed work on public projects is subject to 
up to one year of imprisonment involving 
forced labor. These provisions violate ILO 
Convention 29 on forced labor. 

Between January and March, 1983, at 
least 8,000 persons were assigned to perform 
work under this law. The law is a particular­
ly effective means of continuing control 
over former Solidarity members who were 
fired from their jobs or were refused permis­
sion to return to work. 

IMPOSITION OF TRADE UNION MONOPOLIES: 
WORSE 

On July 21, 1983 the Polish Parliament re­
tracted the right to establish more than one 
union per factory beginning in 1985, which 
had been promised in a law adopted October 
8, 1982. This is a real setback, for only one 
union per enterprise is currently permitted, 
in violation of ILO Convention 87, Article 3. 
The decision on whether more than one 
union can be established is now in the 
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hands of the Council of State, and is de­
layed until at least 1986. In addition, the 
October 1982 law imposed a single national 
federation on agriculturalists, which is still 
in effect. 

5. PROHIBITION ON FEDERATIONS AND 
CONFEDERATIONS: SOME PROGRESS 

While the ban on national federations was 
lifted on April 12, 1983, no confederations of 
trade unions are permitted until 1985, in 
violation of ILO Convention 87, Article 5. 

6. RESTRICTIONS ON STRIKES: NO PROGRESS 
None of the numerous and cumbersome 

restrictions on strike action have been 
eased. Among the ones most criticized by 
the International Labor Organization as vio­
lating Convention 87, Article 3, are: 

a. Requirement for majority agreement in 
order for a union to legally declare a strike. 
Such a decision on how many votes are 
needed to strike should be the union's pre­
rogative. 

b. Prohibition of strikes in an excessively 
wide list of industries. At least eight of the 
industries are not considered "essential" by 
the ILO, and thus should have the right to 
strike. 

c. Penal sanctions for an overly broad 
range of activities. Workers participating in 
anything from a protest action to an illegal 
strike may be imprisoned for up to one year. 

7. RESTRICTIONS ON COLLECTIVE BARGAINING: 
LITTLE PROGRESS 

While the prohibition on all collective bar­
gaining was lifted with the April 12, 1983 
law permitting the establishment of nation­
al federations, unions are still prohibited 
from determining the level and scope of col­
lective bargaining, in violation of ILO Con­
vention 98. The Polish Parliament passed 
legislation on October 8, 1982 that permits 
bargaining only at the national level and 
which must be applied to all workers in that 
industry. 

8 . CONDITIONS OF WORK: WORSE 
On February 1, 1983 the Polish Parlia­

ment adopted a social security bill that re­
duces sick leave pay for the first three days 
of sick leave by 50 percent. This drastic 
measure may be used to further squeeze the 
salaries and morale of workers, while dis­
couraging resort to passive resistance. 

The omnibus law passed by the Parlia­
ment on July 21, 1983 maintains the right of 
employers to impose a 56-hour work week, 
with no overtime pay. Enterprises are also 
prohibited from awarding new pay or other 
benefits to workers. 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 6, 1983] 
LABOR ORGANIZER WITH A TALL DREAM 

<By John Kifner> 
WARSAW, Oct. 5-For Lech Walesa, this 

has been a difficult year. 
The one-time unemployed electrician who 

rose to become an international figure, the 
embodiment of the dreams of millions of 
Poles for a better life, emerged from 11 
months of solitary confinement last fall to 
find his Solidarity union crushed by martial 
law. He had thrilled crowds and negotiated 
with the Government; he had even met, vir­
tually as an equal, with the heads of the 
two institutions that dominate Poland- the 
Communist Party and the Roman Catholic 
Church. Now, the Government said, he was 
a has-been, the "former head of a former 
union." 

Yet his allure has not entirely faded. 
During the eight days of Pope John Paul 
Il's visit last June, the crowds once again 
unfurled their red and white Solidarity ban-

ners and shouted, "Lech Walesa! Lech 
Walesa!" 

For those Poles, as well as for Mr. Walesa, 
the awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize to 
the founder of the first-and last-free 
trade union in the Soviet bloc was a vindica­
tion. To the Communist authorities it was a 
slap in the face. 

HOW HE GOT THE NEWS 
The news of his Nobel Prize came to Mr. 

Walesa-the name is pronounced vah­
WENN-sah-as he was picking mushrooms 
in the woods, a very Polish activity at this 
time of the year. His wife, Danuta, said later 
that he had become so worked up by the 
knowledge that he was a candidate for the 
award that he could not sleep and had gone 
to the country north of Gdansk with friends 
to try to relax. 

The word was brought by the Western tel­
evision crews, whose attendance on Mr. 
Walesa is a constant irritant to the authori­
ties. The mushroom-hunting party prompt­
ly grabbed the new laureate, who wore his 
ever-present badge of the Black Madonna of 
Czestochowa on his gray cardigan sweater, 
and tossed him in the air. 

"The world recognizes Solidarity's ideals 
and struggles," he said when he got his 
breath back. 

Laszek Michal Walesa was born Sept. 29, 
1943, in the village of Popowo, near the Vis­
tula River north of Warsaw, the son of a 
carpenter who was to die in a Nazi concen­
tration camp. He was trained as a an electri­
cian at a state agricultural school, served 
two years in the army and in 1967 moved to 
the Baltic seaport of Gdansk and a job in 
the sprawling Lenin Shipyard. 

His introduction to political opposition 
came in the turbulent days of December 
1970 when workers in Gdansk took to the 
streets to protest rising food prices and were 
gunned down. The demonstrations toppled 
the Government of Wladyslaw Gomulka, 
but, ultimately, the bloodshed brought little 
but broken promises. 

A MONUMENT TO THE DEAD 
The experience so burned Mr. Walesa that 

one of his obsessions was the unlikely 
project of building a monument to honor 
the more than 100 slain workers. The tower­
ing monument of three crosses, whose dedi­
cation was attended by party leaders, stands 
now at the shipyard gate, a constant re­
proach to the authorities. The police come 
at night and take away flowers people place 
at its base. 

Mr. Walesa was on the strike committee 
that briefly shut down the shipyard in the 
next round of protests in 1976. Dismissed 
from his electrician's job, he became a full­
t ime agitator, editing and passing out an un­
derground newspaper, The Coastal Worker, 
and helping to organize the illegal Baltic 
Free Trade Union Movement. In this period, 
too, he made contact with the newly formed 
organization of dissident intellectuals called 
the Workers' Self-Defense Committee, 
which became important in guiding and 
spreading Solidarity. 

In 1980, Mr. Walesa led the strike that 
drove Mr. Gomulka's successor, Edward 
Gierek, from power. When he climbed over 
the fence of the Lenin Shipyard on Aug. 14, 
the short and slightly pudgy Mr. Walesa 
became very much the right man at the 
right moment. 

The week-old strike he took over had been 
touched off by the dismissal of Anna Walen­
tynowicz, a grandmotherly looking crane op­
erator. Feeding on long-held grievances, it 
spread like a bushfire along the Baltic coast, 

to the Nowa Huta steel mill, the coal mines 
of Silesia, engulfing most of Poland. Bus 
drivers writers, peasant farmers trainee 
firemen, even party members jo,ined the 
strike. 

Neither an intellectual nor a profound 
strategist, Mr. Walesa nevertheless pos­
sessed a magnetism that set him apart from 
the other Solidarity leaders. What he had 
was a shrewdness, a keen sense of the dra­
matic and a flair for summing up the feel­
ings of the workers in an earthy phrase. 
"You and I, we eat the same bread," he told 
a room overflowing with grimy, blue-jacket­
ed steelworkers. He did not have to com­
plete the thought-that there were others 
the privileged party elite, who ate much dif: 
ferently. 

LEADERSHIP IS CHALLENGED 
While the authorities tend to portray him 

as wild-eyed public enemy, Mr. Walesa spent 
much of his efforts during the hectic 16 
months of Solidarity trying to calm striking 
workers, staving off confrontations. Indeed, 
he was sharply challenged from within his 
own ranks as being too willing to compro­
mise with the authorities. Mr. Walesa and 
others kept insisting that theirs was a"self­
limiting revolution," that they meant to 
reform the system, not overthrow it, but the 
Poles and their rulers understood that in­
evitably, the challenge was more profdund 
than that. 

Mr. Walesa lives in what is by Polish 
standards a relatively luxurious six-room 
apartment in a vast housing project with his 
wife, a former florist's assistant whom he 
married in 1969, and their three daughters 
and four sons, the last born while he was in­
terned. The apartment was given to him 
during his days of recognized prominence. A 
portrait of the Pope dominates the living 
room. 

The authorities have been trying for 
months to discredit Mr. Walesa. The latest 
step was a special television program, titled 
"Money," broadcast last week. It centers on 
a purported tape recording in which Mr. 
Walesa is reputed to speak of squirreling 
away a million dollars abroad, to complain 
that the Pope was edging him out of last 
year's Nobel Prize and to use foul language. 

The effort appears to have had little 
effect. The next day Mr. Walesa went to a 
World Cup soccer match in Gdansk, the 
home team playing an Italian squad, and 
when he was recognized the stadium burst 
into cheers. 

SOVIET DECEPTION VERSUS NU­
CLEAR WEAPON BUILD-DOWN 
OPTIONS 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as nego­

tiations get underway in Geneva for 
START, we need to ask ourselves some 
very basic questions. How do we nego­
tiate limits on nuclear capabilities that 
we do not understand; and, should 
agreements be reached, how would 
they be verified? 

The problems of such uncertainties 
are vividly illustrated in our seeming 
inability to bring the Soviets to task 
for the use of lethel chemicals and 
toxins in Southeast Asia and Afghani­
stan. The treaties simply were unable 
to foresee new developments in tech­
nology, and as a result are inadequate 
when it comes to verification. 
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The problem in the nuclear arena is 

equally severe. For example, can we 
limit the number of SS-20 missiles if 
we cannot see them with our national 
technical means of verification, or if 
we do not know for certain where they 
are stored-or not stored-and in what 
quantity? Can we limit strategic nucle­
ar stockpiles if all we can count are 
silos? How do extra, or reload, missiles 
enter in to the question, and how will 
the new strategic mobile system, the 
PL-5, of SS-X-25 be "counted"? 

Mr. President, the Soviet practices 
of concealment and camouflage, often 
referred to as maskirovka, have been 
raised with increasing frequency. They 
become especially important as the 
new "build-down" proposal is consid­
ered. If we do not know for sure the 
extent and characteristics of the 
Soviet nuclear stockpile, then what is 
the meaning of "build-down"? Specifi­
cally, build-down from what? 

As background for considering these 
questions and their implications, I 
would like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues a recent, thought-pro­
voking article from the Armed Forces 
Journal by Samuel Cohen and Joseph 
Douglass, "Selective Targeting and 
Soviet Deception." Mr. Cohen, once a 
member of the Manhattan project, is 
known as "the father of the neutron 
bomb." Dr. Douglass has been an emi­
nent defense analyst for 20 years. 
They point out very effectively the 
limitations in our knowledge of Soviet 
capabilities and its implications for 
U.S. military strategy. The implica­
tions for arms control are equally im­
portant. 

Mr. President, I ask that the article 
on Soviet deception be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Armed Forces Journal 
International, September 19831 

SELECTIVE TARGETING AND SOVIET DECEPTION 

<By Samuel T. Cohen and Joseph D. 
Douglass, Jr.) 

<"However absorbed a commander may be 
in the elaboration of his own thoughts, it is 
necessary sometimes to take the enemy into 
consideration."- Winston Churchill) 

During the decade of the 1970s, the Penta­
gon worked hard to revise America's nuclear 
doctrine. The objective was to be able to 
fight a restrained intercontinental nuclear 
war with the Soviet Union. 

The new doctrine was first publicized in 
January of 1974 by Defense Secretary 
James Schlesinger. Should the Soviets 
attack with a restrained counterforce strike 
the United States henceforth would hav~ 
the capability of striking back in a "selec­
tive" manner, only striking crucial military 
targets while avoiding unnecessary collater­
al damage to urban areas. 

In the summer of 1980, the doctrine was 
reaffirmed by President Carter in the form 
of Presidential Directive No. 59 <PD-59). 
Since that time the meaning of this doctrine 
has become more apparent as its generic 
target list has become known. In addition to 

traditional SlOP 2 targets such as ICBMs 
nuclear submarine bases, and airfields capa~ 
ble of handling strategic bombers the new 
list emphasizes control targets~ military, 
party and internal security control- and 
power projection forces. 

Defense Secretary Harold Brown ex­
plained that this latest iteration was "de­
signed with the Soviets in mind" and would 
" take account of what we know about Soviet 
P.erspectives on these issues, for, by defini­
tiOn, deterrence requires shaping Soviet as­
sessments about t he risks of war-assess­
ments they will make using their models, 
not ours." 

However, in comparing the new U.S. nu­
clear strategy with that of the Soviets a 
very substantial question emerges: nam~ly, 
does the U.S. really know enough about the 
actual targets <and about Soviet efforts to 
deny the United States access to critical in­
formation, such as target location) to realis­
tically and effectively implement a selective 
targeting strategy? Or, alternatively, is the 
strategy merely rhetoric unsupported by ca­
pabilities? 

The problem is that while American plan­
ners are beginning to recognize Soviet doc­
trine, they have yet to accept some of its 
most central tenets, one of which empha­
sizes the importance of surprise and the 
need to employ secrecy, cover, and decep­
tion to mislead the enemy. 

Surprise is, perhaps, the single most im­
portant principle of war in the nuclear age 
in Soviet thinking. It is achieved mainly "as 
a result of poor knowledge by the adversary 
of one's true intentions, as a result of sub­
jective errors in assessing intentions and 
plans, as well as a result of shallow analyses 
of measures taken to achieve surprise." This 
helps explain why, in discussions of surprise 
in Soviet military textbooks, dictionaries 
and encyclopedias, objectives such as "mis~ 
leading the enemy about one's intentions" 
or "leading the enemy into error concerning 
one's own intentions" always appear at the 
top of the list-closely followed by other im­
portant concepts such as "covert prepara­
tions," "unexpected use of nuclear weap­
ons," "camouflage actions," and "the use of 
means and methods unknown to the 
enemy." 

This suggests a possibly critical PD-59 tar­
geting problem. Targeting normally consists 
of identification and selection. While the 
process already must be extremely compli­
cated-that is, the selection of several thou­
sand targets from a target list containing 
tens of thousands of targets-to this prob­
lem must be added the questions, "How does 
one separate real targets from false targets 
and identify real targets where there h~ 
been an extensive effort <by masters of the 
trade) to hide them?" Bear in mind that the 
principal, almost only, means for identifica­
tion and location is satellite photography­
using cameras that cannot see at night, 
through weather or into boxes, buildings, or 
underground facilities. 

This problem is further compounded by 
Soviet efforts to disperse and duplicate criti­
cal facilities and move them on the eve of 
the war. Mobility is especially important, 
and when undertaken in anticipation of an 
enemy nuclear strike even has a special 
name, "ant i-atomic maneuvers. " These ma­
neuvers are intended to negate the effec­
tiveness of enemy strikes simply by moving 
targeted items, such as military units, weap­
ons and ammunition stockpiles, especially 
nuclear warheads, air and missile defenses, 

' SlOP: S trategic Integrated Operat ional Plan. 

political administrative control centers 
communication facilities, transportatio~ 
assets, and so forth. Insofar as strategic 
force targeting the United States is not a 
real time or even a near real time operation 
the effectiveness of such a Soviet effort 
could be considerable. 

T.K. Jones, Deputy Under Secretary of 
De~ense for Research and Engineering, ex­
plamed the consequences of Soviet mobility 
to a Senate arms control subcommittee in 
1982: 
O~r abi.l~ty to retaliate effectively against 

Soviet ~llltary assets is also no longer as 
clear as It once was. Their conventional mili­
tary forces and nuclear reserves are protect­
ed by mobility. Although we could retaliate 
against the peacetime locations of such mil­
itary units, there is doubt that such action 
would eliminate the fighting capability of 
the Soviet forces. 

Soviet leadership is a particularly impor­
tant PD-59 t~rget category where secrecy, 
cover, deception, and mobility may negate 
US pre-attack targeting. The Defense De­
partment recently observed: "Protection of 
t~eir leadershi~ has been a primary objec­
tive of the Soviets .... This protection has 
been achieved through the construction of 
deep, hard urban shelters and countless re­
location sites." But the Defense Department 
acknowledged in 1980 that it had identified 
only "relatively few leadership shelters." 

How many of these relocation shelters are 
known today, and which would be occupied, 
and by whom? The problem is revealed in 
the testimony of a Soviet civil projects engi­
neer who emigrated in 1978, as reported in 
the monthly newsletter, HUMINT: "Wilkin­
son Swords, the British razor manufacturer 
built a completely equipped plant i~ 
Moscow: On the basis of expected profits, 
the ~oviets were able to build two shelters, 
one m Moscow and one in Leningrad. The 
shelter for the five-story Wilkinson razor 
factory w.as built before the British engi­
neers arnved. They were walking on the 
:ceiling' of the shelter and never knew what 
It was or that anything was there." It is en­
tirely possible that an extensive complex of 
such unknown shelters and camouflaged 
shelte:s exist and have completely escaped 
detectiOn by Western intelligence. 

One high level defector has pointed out 
that the key Soviet leaders have two reloca­
tion sites: one to be used on the eve of war 
the second to be used about seven hour~ 
after war begins. 

A recent CIA study stated that identified 
fixed shelters were vulnerable to direct 
attack. If so, why would the Soviet leader­
ship desire to arrange for their extermina­
~ion by occupying these shelters, especially 
if they thought they were targeted? This 
wouldn't make any sense. So maybe they 
have been constructing some decoy shelter 
systems to draw attention, knowing we will 
s~e them being constructed, and to draw 
fire, as a subterfuge to encourage the waste­
ful expe~diture of US warheads; their real 
plans bemg to occupy only shelters believed 
~o be unknown to US nuclear planners. The 
Importance of constructing decoy targets to 
draw both attention and fire is stressed in 
the Soviet literature, but rarely appears to 
be considered in Western analyses. 

Not ~nly would this make good deception 
sense, 1t also would make good economic 
sense, in the event the unknown shelters 
became known. The cost to the United 
States to dispatch an ICBM warhead to a 
target has escalated to tens of millions of 
dollars per warhead, vastly more expensive 
than the cost of a hardened shelter. Which 
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suggests the possibility of a large prolifera­
tion of Soviet leadership shelters-playing a 
shell game as we once sought to do with the 
M-X missile. This raises additional ques­
tions about the ability of US nuclear tar­
geters to implement the PD-59 strategy 
against one of its most important target cat­
egories. 

Probably the highest priority and most 
dominant PD-59 target class is the Soviet 
land-based strategic nuclear reserves. US in­
telligence credits the Soviets with about 
1,400 land-based ICBM launchers. But, the 
1,400 number really refers to known silos. 
Are all these silos filled? And, how many 
missiles are stored elsewhere? 

The dominant theme that runs through 
the Soviet and German analyses of World 
War II is the importance of secret reserves. 
The Soviets won the war because of massive 
reserves that the Germans did not know ex­
isted. In Soviet General Staff analyses of 
present day conditions, reserves "have 
become much more important than in the 
past." The "Why?" is simple. " In the final 
analysis, decisive defeat of the enemy and 
achievement of war aims are secured by the 
offensive reserves"-whose successful em­
ployment, the Soviets further advise, is 
heavily dependent upon "secrecy and con­
cealment." 

In examining the Soviet nuclear capabili­
ties, two very different, almost conflicting, 
strategic objectives should be considered. 
First, the United States <and the world) 
must "see" a strong, superior Soviet capabil­
ity. This is an important ingredient of 
Soviet political warfare-intimidation. In 
this regard, Amrom Katz, a former director 
of verification at the US Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, has noted that the 
CIA has been a most effective Soviet public 
relations agent by providing the world with 
most credible data on Soviet nuclear superi­
ority. The second aspect is the equally domi­
nant requirement to hide from any enemy 
the true extent of Soviet nuclear capabili­
ties and especially any knowledge of Soviet 
nuclear capability that might be to the 
enemy's advantage. In this regard, the loca­
tion of nuclear forces and the number of re­
serves are most critical and most important 
to hide from the enemy. 

Considering this, does it make sense to 
assume that all Soviet ICBM silos are filled 
and that all reserve missiles will be fired 
from silos? In accordance with PD-59's 
strategy to limit damage from Soviet second 
and third ICBM strikes, US strategy would 
involve attacking these silos both to destroy 
missiles not fired during the first strike and 
to deny the Soviets the ability to reload the 
silos for subsequent strikes. 

We have long known that Soviet ICBMs 
can be fired from their containing canisters, 
in which they remain stored from the time 
they leave the factory assembly line. When 
they are fired from silos in test flights, tech­
nically speaking the missiles leave the canis­
ters, not the silos. 

This poses the following question: How 
many canisters that are lowered into silos 
actually contain missiles? An honest answer 
would have to be: We really don't know. 
There is no way that a reconnaissance satel­
lite can see what is inside a canister. But, 
the dilemma is even more complicated than 
this. 

If the Soviets wished to, they consistently 
could conceal from satellite view even the 
delivery and emplacement of the canisters. 
They could cover the railway cars transport­
ing them and lower them into the silos 
during periods of darkness or inclement 

weather-in which case we would see, in a 
word, nothing. But apparently they don't. 
Why? Could it be that they have conducted 
a program of massive deception toward lead­
ing us to believe that all silos contain mis­
siles, to insure the wasteful expenditure of 
US ICBMs and the defeat of US targeting 
strategy? Could it be that the silos mainly 
contain missiles intended for the first strike 
<including extra missiles ready to rapidly 
substitute for launch aborts), and that there 
are a number of extra empty silos to create 
the impression that the entire land-based 
force is silo-based and hence to draw fire­
e.g., dummy targets, recognizing that with 
today's sensors, the only way to make a 
good dummy silo is to make a real silo, 
which would still be well worth the cost. 

Nor is this the only ICBM reserves intelli­
gence problem. The Defense Department 
has observed Soviet reloading exercises and 
has become concerned about Soviet plans to 
reload and refire missiles from "used" 
ICBM silos. DoD's estimate of the time re­
quired for the Soviets to reload a significant 
number of silos is several days, which may 
not be sufficiently rapid to constitute a 
SALT II violation and is sufficiently slow to 
enable US forces to strike before the reload 
is completed. Aside from the fact that the 
reload time observed is more like one day, or 
as one intelligence source has reported, sev­
eral hours, why would the Soviets deny 
themselves the ability to thwart the selec­
tive targeting strategy? Why give the 
United States ample time to destroy the 
Soviet silos before they could be reloaded. 
Or could it be that these reloading exercises 
were part of a Soviet deception? 

Why, one could argue, would the Soviets, 
knowing we would be watching, wish to con­
duct a reloading exercise that plainly was 
sufficiently slow to encourage US efforts to 
keep all silos targeted in the US response 
second strike? Still further, why would the 
Soviets plan to reconstitute a force, either 
rapidly or slowly, in the main areas where 
rubble and fallout radiation levels should be 
expected to be most severe? Unless, in the 
words of Lenin, they were deceiving us by 
telling us what we wanted to believe. Could 
it be that they were bent on ensuring that 
the United States would wastefully dispatch 
its missiles toward "known" critical targets 
<i.e. silos), while the actual <unknown) tar­
gets were someplace else? The cold military 
logic of the situation would dictate that this 
is exactly what the Soviets should have 
been up to. If there is one thing that can be 
said about Soviet military doctrine, it is that 
it tends to be logically impeccable. 

What a rapid reload capability <whether 
several hours or several days) really implies 
is not so much the ability to reuse silos, but 
rather the existence of a "wooden round" 
ICBM that is self-contained in, and capable 
of being fired from, its own canister-an 
ICBM that does not need a silo. Canistered 
ICBMs easily can be stored in garages or 
'sheds, simply erected, aligned Cthe only pos­
sible difficulty), and fired from any surface 
capable of supporting the missile weight. 
Such canisters for "sabotted" ICBMs are 
simple and cheap-sections of steel sewer 
pipe welded together are more than ade­
quate-and just as good as silos for launch­
ing purposes. The missiles can be erected 
and fired from any location. Only minimal 
preplanning to presurvey the site locations 
and enable initial orientation of the guid­
ance system is necessary; considering stellar 
guidance technology, this could be a trivial 
task. 

Then there is the issue of the SS-20, 
which has been "sold" as strictly a theater 

nuclear system. However, with the recently 
increasing Soviet encryption of missile test 
telemetry, including that on the SS-20, an­
other question emerges: Does the SS-20, 
whose deployments are mounting, have an 
intercontinental capability? Has US intelli­
gence only been allowed to see the heavy­
payload, short-range version? There is con­
siderable disagreement over the SS- 20 pay­
load and range. Payload estimates in the 
IISS Military Balance 1982-1983 range from 
single 50-kiloton warheads to three !50-kilo­
ton warheads, with corresponding ranges 
from 7,400 kilometers to 4,500 kilometers. 
Clearly when loaded with only one warhead 
<and 50 kilotons is larger than the Poseidon 
warheads), the system is intercontinental. It 
is then an excellent land-based strategic re­
serve. Moreover, in such a configuration it 
also could play a disturbing role in a Soviet 
surprise first strike because of its ability to 
launch out of unexpected areas, and out of 
areas uncovered by the defense warning sat­
ellites, thus confusing or even negating the 
most critical part of the US attack warning 
system. 

There is no target base in Europe that 
comes even close to justifying the SS-20 
system in its most advertised form, which 
equates to between 2,000 and 5,000 !50-kilo­
ton warheads. There are fewer than 30 so­
called nuclear hardened targets <none of 
which are even hardened to withstand !50-
kilotons delivered with SS-20 accuracies); 
the shorter range Soviet missiles deployed 
in Eastern Europe, coupled with a few of 
the ICBMs tested at intermediate range 
CSS-11 Mod. 4s and SS-19s), long have had 
the capability to conduct an effective dis­
arming first nuclear strike against all NATO 
land targets. 

Since the early 1960s, the Soviets have 
stressed the need for mobile missiles for sur­
vivability. Because of their ability to change 
location and relative ease of concealment 
and camouflage, survivability is achieved be­
cause the enemy cannot effectively find and 
target the missiles. Were the SS-20 indeed 
an ICBM, its deployment would thwart the 
PD-59 targeting strategy. There is also the 
longer range mobile SS-16, that apparently 
has been deployed in quantity 000 to 200) 
under cover at Plestsk; in the future, there 
is expected to be the mobile PL-5. 

The problem becomes further compound­
ed when the nature of US intelligence assets 
used to target the nuclear forces is also 
taken into account. These assets are really 
intelligence assets driven by intelligence 
needs, not by military target acquisition re­
quirements needed to identify targets for 
nuclear strike after a war begins. The Sovi­
ets, who have a warfighting strategy and 
battle management capability, stress the 
need for target acquisition after the war 
starts and the need to destroy an enemy's 
target acquisition capability in the first 
strike. 

The Soviets should be expected to target 
all US reconnaissance capabilities in the 
first strike, including any known reconstitu­
tion capabilities. Thus, the US would be 
blinded in the first strike. This would also 
appear to operate greatly to our disadvan­
tage in trying to implement a selective 
second strike. How will this strike be target­
ed in the face of Soviet secrecy, cover, de­
ception and mobility? This underscores a 
very important constraint on doctrine-ca­
pabilities. One can only realistically change 
doctrines within the latitude that the capa­
bilities will support. 

Another serious intelligence problem has 
been the prevalent attitude, not limited to 
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the intelligence community, that deception 
is not a real problem. The former Deputy 
Chief, Counterintelligence Staff, CIA, ex­
plained the situation quite nicely when he 
said: "So we come to the real question: How 
does one get people at the political level, or 
even at the high or medium-high decision­
making level within the intelligence organi­
zation to recognize that deception is a real 
problem?" 

There probably is no one explanation for 
this condition. However, a number of possi­
bly contributing factors can be identified. 
First, there is the image of Soviet Union 
military and intelligence operations as 
clumsy and heavy handed. This is perhaps 
best represented by the "cold warrior" men­
tality that inhabits many of the national se­
curity catacombs. Rarely does one encoun­
ter an image of the Soviet Union as well or­
ganized, sophisticated, talented, and clever. 

Second, the U.S. government is not 
equipped to deal with deception, except per­
haps in a very specialized manner, and even 
that may be somewhat questionable since 
the CIA counterintelligence staff was 
purged in the mid-1970s. All-source analysis 
is necessary to come to grips with modern, 
multi-source, coordinated deception. But 
there is no place where all-source analysis is 
conducted. With the exception of some 
technical areas, analysts-even intelligence 
analysts-who use the data, who should be 
most concerned about possible deception, 
have almost no access to sources-and most 
of the time, security is not the real reason. 

Third, there is no sense of Soviet long­
range planning or belief in the possible ex­
istence of a Soviet "grand-plan" in the intel­
ligence agencies <or almost anywhere else in 
the U.S. national security community, for 
that matter). In recent Congressional hear­
ings on Stategic Forces, Richard Pipes 
stated that one of the fundamental prob­
lems with the National Intelligence Esti­
mates <NIEs> was the disbelief of those 
drafting the estimates in Soviet grand strat­
egy. As a result, they dealt with each aspect 
of Soviet behavior separately, "with politics 
and military affairs separately, economics, 
propaganda and ideology separately, and 
then within each of these categories, with 
each item, such as each weapon system, sep­
arately." No one ever brought the pieces to­
gether. 

When Czechoslovakia's General Major 
Jan Sejna defected in 1968, he felt that the 
most valuable information he brought with 
him was his knowledge of the Soviet "Long 
Range Plan for the Next Ten to Fifteen 
Years and Beyond." Sejna was the only 
Czech with access to the Russian version of 
that plan. Yet US intelligence authorities 
never debriefed him on its contents. Special 
sections on deception appear throughout 
the plan. and it spells out one of the main 
strategic deception goals this way: "To cover 
the nature and intended use of the main 
tools, of which one of the most important is 
the nuclear forces ." 

Fourth, specifically in regard to unknown 
strategic nuclear capabilities, there is an or­
ganizational belief that if the Soviets would 
attempt anything truly massive, such as the 
hiding of several hundred missiles, let alone 
a complete Soviet Missile Force Army, word 
would leak out-too many people would 
have to be involved. However, rumors have 
leaked out-rumors of missiles in lakes, 
caves, mountain hide-aways, and sheds. Pre­
sumably such rumors were pursued, but 
nothing found. 

Unfortunately, there are massive inst alla­
tions in the Soviet Union with whole towns 

supporting them, that the intelligence com­
munity has only been able to speculate 
about for over two decades. Why has infor­
mation on those installations not leaked 
out; or, if it has, to what avail? US intelli­
gence refused to recognize the civil defense 
program in the Soviet Union until some an­
alysts outside the government, and PD-59, 
forced the issue. Only then, following an ex­
tensive reviews of data, did shelters, reloca­
tion sites, and even some duplicate industri­
al facilities begin to emerge. No one had 
looked for before. The Soviet Union is sup­
posed to have a large chemical warfare ca­
pability, but just try and find any data on it. 
Intelligence can not even say whether the 
Soviet stock-pile of chemical weapons is 500 
tons or 5,000,000 tons; and, until the Sverd­
lovsk accident <which the Soviets claimed 
was food poisoning) the existence of a 
Soviet biological warfare capability was dis­
missed. 

Consider the following paragraph taken 
from an article on camouflage in a classified 
Soviet General Staff journal in the early 
1970s: 

" If it is not possible to conceal troops and 
facilities from hostile observation, then one 
can reduce their revealing features by alter­
ing their external appearance. For example, 
a large camp or supply base can be camou­
flaged as a town; a tank farm can be camou­
flaged as apartment houses, while individual 
military installations can be camouflaged as 
rubble, smoldering ruins, etc. Important ele­
ments of a camouflage effort are the mount­
ing of feigned assaults and the construction 
of dummy defensive fortifications (control 
posts). Such action can be employed not 
only at the tactical echelon but particularly 
at the operational and strategic levels." 
[Emphasis added.] 
It does not take much imagination to con­

ceive of an entire Soviet Missile Force Army 
camouflaged as a test site, or deployed as a 
remote town, or of a town built exclusively 
to house such an army, complete with farm­
ing, perhaps lumbering, and some light 
manufacturing-enough activity to justify a 
rail spur and moderate rail traffic. 

Nor does it take much imagination to en­
vision people arriving and departing by 
train, perhaps at night or in trains with no 
windows, so that no one in town-including 
even the commander-knows where they 
are located, or better st ill, are misinformed 
as to where they are. <This type of practice 
is normal behind the Iron Curtain. When 
the Czech Politburo, the highest ranking 
government officials, were taken to review a 
new air defense site in the mid-1960s, they 
were driven in buses that had the windows 
painted black to prevent even their knowing 
where the site was!) 

Perhaps the most serious contributing 
factor is an associated fear of deception and 
of even trying to tackle the problem. Fear 
over studies of deception, is not just an in­
telligence organization fear. Deception stud­
ies run the risk of having numerous far­
reaching ramifications. A serious investiga­
tion into Soviet secrecy, cover, and decep­
tion could be far more revealing and serious 
than was the US Senate's Church Commit­
tee investigation in the mid-1970s. The 
Church Committee unfortunately did not 
deal with deficiencies that adversely reflect­
ed upon US national security. A truly seri­
ous study of Soviet secrecy and deception 
should be expected to be actively and force­
fully opposed by most of the US intelligence 
community, and, equally important and 
unlike the Church Committee investigation, 
also by the KGB. 

The above discussion is not intended to 
claim the definite existence of a large 
hidden Soviet missile force. Rather, the 
point is that the United States appears to 
have adopted targeting strategies that re­
quire good information on enemy military 
capabilities; yet that required information 
may not exist because of Soviet secrecy, 
cover, and deception. 

Soviet efforts to defeat US strategy rarely 
if ever are taken into account. Estimates of 
enemy capability tend to be several times re­
moved from the actual data and often bear 
scant resemblance to the data. When one 
tries to find the data supporting a state­
ment on enemy capabilities-statements of 
the type that are the main input to the 
policy and strategy planning process-one 
often discovers as house built of cards. For 
example, silos become launchers, which 
then become warheads, throw weight, and 
the force locations. Any resemblance be­
tween this and the actual numbers of war­
heads or missiles or launchers is strictly co­
incidental, and the locations only cover one 
possibility. The estimates might be right, 
but the data certainly do not tell whether 
this is the case or not. And, the United 
States not only seems oblivious to the possi­
ble problem, but worse still, may have seri­
ous internal structures and bureaucratic be­
liefs that make dealing with the problem 
very, very difficult. 

In considering PD-59 and the impact of 
Soviet secrecy and deception, a second prob­
lem, made especially serious because of the 
targeting problem, is defense. For years the 
US has denigrated any defense effort. This 
is the mutual vulnerability portion of the 
mutual assure destruction <MAD> doctrine. 
The reasonableness of this approach has 
now been seriously questioned and for the 
first time in two decades, the folly of stand­
ing defenseless is being recognized along 
with the increasingly percieved need for a 
major shift to a defense oriented strategy. 

Even before President Reagan called at­
tention to the need for strong defense initia­
tives, the importance of this action was 
clearly presented in Defense Secretary 
Caspar Weinberger's 1983 Annual Report to 
the Congress. In his overview of US strate­
gy, he identifies three main principles. First, 
"our strategy is defensive." Second, " the de­
terrent nature of our strategy is closely re­
lated to our defensive stance." And third, 
"In responding to an enemy attack, we must 
defeat the attack and achieve our national 
objectives while limiting-to the extent pos­
sible and practicable-the scope of the con­
flict. " 

Throughout this Annual Report, the criti­
cal importance of defense in the new doc­
trine is obvious when such phrases as 
"defeat the attack," "limit the scope of the 
conflict," "deny the enemy his political and 
military goals," and "terminate hostilities at 
the lowest possible level of damage to the 
United States," are examined with full com­
prehension of Soviet secrecy, cover, decep­
tion, and mobility practices and the result­
ant US nuclear force targeting limitations 
discussed above. 

The goals of PD-59, or its successor, 
NSDD-13, simply cannot be met, even par­
tially met, with only offensive capabilities. 
Indeed, because of Soviet secrecy, cover, de­
ception, and mobility, US offensive forces 
may be almost totally unable to do much 
other than hit fixed, pre-briefed targets. 
which, if important to the Soviets, may no 
longer be valid targets when the war starts. 

The goals of the new US nuclear strategy 
truly lack credibility in the absence of ABM 
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defenses, the current situation. And, there­
fore, to change the doctrine, once again, 
much more than mere words are required. 
Substantial actions are essential in both de­
fense and offense. 

Most important are the development of 
reasonable active and passive <civil> defenses 
of our country, of which we now have essen­
tially none. If we desire to survive nuclear 
war <we can, if we really want to), we must 
take measures to protect ourselves-our 
military forces, our civilian population, our 
economy, and our government. This would 
call for changing the current organization, 
acquisition, and management attention to 
include a heavy defensive component; in 
fact; a dominant defensive component. 

For passive defense, first and foremost, a 
sensible civil defense system should be de­
signed and built. The myth that America 
cannot survive a nuclear war with the Sovi­
ets-a myth that the US government, for 
political reasons, has helped to promote-is 
exactly that: a myth. 

As for active defense, despite the general 
discouragement resulting from the Anti-Bal­
listic Missile <ABM> Treaty of 1972, consid­
erable technical progress has been made in 
recent years toward attaining a defense 
against ballistic missile attack. We should 
be doing for active defense development 
what we did for the ICBM 30 years ago: give 
it a top, presidentially-directed priority. In 
March, 1983, President Reagan took the 
first step in this direction. Were Reagan 
now to move on active defense as Eisenhow­
er did on the ICBM, or as Kennedy did on 
the Apollo man-an-the-moon program, 
chances are that enormous progress would 
be made and a reasonably effective layered 
defense capability could become real within 
a decade. 

Regarding air defense, it is ironic that all 
the considerable gains we have made in this 
area have been applied to the defense of 
other countries, while our own continental 
defenses have been emasculated. In the 
meantime, the Soviets have been building 
up a strategic bomber capability which, if 
we do not restore air defense, will get a free 
ride over US territory. 

In the area of offensive strategic weapons, 
in deploying our land-based systems, being a 
completely open society, we do not have the 
ability to disinform the Soviet targeteers. as 
they so readily do to us. If we are to have 
survivable land-based systems, since they 
cannot be successfully hidden or the Soviets 
spoofed as to their whereabouts, the weap­
ons will have to be mobile and exist in rea­
sonably large numbers. In this respect, a 
small road-mobile ICBM should be devel­
oped with top priority as the main land­
based missile force. Nuclear warhead tech­
nology exists to permit such a system to be 
fielded unarmed and free of threats from 
terrorists <the actual arming would take 
place only in the event of a crisis or war 
itself>. 

In sum, the United States may be heading 
down in illusory path in devising nuclear 
strategy and defenses. Not having taken 
into account the Soviet propensity and ca­
pability for deception, we may (and prob­
ably) have been foolishly playing into the 
Soviet hands and unwittingly given them an 
even larger degree of strategic nuclear supe­
riority than we now admit they have. 
It is essential to our security that this 

error be understood and corrected. Decep­
tion is a singularly important aspect of 
Soviet strategy. It is also a national talent in 
the Soviet Union. It is an integral part of 
their planning process. One would expect it 

to be employed in significant ways-prob­
ably accompanied by a variety of poor ef­
forts undertaken to distract the attention of 
US intelligence and create the image of in­
effective and clumsy Soviet deception prac­
tices. 

But, where are the significant deception 
efforts? How have we been or are we being 
misled? Where are the examples of these ef­
forts? Perhaps we should consider Amrom 
Katz's not too facetious observation, "We 
have never found anything the Soviets have 
successfully hidden"-and add to it the 
thought that the Soviets may be very good 
at hiding-when they want to be. 

ALL SERVICES CAMPAIGN OF 
POSTAL SERVICE 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, Post­
master General William Bolger recent­
ly announced that the Postal Service 
will be instituting an ambitious all-out 
campaign to improve the quality of 
service to the mailing public. This 
effort, called the All Services Cam­
paign, will involve each and every em­
ployee in the Postal Service and 
should greatly enhance the Service's 
ability to serve the Nation's mailers. 

The campaign will adopt the theme 
"We'll Help You Get Our Best" in its 
program to help educate the public on 
available services and products and 
how to most effectively use the Postal 
Service's resources. An employee 
awareness effort, with the theme 
"Know and Tell," will place emphasis 
on educating and motivating employ­
ees who interact with the public to im­
prove courtesy and professionalism. 
Emphasis will also be placed on im­
proving the efficiency, orderliness, and 
cleanliness of post office window and 
lobby areas. 

The campaign was kicked off on Sep­
tember 13 with an unprecedented 2-
hour video conference between the 
Postmaster General, headquarters 
staff, and 3,000 postal employees in 
designated cities in 38 States from 
Tampa, Fla., to Anchorage, Alaska; 
from Honolulu, Hawaii, to Hanover, 
N.H. 

I am particularly pleased at this 
effort because I have long felt and 
urged the Postal Service to make a 
greater effort to inform the public of 
the services they offer, as well as 
remind postal employees of the need 
to meet the wants of the public. 
Recent studies by both the Postal 
Service and independent organizations 
show that although the Postal Service 
does a creditable job in moving the 
mail, it needs to more effectively deal 
with the general public and the indi­
vidual customer. 

In a study conducted last year, the 
National Academy of Public Adminis­
tration applauded the Postal Service 
for its outstanding achievements but 
noted that reduced costs and increased 
productivity "may have been accom­
plished at some sacrifice in employee 
courtesy and customer services." It 
noted that while the Postal Service 

had "done a good job of working with 
big mailers," more attention should be 
given to the needs of the general 
public. 

Last year, the Postal Service studied 
customer attitudes in Denver, Balti­
more, Houston, and New York City. 
The customers identified three areas 
of concern: Waiting in lines, discourte­
ous window clerks, and inconsistent 
local mail delivery. In interviews with 
employees, the Postal Service was 
cited as a good employer but was 
viewed as being perhaps too concerned 
with productivity and not enough con­
cerned with the "human element." 

The All Service Campaign is de­
signed to address the shortcomings 
identified. The program's general pub­
licity campaign began on September 
18 with full-page color ads explaining 
postal products and services. These ad­
vertisements will continue on a 
monthly basis in the Sunday supple­
ment of major newspapers throughout 
the Nation. Each will feature a differ­
ent message about postal services in an 
effort to help customers select the 
product or service which best meets 
their needs and budgets. Each month's 
advertisement will be reinforced by 
displays and posters in the post offices 
and free brochures on the subject will 
be available. The know and tell por­
tion of the campaign will encourage 
employees to know about the services 
and tell the customers about them. 

Research by the Postal Service 
found a general lack of public under­
standing of the various mail services 
available. By increasing the public's 
knowledge of what is available, more 
customers will enter a post office 
knowing what they need. This should 
make it easier for the clerk to serve 
the customer, shorten the customer's 
time at the post office, and generally 
improve the level of service provided 
to the public as a whole. 

I commend Postmaster General 
Bolger for not only recognizing the 
Postal Service's shortcomings but for 
entering into this aggressive program 
to make improvements where they are 
needed. I am sure that we all welcome 
the Postal Service's efforts to reaffirm 
its partnership with the American 
mailing public. 

CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am 

very disappointed that the U.S. Civil 
Rights Commission has been allowed 
to expire. Beginning October 1, the 
Commission began to wind up its oper­
ations. I think it is very unfortunate 
that this situation has been allowed to 
occur. The Civil Rights Commission 
was established in 1957 to provide an 
independent source of information on 
our progress as a nation toward the 
goal of assuring full civil rights for all 
Americans. Since then, virtually every 
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President and every administration 
has come in for its share of criticism. 
But this is one reason why the Con­
gress established the Commission in 
the first place-to assure that there 
would be capable but independent as­
sessments and information provided 
on vital civil rights issues. It is one 
reason why the Congress is now intent 
on preserving the Commission's inde­
pendence and its fundamental authori­
ties. 

During the debate over extension, 
several important principles have 
emerged which-I strongly believe­
must be closely adhered to in any re­
authorization bill. First, the Commis­
sion should be bipartisan, with an 
equal number of Republicans and 
Democrats. This division helps greatly 
to assure independence and continuity 
when control of the administration 
shifts from one party to another. 
Second, providing that no President 
may appoint a majority of commis­
sioners within his term prevents one 
administration from stacking the 
membership with individuals holding a 
single set of views. Third, the Presi­
dent should not be authorized to dis­
miss commissioners except for neglect 
of duty or malfeasance. This, too, is a 
fundamental safeguard of the Com­
mission's independence, and closely 
tracks such safeguards in other inde­
pendent organizations throughout 
Government. Finally, no special pref­
erence in structuring the Commission 
should be given to any particular 
President. Presidents since Eisenhow­
er-Republican and Democratic-have 
had to deal with forthright expres­
sions of views from the Civil Rights 
Commission. I have heard no good 
reason why the time-honored process 
of nomination, with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, should not 
apply in this instance. 

Mr. President, through the patient 
efforts of Senators SPECTER, DOLE, 
BID EN, and others, an approach has 
been developed which fully comports 
with these principles. The House has 
already passed reauthorization legisla­
tion. It is time for the Senate to act. I 
sincerely hope the Judiciary Commit­
tee will report an acceptable bill this 
week, that the Senate can then move 
on it expeditiously, and that Congress 
can present a bill to the President for 
signature before the Columbus Day 
recess. 

CONGRESSMAN JOHN 
ERLENBORN TO RETIRE 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I would 
like to speak of a friend and colleague 
who, for the past 27 years, has devoted 
his life to public service. Representa­
tive JOHN ERLENBORN has recently an­
nounced his intention to retire at the 
end of his current term, an announce­
ment received with great regret by his 
colleagues, by the people of the 13th 

Congressional Distirct, and by myself 
as well. 

It is difficult to do justice in such 
brief remarks to the achievements of a 
man who has served in Congress for 18 
years. His long and distinguished 
career has produced a legacy whose 
impact will be felt by generations to 
come. His record is one of achieve­
ment, balance, and of a deep knowl­
edge of the legislative and parliamen­
tary skills vital to success in the House 
of Representatives. 

He examines each issue on its own 
merits: JoHN is no hostage to ideology. 
He could be a strenuous advocate of 
Government involvement in education 
while questioning the need for a De­
partment of Education. JOHN devoted 
his energies to problem solving on 
behalf of the people of his district and 
the State of Illinois, but he also 
turned his creative mind to national 
problems in the areas of education, 
pension and retirement policy, as well 
as Government efficiency. He will be 
missed on both sides of the aisle, and 
indeed, on both sides of the Capitol. 

It was not easy to have been a Re­
publican with good ideas for those 
many years in a Democratic House. 
However, the sheer number of meas­
ures that bear his imprint, either by 
authorship or sponsorship, is a testi­
mony to JoHN's stature as a thought­
ful legislator and a persuader. The bal­
ance I mentioned previously was often 
brought to bear in terms of JOHN's 
willingness to negotiate and compro­
mise without ever losing sight of his 
substantive goals. The majority on the 
Education and Labor Committee will 
no doubt recall the ever-present 
danger of the Erlenborn substitute 
should they fail to close ranks. Yet, in 
spite of the differences that some­
times divided JOHN from his Demo­
cratic colleagues, the significant legis­
lation that emerged over the past 
decade from education and labor has 
been notably influenced by him, most 
often in the area of minimum wage 
legislation and pension law. In fact, as 
ranking Republican on the committee, 
he became the acknowledged congres­
sional expert on pension law. The won­
derful innovation of the individual re­
tirement account owes its conception 
largely to JOHN ERLENBORN. 

In an era of enormous expansion of 
Government in the 1970's into increas­
ingly diverse aspects of American life, 
he consistently sought to insure its ac­
countability to the public interest. He 
became involved in legislation neces­
sary to monitor Federal budget proce­
dures and Government operations. As 
a senior member of the House Com­
mittee on Government Operations, 
JoHN sponsored legislation in 1969 to 
create a commission to study Govern­
ment purchasing practices and to pro­
mote efficiency. This legislation was 
buttressed in 1974, under JoHN's lead­
ership, by the Federal Procurement 

Act and the Congressional Budget 
Act-a measure very close to my own 
heart-to reform and streamline 
spending procedures. Consistent with 
his principles, he strenuously advocat­
ed legislation for increased vigilance 
over the spending practices of the Fed­
eral agencies. These efforts came to 
fruition in 1978 and again in 1982 with 
the establishment of the Office of In­
spector General in each of 12 Federal 
agencies, and the creation of a special 
inspector to monitor spending in the 
Defense Department. Finally, on an­
other issue of special interest to me, 
he has been militant in his efforts to 
establish stronger enforcement proce­
dures in the collection of Federal 
debts, and to close loopholes through 
which many have defaulted on student 
loans. I express my deep appreciation 
to JoHN for his assistance in securing 
final passage of the Federal Debt Col­
lection Act of 1982. 

But JOHN ERLENBORN was no enemy 
of regulation when he perceived a le­
gitimate need for it. Witness his ef­
forts as floor manager in 1970 for the 
House debate on the EPA Act to estab­
lish an independent Environmental 
Protection Agency, consolidating 
major programs for combating pollu­
tion into a single agency. Similarly, in 
1970 he managed the floor debate call­
ing for the creation of the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra­
tion. 

Recently we have been made aware 
of deficiencies in our educational 
system. A Presidental Commission on 
Education has assessed the situation 
as tantamount to an act of war against 
the future of our country. Experts 
have competed with each other to sug­
gest methods for reversing the tide of 
deteriorating standards. Given JoHN 
ERLENBORN's experience with educa­
tion issues, it is reassuring to know 
that, while he leaves public office, he 
nonetheless maintains an active inter­
est upon which we may rely in the 
continuing debate on this subject. He 
has long advocated that Government 
address itself to the goals of education 
in the United States. As early as 1971, 
JOHN proposed and secured passage of 
a resolution calling for a White House 
Conference on Education. In 1972, he 
cosponsored legislation creating the 
National Institute of Education to pro­
vide leadership in scientific inquiry 
into the educational process. JOHN un­
derstands fully that investment in 
education is an investment in our 
future. Toward this end, he undertook 
to increase the lending capacity of 
Federal assistance programs for col­
lege students, and to author legisla­
tion to create a secondary market for 
student loans, and to support efforts 
to insure that loans are repaid. In ad­
dition, numerous pieces of legislation 
have been passed under his leadership 
that reflect his concern for the special 
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needs of gifted and handicapped chil­
dren. At a time of perceived crisis in 
our national education, we need his 
participation in the process of devising 
creative proposals to reinvigorate edu­
cation in America. 

It has been a special pleasure for me 
to work closely with him on the in­
creasing number of Illinois-related 
projects that our delegation is jointly 
taking on. I want particularly to com­
mend him for his efforts on behalf of 
the Argonne National Laboratory in 
insuring its future growth and stabili­
ty. Although we were not successful in 
our most recent effort of securing the 
electron accelerator for Argonne, we 
have received reasonable assurance 
from Energy Secretary Don Hodel 
that future requests from Argonne 
will have top priority at the Depart­
ment of Energy. Without JOHN's com­
mitment to this valuable national and 
Illinois resource, we would not now 
enjoy this hopeful prospect. 

I trust that JOHN will look forward 
to new opportunities and to greater 
leisure to enjoy the company of his 
wife Dorothy and their three children, 
Debra, Paul, and David. Personally, I 
deeply regret the departure of a man 
whose counsel and partnership have 
benefited me ever since I have served 
in the Senate. As a colleague, JoHN 
will be irreplaceable; as a friend, I 
wish him every success and happiness 
in the future. I, along with many here, 
will miss him. 

WE CAN SOLVE OUR PROBLEMS 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, Mr. W. 

B. Johnson, chairman and chief execu­
tive officer of Illinois Central Indus­
tries, a major corporation headquar­
tered in my State, recently spoke at 
the annual banquet of the Greater 
Salisbury Committee in Salisbury, Md. 
The speech raises a number of crucial­
ly important issues concerning how to 
get our economy back on the path to 
sustained strong economic growth. Bill 
Johnson's comments are thought-pro­
voking, and I am sure would be of in­
terest to the entire Senate. I ask unan­
imous consent, therefore, that the 
entire test of his speech be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

REMARKS BY W. B. JOHNSON 

Good evening-and thanks so much, Tony 
<Hannold), for the generous introduction. 
First off, I want to congratulate the Greater 
Salisbury Committee for its 16 years of civic 
commitment and service-indeed, results are 
evident and should be cause for pride. 

Since leaving Salisbury more than 45 
years ago, I've lived and worked in Washing­
ton, D.C., Philadelphia, New York, and Chi­
cago. But wherever I've been, the Eastern 
Shore has always been home. 

I went to school at Wicomico High, and 
then Washington College. My father was a 
Judge here. My brother Rufus and his wife 

Grace, and most of their family , still live 
here. Mary and I have a second home in 
Ocean Pines. And we come back as often as 
we can, because you just can't get Eastern 
shore scrapple, or really good sweet corn 
and peaches anywhere in Chicago. 

Under the heading of " the road not 
taken", or "what might have been", there 
was a time long ago when Mary and I and 
my father planned to form a three-Johnson 
law firm here. And then, after some years, 
the late Dale E. Adkins flattered me by sug­
gesting that I leave the Pennsylvania Rail­
road Law Department to join his firm in 
Salisbury. But events led me down another 
road, and those former possibilities are now 
just material for pleasant speculation. 

It's good to be back home again tonight. 
The world always looks a little more peace­
ful-and also more hopeful-from the 
Chesapeake Bay Region than it does from 
my desk in the Midwest. Perhaps the per­
spective is better here. 

Many years ago, the famed John Dickin­
son of the Pennsylvania Railroad, wrote an 
essay on the lawyers of the early Philadel­
phia bar in the 17th and 18th centuries. The 
most influential-men like Andrew Hamil­
ton who defended Peter Zenger; William 
Tilgham, who was Chief Justice of Pennsyl­
vania's highest court; and Tench Francis 
who served as Attorney General in Pennsyl­
vania-all came from Salisbury, Cambridge, 
or elsewhere on the Eastern Shore. 

The fascinating thesis of the essay is that 
there was something special in the environ­
ment of this area which produced such out­
standing men, with their great imagination, 
integrity, and common sense. I would surely 
be reluctant to disagree with that! Rather, I 
would obviously and immodestly prefer to 
think that my own career has benefited 
similarly from my Eastern Shore heritage. 

According to Dickinson's essay, what 
those great legal personalities acquired 
from the diversified beauty of this area was 
a respect for nature; from the businesses 
here, an appreciation of responsibility, 
work, and private enterprise; from our agri­
culture, a sense of patience; and from the 
schools and churches, a respect for litera­
ture, art, and, above all, philosphy and logic. 

In that sense, Salisbury has not changed 
very much over the years. The same basic 
forces still sustain the people and the area 
today. 

That's not to say it's been smooth sailing 
here in Salisbury-especially in the past few 
years. The Eastern Shore has been altered 
by economic change, and hurt like everyone 
else in America by the recent recession, the 
longest and deepest economic crisis since 
the Great Depression of the thirties. 

In the past few years, America has discov­
ered the limits of the national economy's 
ability to finance solutions for all our prob­
lems and, at the same time, achievement of 
all our goals. It has been a sobering experi­
ence for the people of the greatest nation of 
the world. 

For the first time in my memory. a major­
ity of the people on some public opinion sur­
veys have said that they expect their chil­
dren will be worse off than their parents. 

But this cynicism and discouragement 
doesn't extend to the Eastern Shore. At a 
time when some Americans are trying to 
convince themselves that small is beautiful, 
the people in Salisbury are looking for ways 
to make the economic pie bigger. You've 
successfully put together a coalition-repre­
sented here tonight-of business, govern­
ment, and workers that has tackled the 
issues of jobs, education, and economic 
growth. 

And with all of this, you've helped bring 
the unemployment rate in the area down to 
8.7 percent-that's still somewhat high, but 
well below the national average, and I con­
gratulate you for it. Any knowledgeable visi­
tor to downtown Salisbury or the river front 
would have to admire the solid accomplish­
ments that your group, working with 
others, has achieved. 

I wish the rest of the country were doing 
as well, but unfortunately, it is not. Econo­
mists tell us that the recession officially 
ended last November-but even though the 
Gross National Product grew at a remarka­
ble annual rate of 9.7 percent of this year's 
second quarter, the heavy industrial sector 
of the American economy remains stalled. 

Consumers are indeed spending more 
money-on furniture, food, clothing, and on 
the big ticket items of housing and autos. 
But business has not yet started to substan­
tially replenish inventories, buy machine 
tools, or rebuild and expand factories-and 
that's why the recovery has not yet really 
taken hold across the board. Investment in 
plant, property, and equipment is still run­
ning about two and a half percent below last 
year's level-and that was not a high level. 

We can see the pattern at my own compa­
ny, because the diversity of IC Industries 
provides a uniquely broad view of the Amer­
ican economy. Since 1966, when I joined the 
company as its CEO, we have announced 
and pursued three carefully conceived plans 
of diversification and development. We've 
transformed ourselves from a modest mid­
western railroad-the Illinois Central-to a 
four billion dollar multinational company 
with operations in a great variety of special­
ty foods, soft-drinks, consumer services, 
commercial products, and railroads. 

Even so, we have been severely tested by 
the economic developments of the past two 
years-and I believe we have passed the test, 
proving the wisdom of our program of diver­
sification. 

At a time when many fine companies lost 
money, margins, and market share, we con­
tinued to report decent profits, pay our divi­
dends, increase our share of most of our 
major markets. And we continued to make 
the capital investments that will keep us ef­
ficient and competitive out ahead. Thus, we 
are now in good position to leverage our 
earnings and take full advantage of the re­
covery which appears at last to be firmly 
begun. 

Our food company, Pet, our soft-drink 
company, Pepsi Cola General Bottlers, and 
our service company. Midas, are once again 
all setting new records for sales and earn­
ings in 1983, just as they did in 1982. 

With food stores now making the capital 
improvements they have postponed during 
the past two years, our international refrig­
eration company-Hussmann-is having one 
of the best years in its history. 

But our commercial products company­
Abex-which manufactures hydraulic sys­
tems, castings, and other components for 
the country's basic industries, and our rail­
road, the Illinois Central Gulf, continue to 
lag behind the consumer companies. Only 
during the last 60 days have these too begun 
to show any real improvement in business 
volume. They will recover quickly, once the 
basic industry sector of the economy 
catches up with the consumer and service 
sectors. 

Full economic recovery may be 6 to 10 
months away, however, and we must be con­
tinuously concerned that enormous govern­
ment deficits, high real interest rates, and 
the growing international trade imbalance, 
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do not limit or abort the recovery. More 
than 10 million Americans are still out of 
work. Factories are running at only 76 per­
cent of capacity. And foreign competitors 
are having a field day in our national mar­
kets-our trade deficit may rise to $70 bil­
lion for the full year. 

America's leaders need to face the eco­
nomic facts of life, and move proptly to 
avoid risk of permanent structural damage 
to our basic industries and institutions. 

The reasons for America's economic trou­
bles aren't so hard to find-we're paying the 
price for 40 years of mismanagement of the 
economic system-for a misguided energy 
policy that kept the price of oil artificially 
low, and discouraged conservation. 

We are paying the price for 14 consecutive 
years of ever-larger budget deficits, for the 
over-regulation of our economy, for double­
digit inflation, and for loss of productivity 
and dilution of our national work ethic. 

Some people would have us believe that 
these unhappy experiences prove that 
America has had the course-that our politi­
cal and economic system cannot cope with 
the problems of a permanent condition of 
no-growth. 

Indeed I must confess that there was a 
time, about ten years ago, when I perceived 
our economic and political systems to be in­
herently in conflict with one another, and 
wondered whether Capitalism could survive 
the inevitable excesses of democracy. It is 
thus understandable to me that others, con­
cerned by our economic problems, by our 
newly violent cyclical swings, and our pres­
ently vast unemployment are voicing new 
themes and schemes to achieve better and 
more stable national performance. Indeed 
the 1984 Federal election rhetoric will 
almost certainly feature some of these as 
the answer to Reagan's supply-side econom­
ics. 

We are already being told by some politi­
cal leaders that we need a new national in­
dustrial policy in order to survive-a nation­
al planning agency to supplant the give and 
take of the free market. 

We're told that foreign companies have 
cheaper and better labor, are better disci­
plined, have better support from their re­
spective governments, and are too clever 
and productive for us to compete with in 
low-cost production and marketing of hard 
goods. 

We are told by some to put all our capital 
into new high-tech industries, into informa­
tion businesses, and into fast food chains. 
Become a service economy-Japan will build 
the cars, and we'll buy them and change the 
oil and wash the windshield! 

You know that litany as well as I do. But I 
am far from convinced-and my principal 
point tonight is that you should not accept 
these cynical counsels as the only viable 
long-range economic alternatives for our 
country. 

The people who say the sun is setting on 
American basic industry have forgotten the 
enormous strengths available to our produc­
ers-<even outside the Eastern Shore). 

The United States has a greater abun­
dance of essential natural resources than 
any other nation. We have highly efficient 
agriculture that routinely produces three 
times the food that our own country needs 
each year. We have a highly skilled, increas­
ingly educated work force. We can claim 
management skills able to create and direct 
efficient corporate enterprises that continue 
to serve as models of organization for Euro­
pean and Japanese businesses. Most impor­
tant, is the hard fact that our political and 

economic systems have produced a higher 
standard of living for more people than any 
system in the history of the world. The U.S. 
dollar is by far the world's most cherished 
currency other than gold, and our country 
is overwhelmingly the preferred site for in­
vestment of foreign capital. 

Our government's relationship with our 
nation's businesses can assuredly be im­
proved, but this country really does not 
need central planners to write a national 
agenda for bureaucratic implementation in 
the name of reindustrialization. Of course, 
we can learn from others, but the United 
States does not need political, social, or in­
dustrial systems designed by other cultures 
for other countries. We need only to get 
back to the basics of Democratic capital­
ism-and to give that system the freedom to 
do its job. I have no illusions about the 
effort it will take. But I also have no doubt 
that we have the physical and human re­
sources to get America back on track if we 
but summon the national will to make the 
effort. Let me suggest now three specific 
major efforts that I believe we should reso­
lutely pursue. 

First, cut the federal deficit. The country 
is already one trillion dollars in debt-and 
economists, Congress and the Administra­
tion are predicting a string of annual defi­
cits of about about $200 billion "for years to 
come." 

These $200 billion deficits are not pre-or­
dained or inevitable. We can get much 
closer to a balanced budget and lower in­
terst burdens without killing off the eco­
nomic recovery through big tax increases, 
and without sacrificing either essential 
social programs or strong national defenses. 

Obviously it's hard to implement remedial 
programs in our political environment, but 
it's really not all that complicated to at 
least determine the desirable course. We 
need mainly to produce much more national 
wealth <make a bigger pie), through great 
increases in savings, investment, and pro­
ductivity, and above all, we should eliminate 
government waste. 

Two and a half years ago President 
Reagan asked 161 businessmen to examine 
the federal government operations, and use 
their experience to find ways to cut the fat, 
and improve operating efficiency. The 
group was headed by Peter Grace-and it's 
popularly known as the Grace Commission 
or the PPSSCC. <President's Private Sector 
Survey on Cost Control.) 

I had the honor to serve as Co-Chairman 
of one of 36 Task Forces. Mine was the one 
on Federal Hospitals-a $16 billion annual 
expense. Our group alone found ways to 
save over $11 billion in three years-and I 
believe our recommendations would also im­
prove the quality of Federal health care. 

Even greater possible savings were found 
in other agencies, in the White House, and 
in the Pentagon. If all the recommendations 
were implemented, the cost of government 
would be cut by $300 billion over the next 
three years. Our preliminary recommenda­
tions are now on President Reagan's desk, 
and he 'll get the final report in the next few 
weeks. 

I believe that the President and Congress 
will adopt many of our proposals, and con­
siderably clean up the act of the federal 
government. But they will do so only if they 
realize that the people are solidly behind 
them, and want no more unnecessary tax in­
creases, and no more unnecessary budget 
deficits. I hope you will support us in that 
effort. I know from my own experience in 
business, and with organizations like the 

American Productivity Center, that both 
government and business organizations can 
dramatically improve their operating effi­
ciency if they make a serious effort to do so. 

Second, to keep the economy growing, we 
need to reform today's inefficient system of 
taxes. We have today a patchwork of laws, 
rules, and regulations that often work at 
cross purposes. We cut taxes for individuals 
at the federal level to stimulate the econo­
my-but then we raise social security and 
state and local taxes, and it's a wash for 
most taxpayers. 

We offer Research and Development tax 
credits that cover at best only one to two 
percent of the cost of the investment-and 
then we wonder why the incentive doesn't 
work. Germany and Japan strongly encour­
age such investments through substantial 
tax credits. 

We want people to save and invest, but we 
tax their capital gains, their income from 
savings accounts, and "double tax" their 
dividends from corporate earnings. The 
basic bias of our tax system is to reward the 
consumers of wealth and penalize the pro­
ducers. 

If ever we needed a Blue-Ribbon biparti­
san Presidential Commission, this is the 
time-and taxes are the issue. We need a 
fair, simple, common sense tax policy which 
will provide incentives for savings and pro­
ductive investments, which will encourage 
competition with foreign companies, and 
reward individuals and companies whose 
savings and investments create jobs and 
wealth. We are a rich country, but we need 
to be richer. 

Third, we need to renew and accelerate 
the program of getting government off the 
backs of American industry. Many people 
don't realize how far we've gone down the 
road of excessive regulation. We have over 
90 regulatory agencies in government today, 
issuing more than 10,000 new regulations 
each year, that cost us over $100 billion an­
nually. Theoretically, at least, we'd create 
over two million new jobs a year if we in­
vested that amount in basic industries. On a 
practical basis, there can be no doubt that 
our industries would be more effective mar­
ketplace competitors if they were not re­
quired by government regulation to serve as 
instruments of social purpose and reform. 

The railroad industry, in which I have 
worked for 35 years, is perhaps the classic 
example of what can happen when the reg­
ulatory process becomes totally bureaucra­
tized and an end in itself-and, even more 
dramatically, what can happen when you re­
verse the process, and remove the worst of 
the regulations. Since 1887, almost 100 years 
ago, Federal and state regulatory agencies 
controlled market prices and services of the 
nation's railroads. The resulting tremendous 
accumulation of regulations killed innova­
tion, stifled competition, increased costs, 
and in our recent memory, were a major 
factor in forcing several good companies 
into bankruptcy. 

By 1980, it was clear to all interest groups 
that the industry had to be de-regulated-or 
there wouldn't be any industry to serve the 
public. In that year, Congress passed the 
Staggers Act-the first time in a century 
that so-called de-regulation measures had 
any real substance. So, what happened? 

In the three years since Staggers, the rail­
road industry has increased its share of the 
transportation market. Capital spending has 
increased. Return on investment has in­
creased-all this despite the prolonged re­
cession that devastated American industry. 
The results prove the benefits of letting the 
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private market system work. More freedom 
has conferred on the railroad industry more 
opportunity to realign, manage, and com­
pete. The lesson can, I believe, be carried 
over to other basic industries, with compa­
rable value to the economy through steady, 
thoughful de-regulation. The resulting risks 
and uncertainties can admittedly make the 
adjustment period painful, as in the case of 
the airlines, but it is better to face the un­
derlying economic necessities and build a 
solid market base for long-range economical 
public service. 

Let me hasten to assure you that I do not 
urge abandonment of such national goals as 
clean air and water, industrial safety, or 
conservation of energy. But the people want 
government to use the most sensible means 
of achieving these goals at minimum cost. 
This is because it's always the consumer and 
taxpayer who ultimately foot the bill for 
every regulatory restraint on business free­
dom and flexibility , whether or not the re­
straint is worth the cost. To truly promote 
the public welfare, competition is generally 
a better bet than regulation by a govern­
ment bureau. 

The competitive free enterprise systems 
provide opportunity to succeed or fail ac­
cording to effectiveness in responding to 
consumer needs. This strong public interest 
incentive should not be substantially diluted 
by government rules which either protec­
tively insulate or frustratingly burden the 
competitor. 

Summing it up, I believe the American 
people now want their political leaders to 
face the hard questions of deficits, taxes, 
and regulation-and the leaders will re­
spond if we send them a clear message. But 
we do have to send it. Only people working 
at the local level and making their desires 
known at the national level can influence 
the political leaders. 

Those who no longer have the courage to 
trust free Democratic capitalism and, there­
fore , want to substitute national planning 
and government regulation for a free 
market are simply wrong. Those who want 
to build walls to keep out foreign competi­
tion are wrong. 

Those who want us to believe that our 
children and grandchildren will have to 
accept a lower standard of living are wrong, 
and their pessimism should be rejected. 

You and others have shown that we can 
rebuild our cities. We can educate the 
young, care for the old, insure against 
health catastrophes, and narrow the gap be­
tween rich and poor. We can streamline gov­
ernment, reduce deficits and interest rates, 
increase productivity and national wealth, 
and revitalize basic industry. 

But we can reach these worthy goals only 
through the private efforts of thousands of 
Salisbury's-people who will chart their own 
destinies and make things happen through 
the vitality inherent in a free economy of 
free people. You are proving it here for the 
nation to see in the 1980s, just as Eastern 
Sharemen did in the 1700's. 

I'm proud to share your heritage and 
proud also to share your evening here in my 
hometown. Mary and I thank you most sin­
cerely. Good night. 

TRADE WAR POSSIBLE WITH 
EUROPE 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, it is with 
a great deal of personal regret that I 
must report that it appears inevitable 
that the United States and the Euro-

pean Economic Community <EEC) are 
moving rapidly toward an agricultural 
trade war. 

I have just learned that it appears 
likely that shortly the Agricultural 
Commission of the EC will recommend 
the imposition of a quota levy on U.S.­
origin corn gluten feed <CGF). The 
recommendation must be acted upon 
by the council of ministers, which will 
meet this December in Athens. The 
imposition of a quota levy would be a 
serious violation of a trade agreement 
reached between the United States 
and the European Community during 
the 1962 Kennedy round of tariff ne­
gotiations. It was entered into by both 
parties in good faith under the Gener­
al Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. 

U.S. exports of CGF amounted to 
about 3.1 million metric tons during 
1982, almost all of it going to Europort 
in Rotterdam. It amounted to about 
$500 million in sales by U.S. producers, 
many located in east central Illinois. 

Mr. President, time and again, I 
have received assurances from leading 
officials of the EC that a quota levy 
would not be imposed, particulary in 
view of stabilized production of CGF 
in the corn wet milling industry. De­
spite many meetings with Community 
officials to warn them of the serious 
consequences of imposing a quota levy 
on CGF, it appears that the Communi­
ty is poised to act. 

On April 15, 1982, the Senate unani­
mously adopted Senate Resolution 362 
to urge the President of the United 
States to take appropriate action to 
protect U.S. exports of CGF. I would 
like to repeat subparagraph B of the 
first resolve clause: 

The imposition of any trade restriction on 
CGF would be a serious impediment to our 
relations with the European Community 
since it is specifically directed against the 
United States interests. 

Perhaps, the officials of Agricultural 
Commission do not believe that we are 
serious. I hope not. 

Therefore, I support the recent ac­
tions of the U.S. Government in draw­
ing up lists of various agricultural and 
industrial commodities that might be 
subject to similar treatment if this 
critical trading agreement is unilater­
ally violated. 

Further, I would urge the Secretary 
of Agriculture to develop contingency 
plans for another targetted sale of 
U.S. surplus dairy products to third 
countries, similar to the recent sale to 
the Arab Republic of Egypt. 

Recently, I learned from the Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms of 
certain shipments of European-origin 
wine that may have been mislabeled. 
That is, these labels indicate a higher 
quality than the real contents of the 
bottle. 

If that proves to a pattern of behav­
ior, then I would urge the Department 
of Treasury to institute a screening 
program to ensure that the American 

public is getting the imported wine it 
is paying to receive. 

Mr. President, I hope against hope 
that we do not have to enter into a 
trade war that will serve no useful 
purpose. However, it seems that the 
officials of the European Community 
have turned a deaf ear to our warnings 
and have invited this type of reaction. 

Mr. President, I would like to in­
clude for the Record a report specifi­
cally prepared by the Bureau of Alco­
hol, Tobacco and Firearms on a com­
pleted case which deals with the misla­
beling of French wine. I understand 
there are other mislabeling cases still 
under investigation. Of course, we do 
not know how many of these incidents 
go unreported. I note the cooperation 
of the European authorities in investi­
gating the following case. However, 
that does not diminish the legitimate 
concern of the American public about 
the authenticity of the European wine 
they are buying. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
report be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
CASTLETON IMPORTS, INC., LONG ISLAND, N.Y. 
This investigation was initiated subse­

quent to allegations that Castleton Imports, 
Inc., and its sole corporate officer, Samuel 
Savitsky, were importing ordinary French 
table wine, worth about $1 per bottle, with 
fraudulent high quality "appellation con­
trollee" labels and retailed for inflated 
prices up to $20 and $30 per bottle. 

This investigation was conducted with the 
assistance of French, British, and Dutch au­
thorities; the U.S. Customs Service, the De­
partment of State, Department of Justice, 
the Office of International Affairs, and the 
U.S. Attorney's Office. ATF's participation 
was from the Offices of Criminal and Regu­
latory Enforcement, Office of Chief Coun­
sel, Regulatory Audit Staff, and the Office 
of North Atlantic Regional Counsel. 

A case report was submitted on March 18, 
1981, charging Castleton Imports, Inc., and 
Samuel Savitsky with violations of 18 U.S.C. 
1001, knowingly and willfully making false, 
fictitious, or fraudulent statement or docu­
ment, and 26 U.S.C. 5603(a)(2), making false 
entry in documents required by this chapter 
with intent to defraud. 

On December 22, 1982, Castleton Imports 
Inc. pleaded guilty to a 1-count information 
charging the corporation with 18 U.S.C. 545, 
smuggling. Mr. Savitsky admitted in court 
that he and Bernard Grivelet, French pro­
ducer of Grivelet wines, conspired to import 
the fraudulent wine. Castleton Imports was 
fined $10,000 and as part of the plea agree­
ment, the corporation forfeited its basic 
permit and thus terminated the business. 
Also, as part of the plea agreement, the cor­
poration was ordered to ship, at their ex­
pense, all wines seized in the U.S .. approxi­
mately 8000-9000 cases, to the French au­
thorities for their seizure. 

As a result of the European part of this 
investigation, Mr. Grivelet was fined 
$3,000,000; two subjects in Liverpool were 
sentenced to 18 months in jail and in Hol­
land, one subject was sentenced to five years 
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imprisonment and subsequently fled the 
country. 

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 appropriate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro­
ceedings.) 

ACTIVITIES UNDER THE OCCU­
PATIONAL SAFETY AND 
HEALTH ACT FOR 1982-MES­
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT­
PM 82 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 

before the Senate the following mes­
sage from the President of the United 
States, together with accompanying 
reports; which was referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re­
sources: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with Section 26 of the 

Occupational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970 <Public Law 91-596), I transmit 
herewith the 1982 annual reports on 
the activities under that law of the 
Department of Labor and of the De­
partment of Health and Human Serv­
ices. 

RONALD REAGAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 6, 1983. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

ENROLLED BILLS AND .JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
SIGNED 

At 11:21 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has 
signed the following enrolled bills and 
joint resolutions: 

S. 1499. An act to settle certain claims of 
the Mashantucket Pequot Indians; 

H.R. 3813. An Act to amend the Interna­
tional Coffee Agreement Act of 1980; 

S.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution to designate 
the week of October 16, 1983, through Octo­
ber 22, 1983, as "Lupus Awareness Week"; 
and 

S.J. Res. 128. Joint resolution to desginate 
the day of October 22, 1983, as "Metropoli­
tan Opera Day." 

The enrolled bills and joint resolu­
tions were subsequently signed by the 
President pro tempore <Mr. THUR­
MOND). 

At 12:13 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, without amend­
ment: 

S. 1894. An act to designate the Founda­
tion for the Advancement of Military Medi­
cine as the "Henry M. Jackson Foundation 
for the Advancement of Military Medicine," 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bill, with an amendment, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

S. 96. An act to establish the Lee Metcalf 
Wilderness and Management Area in the 
State of Montana, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bills, in which it requests the concur­
rence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2379. An act to provide for the pro­
tection and management of the national 
park system, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 3835. An act to designate the U.S. 
Post Office Building in Oshkosh,Wis., as the 
"William A. Steiger Post Office Building"; 

H.R. 3932. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Govern­
mental Reorganization Act, and for other 
purposes; and 

H.R. 3959. An act making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1984, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced 
that the House has agreed to the fol­
lowing concurrent resolution, in which 
it requests the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 184. Concurrent resolution 
providing for an adjournment of the two 
Houses from October 6 or 7 until October 
17, 1983. 

At 4:38 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 4101. An act to extend the Federal 
Supplemental Compensation Act of 1982, 
and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 6:25 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker pro tem­
pore <Mr. WRIGHT) has signed the fol­
lowing enrolled bill: 

S. 1894. An act to designate the Founda­
tion for the Advancement of Military Medi­
cine as the " Henry M. Jackson Foundation 
for the Advancement of Military Medicine," 
and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND). 

At 7:14 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, with an amendment, 

in which it requests the concurrence 
of the Senate: 

S. 1852. An act to extend the expiration 
date of the Defense Production Act of 1950. 

The message also announced that 
the House agrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill <H.R. 1556) to 
authorize the conveyance of the Liber­
ty Ship John W. Brown. 

The message further announced 
that the House has agreed to the fol­
lowing resolution: 

H. Res. 333. A resolution electing the Hon­
orable Jim Wright from the State of Texas 
as Speaker pro tempore. 

At 7:37 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House agrees to 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill <H.R. 4041) to extend the Federal 
Supplemental Compensation Act of 
1982, and for other purposes. 

HOUSE MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the 

first and second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2379. An act to provide for the pro­
tection and management of the national 
park system, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re­
sources. 

H.R. 3932. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Self Government and Govern­
mental Reorganization Act, and for ot her 
purposes; to the Committee on Government 
Affairs. 

H.R. 3959. An act making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1984, and for other purposes; 
to the Commit tee on Appropriat ions. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED 

The Secretary reported that on 
today, October 6, 1983, he had present­
ed to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bill and 
joint resolutions: 

S. 1499. An act to set tle cert ain claims of 
the Mashantucket Pequot Indians; 

S.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution to designate 
the week of October 16, 1983, through Octo­
ber 22, 1983, as "Lupus Awareness Week"; 
and 

S.J. Res. 128. Joint resolution to designate 
t he day of October 22, 1983 as "Metropoli­
tan Opera Day". 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit­

tee on the Judiciary, without amendment: 
S. 489: A bill for the relief of James A. 

Ferguson CRept . No. 98- 264). 
S. 1212: A bill for the relief of 16 employ­

ees of the Charleston Naval Shipyard CRept. 
No. 98- 265). 

S. Res 164: A resolution to refer S. 1519, 
entitled, "A bill for the relief of Frank L. 
Hulsey", to the Chief Commissioner of the 
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United States Court of Claims for a report 
thereon <Rept. No. 98-266). 

H.R. 730: A bill for the relief of Ronald 
Goldstock and Augustus M. Statham <Rept. 
No. 98-267). 

H.R. 732: A bill for the relief of Gregory 
B. Dymond, Samuel K. Gibbons, Jack C. 
Kean, James D. Nichols, and Roy A. Red­
mond <Rept. No. 98-268). 

H.R. 745: A bill for the relief of Stephen 
C. Ruks <Rept. No. 98-269>. 

By Mr. GARN, from the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with 
an amendment: 

H.R. 3103. An act to increase the amount 
author~ed to be expended for emergency 
relief under title 23, United States Code, in 
fiscal year 1983 from $100,000,000 to 
$250,000,000, and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. STAFFORD, from the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works: 

A. James Barnes, of the District of Colum­
bia, to be an Assistant Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency; 

Josephine S. Cooper, of Virginia, to be an 
Assistant Administrator of the Environmen­
tal Protection Agency; and 

By Mr. STAFFORD, from the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works: 

John C. Martin, of Virginia, to be Inspec­
tor General, Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

<Pursuant to the order of September 20, 
1983, referred to the Committee on Govern­
mental Affairs for not to exceed 20 days.> 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu­
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con­
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. BYRD: 
S . 1925. A bill to establish a National Coal 

Science, Technology, and Engineering De­
velopment Program; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. TOWER: 
S. 1926. A bill for the relief of Katie 

Wood, Kathryn Wood, and Nancy Wood of 
San Antonio, Tex.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KENNEDY <for himself and 
Mr. PELL): 

S. 1927. A bill to amend the Intelligence 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1984 to 
prohibit U.S. support for military or para­
military operations in Nicaragua and to au­
thorize assistance, to be openly provided to 
governments of countries in Central Amer­
ica, to interdict the supply of military equip­
ment from Nicaragua and Cuba to individ­
uals, groups, organizations, or movements 
seeking to overthrow governments of coun­
tries in Central America; to the Select Com­
mittee on Intelligence. 

By Mr. DURENBERGER <for himself 
and Mr. BoREN): 

S. 1928. A bill to amend the Social Securi­
ty Act to authorize the conduct of federally 
assisted pilot projects designed to improve 
the delivery of services under the various 
human services programs by establishing in­
tegrated service delivery systems for those 
programs; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 1929. A bill to amend the Agricultural 

Act of 1949 and the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act, as amended and reenacted by the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937, to modify the dairy price support pro­
gram and to establish a minimum price for 
class I milk subject to milk marketing 
orders; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. DURENBERGER <for himself, 
Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. HATFIELD, and 
Mr. HART); 

S. 1930. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for equitable sup­
port of former spouses, spouses, and chil­
dren of Federal employees; to the Commit­
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. DURENBERGER <for himself, 
Mr. PERCY, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. EXON, 
Mr. McCLURE, Mr. HART, and Mr. 
PRYOR): 

S. 1931. A bill to amend the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1954 to revise the tax incentives 
for certain alcohol fuels; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON <for himself and 
Mr. LONG): 

S. 1932. A bill to amend section 98 of title 
28, United States Code, to permit Federal 
district court to be held in Houma, La.; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr. 
INOUYE): 

S. 1933. A bill to amend the Small Busi­
ness Act; to the Committee on Small Busi­
ness. 

By Mr. HEINZ <for himself and Mr. 
SPECTER): 

S. 1934. A bill to amend the Railroad Re­
tirement Act of 1974 to make certain adjust­
ments in benefits contingent on the finan­
cial condition of the railroad retirement 
system. 

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. DAN­
FORTH, and Mr. CRANSTON): 

S. 1935. A bill to establish an interagency 
task force on cigarette safety; to the Com­
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. QUAYLE <for himself and Mr. 
KENNEDY): 

S. 1936. A bill to amend the Trade Act of 
1974; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LEVIN: 
S. 1937. A bill to amend the Internal Reve­

nue Code of 1954 to impose an additional 
excise tax on the sale of certain imported 
automobiles in the United States; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 1938. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act, the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act, the Poultry Products In­
spection Act, and the Egg Products Inspec­
tion Act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. WALLOP <for himself, Mr. Do­
MENrcr, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
McCLURE, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
MATSUNAGA, Mr. HATFIELD, and Mr. 
FORD): 

S. 1939. A bill to amend t he Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1954 to extend the period for 
qualifying certain property for the energy 
tax credit, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DANFORTH <for himself, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BENTSEN, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. 
SYMMS, and Mr. BAUCUS): 

S. 1940. A bill to amend the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1954 to deny the deduction for 
amounts paid or incurred for certain adver-

tisements carried by certain foreign broad­
case undertakings; to the Committee on Fi­
nance. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 1941. A bill to establish the Crime Vic­

tim's Assistance Fund to provide Federal as­
sistance to State and local programs to aid 
juvenile and adult victims of crime; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DIXON <for himself and Mr. 
PERCY): 

S. 1942. A bill to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1936 to provide that govern­
ment generated cargoes transported on U.S.­
flag or foreign vessels shall be shipped at 
the lowest landed cost, and that the trans­
port of such cargoes shall be subject to a 
competitive bidding system; to the Commit­
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta­
tion. 

By Mr. DIXON (for himself, Mr. 
PERCY, and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 1943. A bill to eliminate the collection 
of tolls on the U.S. portion of the St. Law­
rence Seaway, to terminate the St. Law­
rence Seaway Development Corporation and 
establish a St. Lawrence Seaway Develop­
ment Administration in the Department of 
Transportation, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. ANDREWS: 
S. Res. 239. A resolution relative to ex­

penditures by the Select Committee on 
Indian Affairs; to the Select Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. BYRD <for himself and Mr. 
RANDOLPH): 

S. Res. 240. A resolution to commemorate 
the 50th anniversary of Jamboree U.S.A.; 
submitted and placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. TSONGAS <for himself, Mr. 
ABDNOR, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. ARM­
STRONG, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. Byrd, Mr. CHILES, Mr. 
CocHRAN, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. D 'AMATO, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. EAGLE­
TON, Mr. EXON, Mr. FORD, Mr. GARN, 
Mr. GLENN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HART, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. HUDDLE­
STON, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. KENNE­
DY, Mr. LAXALT, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. MATTINGLY, Mr. MEL­
CHER, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. MURKOW­
SKI, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. PELL, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. PRYOR, 
Mr. QuAYLE, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. 
RIEGLE, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. SASSER, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. SPEC­
TER, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. ZORINSKY, Mr. HoL­
LINGS, Mr. PERCY, and Mr. JEPSEN): 

S. Con. Res. 74. A concurrent resolution to 
encourage and support the people of Af­
ghanistan in their struggle to be free from 
foreign domination; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. LEAHY <for himself and Mr. 
WARNER): 

S. Con. Res. 75. A concurrent resolution 
favoring a National Museum of the U.S. 
Army; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. DODD <for himself, Mr. 
PERCY, Mr. PELL, and Mr. KENNEDY): 
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S. Con. Res. 76. A concurrent resolution to 

congratulate Lech Walesa, leader of the in­
dependent Polish t rade union Solidarity, on 
being awarded the 1983 Nobel Peace Prize; 
submitted and placed on the calendar. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BYRD: 
S. 1925. A bill to establish a National 

Coal Science, Technology, and Engi­
neering Development Program; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re­
sources. 

<The remarks of Mr. BYRD on this 
legislation and the text of the legisla­
tion appear earlier in today's RECORD.) 

By Mr. DURENBERGER (for 
himself and Mr. BOREN): 

S. 1928. A bill to amend the Social 
Security Act to authorize the conduct 
of federally assisted pilot projects de­
signed to improve the delivery of serv­
ices under the various human services 
programs by establishing integrated 
service delivery systems for those pro­
grams; to the Committee on Finance. 

DELIVERY OF VARIOUS HUMAN SERVICES 

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi­
dent, we are all familiar with the frus­
tration of trying to wade through the 
bureaucratic redtape of the Federal 
Government. This problem, while 
troublesome for all citizens, is particu­
larly difficult for those members of so­
ciety who are disadvantaged or with­
out formal education. These individ­
uals, often elderly and frail, are fre­
quently confronted by a massive array 
of paperwork and caseworkers when 
applying for governmental assistance. 
They are commonly sent from build­
ing to building in order to complete 
their applications for various Federal 
programs-frequently in the dead of 
winter when they have little transpor­
tation available. 

Not only does this create needless 
emotional and physical hardship, but 
these bureaucratic layers often result 
in duplication of efforts. From a cost 
perspective, utilization of multiple 
agency locations, application forms, 
and other program functions is quite 
inefficient. 

Senator BoREN and I are introducing 
legislation today in an effort to return 
efficiency and compassion to our wel­
fare system. My "One Stop" Federal 
assistance bill would streamline our 
public assistance programs by estab­
lishing an integrated service delivery 
system. 

This bill would authorize funding 
for four to eight pilot projects to im­
prove the delivery of human services 
in several ways: 

Develop a common set of terms for 
use in all human service programs in­
volved; 

Develop for each applicant a single 
comprehensive family profile; 

Establish and maintain a single re­
source directory to inform community 
citizens; 

Develop a unified budget process, 
and 

Consolidate agency locations and re­
lated transportation services. 

I believe this legislation is an impor­
tant first step in improving delivery of 
services by the Federal Government in 
an effective fashion and I urge my col­
leagues to support this bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
entire test of this legislation be includ­
ed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1928 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That part A 
of title XI of the Social Security Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 
" PILOT PROJECTS TO DEMONSTRATE THE USE OF 

INTEGRATED SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEMS FOR 
HUMAN SERVICES PROGRAMS 

"SEc. 1135. (a) In order to develop and 
demonstrate ways of improving the delivery 
of services to individuals and families who 
need them under the various human serv­
ices programs, by eliminating programmatic 
fragmentation and thereby assuring that an 
applicant for services under any one such 
program will be informed of and have access 
to all of the services which may be available 
to him or his family under the other human 
services programs being carried out in the 
community involved, and State having an 
approved plan under part A of title IV may, 
subject to the provisions of this section, es­
tablish and conduct one or more pilot 
projects to demonstrate the use of integrat­
ed service delivery systems for human serv­
ices programs in that State or in one or 
more political subdivisions thereof. 

"(b) The integration of service delivery 
systems for human services programs in any 
State or locality under a pilot project estab­
lished under this section shall involve or in­
clude-

" <1) the development of a common set of 
terms for use in all of the human services 
programs involved; 

" (2) the development for each applicant of 
a single comprehensive family profile which 
is suitable for use under all of the human 
services programs involved; 

" (3) the establishment and maintenance 
of a single resources directory by which the 
citizens of t he community involved may be 
informed of and gain access to the services 
which are available under all such pro­
grams; 

" (4) the development of a unified budget 
and budgeting process, and a unified ac­
counting system, with standardized audit 
procedures; 

"(5) the implementation of unified plan­
ning, needs assessment, and evaluation; 

"(6) the consolidation of agency locations 
and related transportation services; 

" (7) the standardization of procedures for 
purchasing services from nongovernmental 
sources; 

"(8) the creation of communications link­
ages among agencies to permit the servicing 
of individual and family needs across pro­
gram and agency lines; 

"(9) the development, to the maximum 
extent possible, of uniform application and 
eligibility determination procedures; and 

" (10) any other methods, arrangements, 
and procedures which the Secretary deter­
mines are necessary or desirable for, or con­
sistent with, the establishment and oper­
ation of an integrated service delivery 
system. 

"(c)(l) Any State which desires to estab­
lish and conduct a pilot project under this 
section, after having published a description 
of the proposed project and invited com­
ments thereon from interested persons in 
the community or communities which 
would be affected, may submit an applica­
tion to the Secretary <in such form and con­
taining such information as the Secretary 
may require) within 18 months after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. The pro­
posed project may be statewide in operation 
or may be limited to one or more political 
subdivisions of the State; and the applica­
tion shall in any event include or be accom­
panied by satisfactory assurances that the 
project as proposed would be permitted 
under applicable State and local law. 

" (2) The Secretary shall consider all appli­
cations and accompanying comments and 
materials which are submitted to him under 
paragraph 0), and shall approve not less 
than four nor more than eight of the pro­
posed projects (including not more than two 
such projects to be operated on a statewide 
basis). In considering and approving such 
applications the Secretary shall take into 
account the size and characteristics of the 
population that would be served by each 
proposed project, the desirability of wide ge­
ographic distribution among the projects, 
the number and nature of the human serv­
ices programs which are in active operat ion 
in the various communities involved, and 
such other factors as may tend to indicate 
whether or not a particular proposed 
project would provide a useful and effective 
demonstration of the value of an integrated 
service delivery system. 

"(d) Any State whose application is ap­
proved under subsection (c) is authorized to 
waive any of the requirements which would 
otherwise apply with respect to the pro­
posed project under the laws governing the 
human services programs to be included in 
the project, if and to the extent that the 
Secretary determines <and certifies to the 
State in writing) that such waiver is neces­
sary for the project to provide a useful and 
effective demonstration of the value of an 
integrated service delivery system. 

"(e) The Secretary shall from time to time 
pay to each State which has an approved 
pilot project under this section, in such 
manner and according to such schedule as 
may be agreed upon by the Secretary and 
such State, amounts equal in the aggregate 
to-

"0) 90 percent of the costs incurred by 
such State and its political subdivisions in 
carrying out such project during the first 12 
months after the date on which the project 
begins, 

'" (2) 80 percent of any such costs incurred 
during the second 12 months after such 
date, and 

" (3) 70 percent of any such costs incurred 
during the third 12 months after such date. 

" (f) If the establishment and conduct of 
any pilot project approved under this sec­
tion results in financial savings in the oper­
ation of the human services programs in­
volved and successfully demonstrates that 
the use of integrated service delivery sys­
tems for such programs in the manner pro-
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vided under such project would ensure or 
enhance proper caseload management in 
the project area <as determined by the Sec­
retary in consultation with the State con­
ducting such project), the amount of the 
savings <as so determined) shall to the 
extent feasible be placed in a separate ac­
count and used to increase or improve the 
aid, assistance, benefits, or help being pro­
vided in that State under those programs. 
For this purpose the amount of any such 
savings shall be distributed among the 
human services programs involved in such 
manner as will best reflect the relative need 
for additional funds under the various pro­
grams, the relative ability of such programs 
to utilize additional funds effectively, and 
the particular programs <if determinable) to 
which the savings are most directly attribut­
able, as agreed upon by the Secretary and 
the State. 

"(g)(l) For purposes of this section, the 
term 'human services program' includes the 
program of aid to families with dependent 
children under part A of title IV, the sup­
plemental security income benefits program 
under title XVI, the Federal food stamp 
program, and any other Federal or federally 
assisted program which provides aid, assist­
ance, or benefits based wholly or partly on 
need or on income-related qualifications to 
specified classes or types of individuals or 
families or which is designed to help in 
crisis or emergency situations by meeting 
the basic human needs of individuals or 
families whose own resources are insuffi­
cient for that purpose. 

" (2) In carrying out his duties under this 
section the Secretary shall regularly consult 
with the Secretary of Labor, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development, and the head of 
any other Federal agency having jurisdic­
tion over or responsibility for one or more 
human services programs, in order to ensure 
that the administrative efforts of the vari­
ous agencies involved are coordinated with 
respect to all of the pilot projects being car­
ried out under this section. 

"(3) Any determination and certification 
by the Secretary with respect to the waiver 
of a requirement of law under subsection 
(d), where such law is within the jurisdic­
tion of a Federal agency other than the De­
partment of Health and Human Services, 
shall be made only with the express approv­
al of the head of such other agency. 

" (h) The Secretary shall require each 
State which is carrying out a pilot project 
under this section to submit periodic reports 
on the progress of such project, giving par­
ticular attention to the cost-effectiveness of 
the integrated service delivery system in­
volved and the extent to which such system 
is improving the delivery of services. No 
pilot project under this section shall be con­
ducted for a period of longer than 3 years. 

"(i) There are authorized to be appropri­
ated, for each of the three fiscal years 1984, 
1985, and 1986, such sums as may be neces­
sary to carry out this section.".e 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 1929. A bill to amend the Agricul­

tural Act of 1949 and the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, as amended and reen­
acted by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, to modify the 
dairy price support program and to es­
tablish a minimum price for class I 
milk subject to milk marketing orders; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu­
trition, and Forestry. 

DAIRY FARMER PROTECTION ACT OF 1983 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Dairy Farmer 
Protection Act of 1983. This legislation 
would impose a policy designed to re­
lieve the Government of its large pur­
chases of dairy products and at the 
same time, protect the dairy industry 
from a swift disruption which would 
endanger many small, family-run 
farms. 

In order to reduce the high levels of 
spending required by the current pro­
gram, the price support for class II 
dairy products, such as cheese and dry 
milk, would be dropped by $1.25-from 
$13.10 to $11.85-while the price of 
class I dairy products would remain 
frozen at $13.10. The two current 50-
cent assessments on dairy production 
would be eliminated. I believe this rep­
resents the best solution to the dilem­
ma we now face for a number of rea­
sons. 

Most importantly, this compromise 
would result in the greatest possible 
reduction in the dairy surplus which 
the Government must purchase. The 
underlying reason for this is the in­
elasticity of demand for fluid milk. No 
disincentive, such as a price support 
cut, would result in a significant re­
duction in the demand for fluid milk. 
Such a disincentive to production, 
however, will result in a lessening of 
the current surplus of nonfluid dairy 
products. Thus, if we are sincere in our 
desire to reduce Federal expenditures 
for dairy programs, while not doing 
undue injury to dairy farmers, this is 
the best course to follow. 

Those farmers who produce fluid 
milk for market are not the ones re­
sponsible for the unprecedented situa­
tion in which we now find ourselves. 
They should not be asked to bear the 
burden of corrective measures that 
will have a drastic effect on their in­
comes. The dairy industry is responsi­
ble for only a small portion of the 
rising cost of the farm program. It is 
not reasonable that it-and it alone­
should be singled out for a very large 
cut in Federal support. It is especially 
true that it should not be singled out 
for an indiscriminately targeted cut 
that unjustifiably imposes increased 
taxes on those producers of fluid milk 
who now sell all of their products on 
the open market. 

Since the advent of the PIK pro­
gram, the cost of production for dairy 
farmers has risen dramatically. If the 
price of fluid milk were frozen at 
$13.10 per hundredweight, the market 
would soon produce the reduced levels 
of production necessary to meet 
demand. If the price support were cut 
from $1 to $1.50 as many now espouse, 
rural economies, which are essentially 
dependant upon the dairy industry, 
would be jeopardized. If, instead, a 50-
cent price support decrease, in combi­
nation with a retained 50-cent assess­
ment and a diversion payment plan 

were to be adopted, it is certain that 
many large dairy farmers would 
simply take their herds out of produc­
tion and realize a greater income than 
wouJd have been the case if milk were 
produced. That is a phenomena which 
I would have a great difficulty justify­
ing. 

For all these reasons, I believe Con­
gress should adopt the recommenda­
tions in this legislation. If we are going 
to cut price support and levies, let us 
cut them only for the dairy products 
the Federal Government actually pur­
chases. Let us not cut them or impose 
taxes on those products that are sold 
at market. This is the only fair way to 
reduce dairy production and save the 
Government money, without crippling 
the entire dairy industry. 

There is no justification for singling 
out dairy farmers to bear the brunt of 
reductions in expenditures for the 
farm program. I urge my colleagues to 
adopt this legislation and I ask unani­
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD in its entirety. 

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

s. 1929 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Dairy Farmer Pro­
tection Act of 1983". 

DAIRY PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM 

SEc. 2. (a) Subsection (c) of section 201 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 
1446(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(c)(l) The price of milk shall be support­
ed at not less than $11.85 per hundred­
weight of milk containing 3.67 per centum 
of milkfat. 

"(2) The price of milk shall be supported 
through the purchase of milk and the prod­
ucts of milk.". 

(b) Subsection (d) of section 201 of such 
Act is repealed. 

MINIMUM PRICE FOR CLASS I MILK UNDER MILK 

MARKETING ORDERS 

SEc. 3. Section 8c(5)(A) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, as amended and reenacted 
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937 (7 U.S.C. 608c(5)(A)), is amend­
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow­
ing new sentence: "Notwithstanding any 
other provision in this section, in the case of 
milk and its products, orders issued pursu­
ant to this section shall fix , or provide a 
method for fixing, the minimum price for 
milk classified as class I milk under this 
paragraph at no less than $12.56 per hun­
dredweight. ".• 

By Mr. DURENBERGER (for 
himself, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. 
HATFIELD and Mr. HART): 

S. 1930. A bill to amend title 5, 
United States Code, to provide for eq­
uitable support of former spouses, 
spouses, and children of Federal em­
ployees; to the Committee on Govern­
mental Affairs. 
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FEDERAL EMPLOYEES' FAMILY EQUITY ACT OF 

1983 

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi­
dent, although a great deal of progress 
has been made toward providing pen­
sion rights for divorced and widowed 
spouses of Federal employees, civil 
service spouses remain unprotected. 
Because the courts have not consid­
ered civil service pension rights as 
valid property rights in divorce, many 
women have found that the retiree 
walks away from divorce with full re­
tirement benefits and health insur­
ance while she is left nothing. 

Consider the case of the "too typi­
cal" divorced civil service spouse. She 
was married at age 21 and left the 
workplace at age 25 to raise her 
family. At age 40, she found her mar­
riage dissolving and by age 45 was rais­
ing her family alone. 

Because she was not employed out­
side the home for 22 years, she quickly 
found herself with insufficient job 
training and experience. Although she 
may receive adequate child support, 
statistics predict that she will not. 

In far too many cases, this woman 
may find herself reaching retirement 
age without any pension benefits. She 
undoubtedly anticipated, at the time 
of her divorce, that she would be enti­
tled to receive a portion of her hus­
band's civil service pension or, at the 
very least, social security. If she is for­
tunate, and has worked long enough, 
she may receive some minimal amount 
of social security. In many cases, how­
ever, she will not. 

As a result of current public pension 
laws, the civil service pension benefits 
she had anticipated will not be avail­
able to her. Without adequate pension 
protection, she may soon find herself 
unable to remain self-sufficient and 
will be forced to turn to public assist­
ance for support. 

This situation is shocking, but it is 
not unusual. The plight of the dis­
placed homemaker is becoming well 
recognized in a society where nearly 
half of all marriages end in divorce. 
Recent statistics revealing the per­
centage of women and children living 
in poverty are frightening. Equally 
startling are statistics identifying 
growing numbers of elderly women 
living in poverty. 

Congress began to address this issue 
by amending the Social Security Act 
in 1977 to provide pension benefits for 
divorced spouses married 10 years or 
more. However, even these basic pro­
tections were not afforded a signifi­
cant number of women married to 
Federal employees. For military and 
civil service employees, their spouses 
do not automatically receive social se­
curity-something they often fail to 
discover until it is too late. 

In 1980, Congress enacted legislation 
to permit divorced spouses of Foreign 
Service personnel to receive a pro rata 
share of their former husband's retire-

ment annuity and survivor's benefits, 
subject to court review modification or 
rejection. 

In 1982, additional legislation was 
passed to provide similar protections 
for CIA spouses. Military wives were 
also the subject of pension rights legis­
lation in 1982. 

Unfortunately, these pieces of legis­
lation did not go far enough, and civil 
service spouses remain outside the 
scope of any protective pension legisla­
tion. Not only are former spouses fre­
quently left without pension rights, 
but widows of civil service employees 
may also be ineligible for pension ben­
efits. Current law allows a civil service 
employee to opt out of survivor's bene­
fits without notification to the spouse 
or former spouse. As a result, many 
widows find themselves without retire­
ment income without any notification 
prior to the employee's death. 

I am introducing today, the Federal 
Employees Family Equity Act of 1983 
which addresses these problems and is 
identical to the public pension provi­
sions of title I of the Economic Equity 
Act of 1983, S. 888. 

This legislation will help to remove 
the inequities faced by divorced and 
widowed spouses of civil service em­
ployees and grant them pension pro­
tection similar to that afforded For­
eign Service and CIA spouses. The pro­
visions would: 

Entitle women who were married to 
civil service employees for at least 10 
years to the right to a pro rata share 
of the benefits earned during the mar­
riage. This provision is subject to court 
review and modification, depending on 
the divorce settlement. 

Demand that the courts view pen­
sions as a valid property right. 

Mandate survivor's benefits unless 
the spouse and former spouse choose 
to waive receipt of such benefits. 

Mr. President, this legislation is an 
effective, equitable, and practical way 
to deal with this serious problem. Al­
though I am pleased that attention is 
being focused on this issue, I believe 
the most effective way for Congress to 
address economic discrimination is to 
pass the Economic Equity Act with all 
its reinforcing provisions. 

In June, the Senate Finance Com­
mittee formally examined the Eco­
nomic Equity Act. It was the first time 
any committee of the U.S. Congress 
had thoroughly considered such a 
comprehensive piece of legislation to 
eliminate discrimination against Amer­
ican women. I am even more con­
vinced, after reflecting on testimony 
presented at those hearings and corre­
spondence I have received, of the seri­
ous need for pension equity. 

I recently received a letter- from a 
constituent, 52 years old, crippled with 
arthritis, with a mentally retarded and 
handicapped child which poignantly 
identifies the urgency of reform. 

We are now in the process of a divorce, 
and this is where I have a great problem 
and desperately need some help. I am listed 
as his beneficiary on a survivor's annuity 
from the Government, but, I understand 
that with the divorce, I will no longer bene­
fit from this plan. To me, this is really 
unfair. The Government Retirement Plan 
took the place of social security so I will not 
be receiving this. This survivors annuity 
plan was supposed to be for my benefit later 
in life. 

I urge my colleagues to act favorably 
on this legislation in the near future. 
Society will benefit from these 
changes.e 

By Mr. DURENBERGER (for 
himself, Mr. PERCY, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. EXON, Mr. 
McCLURE, Mr. HART, and Mr. 
PRYOR): 

S. 1931. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to revise the tax 
incentives for certain alcohol fuels; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

TAX INCENTIVES FOR CERTAIN ALCOHOL FUELS 

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi­
dent, today I am joined by a number 
of my colleagues in introducing legisla­
tion that constitutes a wise investment 
in our energy future. It deals with an 
industry that has demonstrated its 
positive contributions to the Nation's 
agricultural and energy security, as 
well as environmental and job creation 
objectives. The bill we are introducing 
here today would increase by 4 cents 
the current exemption for ethanol-en­
hanced fuel-commonly known as gas­
ohol-to equal the full 9 cents of the 
excise tax. In doing so, it also helps to 
surmount a major impediment to the 
industry's development by providing 
for a uniform Federal policy. 

Since the enactment of the first fuel 
ethanol tax exemption, in the Energy 
Tax Act of 1978, private sector invest­
ment in the production of this liquid 
fuel extender and octane enhancer has 
been nothing short of remarkable. De­
spite a temporary oil glut and soft 
market prices, as well as threatened 
reversals in Federal energy policy, the 
fuel ethanol industry has in only 5 
short years become the most signifi­
cant high grade liquid fuel alternative 
in the United States. From less than 1 
billion gallons of 10-percent ethanol­
enhanced fuel blend sold in 1981, the 
levels have risen dramatically to 2.5 
billion gallons in 1982, 4.3 billion gal­
lons expected in 1983, and over 5 bil­
lion gallons in 1984. This success 
stands in stark contrast to the virtual 
paralysis of the other, more highly 
touted liquid fuel alternatives like oil 
shale and tar sands. The fuel ethanol 
industry has soundly disproven the 
claims of early detractors who said it 
would never work. It works indeed. 

Recent analyses of the fuel ethanol 
industry have filled volumes, but it is 
worth listing the major elements of its 
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uniqueness that have led to its supris­
ing growth: 

Fuel ethanol is derived from a re­
newable resource with most first-gen­
eration facilities utilizing agricultural 
commodities canning wastes, and for­
estry residues. Rapid advances in tech­
nology will expand this feedstock base 
considerably; 

In drawing on feedgrains as a source 
of fuel ethanol, the industry offers a 
significant, stable new market for U.S. 
agriculture, thus helping to reduce 
taxpay~r outlays for surplus farm pro­
grams ... .-~ile simultaneously stimulat­
ing a key sector of the U.S. economy; 

The production of fuel ethanol pro­
vides a double boost to improve the 
Nation's trade balance: It transforms 
the starch portion of surplus feed­
grains into a high grade liquid fuel 
that backs out costly imported crude 
oil, while also preserving all the origi­
nal protein, vitamins, and minerals in 
a concentrated feed product that has 
amply-demonstrated export demand; 

The fuel ethanol industry allows 
those dollars that would otherwise be 
exported to foreign oil producers to be 
instead invested productively in the 
United States. A recent analysis done 
for the DOE's Office of Alcohol Fuels 
found each gallon of annual ethanol 
production capacity generates roughly 
$4 to $4.50 of new economic activity; 

Fuel ethanol is a proven compatible 
liquid fuel additive that extends gaso­
line supplies by at least 10 percent, in­
creases blend octane by roughly 3 
points, and enjoys full warranty cover­
age by virtually every U.S. automobile 
company. Already, at least one sub­
stantial U.S. refinery is blending etha­
nol directly at the refinery in place of 
the more conventional octane en­
hancement additives that are petrole­
um based; 

As one of the paramount replace­
ments for lead as an octane enhancer, 
fuel ethanol helps protect the Nation's 
health. EPA's recent health-motivated 
tightening of lead-in-gasoline stand­
ards will cause a substantial "octane 
gap" that can be filled by ethanol. The 
Nation's children, motorists, and refin­
ers would benefit from the growth of 
fuel ethanol production, enabling the 
widespread blending of medically safe, 
high octane ethanol in gasoline. 

Like any other investment, stimula­
tion of the fuel ethanol industry will 
not come without up-front costs. The 
externality costs of conventional 
energy forms usually are not reflected 
in the marketplace-for example, the 
price of a gallon of gasoline at the 
pump does not reflect the costs to the 
taxpayers of maintenance of a Rapid 
Deployment Force to keep the oil 
supply lanes open, or the economic 
damage caused by exporting billions of 
dollars to foreign producers each year. 
For this reason, fuel ethanol costs are 
currently higher than gasoline and 
other petroleum-derived octane en-

hancing additives. During this forma­
tive period, the fuel ethanol industry 
needs tax incentives to allow it to 
remain competitive in the market­
place. These incentives, as we have 
seen, pay very significant dividends in 
a broad range of national goals. 

In short, fuel ethanol-while far 
from a panacea-carries many benefits 
that, taken together, make it an im­
portant part of a consistent, uniform, 
national energy policy. Thirty-five 
States have acknowledged this fact 
with their own fuel tax incentives de­
signed to complement the current 5-
cent Federal exemption, in an effort 
to make fuel ethanol competitive at 
the pump. While these varied State in­
centives have played a key role in the 
industry's development over the past 5 
years, the resulting lack of uniformity 
is a potentially serious impediment to 
the maturation of the fuel ethanol in­
dustry. 

For example, the exemption in New 
Mexico is 11 cents per gallon but it is 
extended only to in-State produced 
ethanol. Kentucky's exemption is 3.5 
cents per gallon which is qualified by 
requiring reciprocity treatment by 
other States for Kentucky's product 
and requiring that qualifying fuel al­
cohol be produced from facilities that 
utilize other than petroleum or natu­
ral gas for process energy. While many 
terms at the State level are now being 
extended to match the Federal expira­
tion date of 1992, there still is a wide 
array of expiration dates in the vari­
ous States, further complicating in­
vestment and marketing decisions. 

The legislation we are introducing 
here today would allow an end to the 
patchwork approach. More important­
ly, it would provide the needed stimu­
lus without any net increase in total 
exemption levels-since the weighted 
average of the current exemption of 
Federal/State exemptions is 9 to 9.5 
cents per gallon-simply by shifting 
part of the burden from the States to 
the Federal Government to achieve 
uniformity. 

This shift makes good sense from a 
budgetary point of view, too. As chair­
man of the Subcommittee on Intergov­
ernmental Relations, I have spent a 
great deal of time in an effort to iden­
tify the best means of achieving an ap­
propriate balance in the shouldering 
of Federal and State responsibilities. 
It would seem that one major criterion 
for deciding where the incidence of a 
program's cost should fall is to deter­
mine where the bulk of the benefits 
would go. In the case of the fuel etha­
nol industry, there can be little ques­
tion but that the major beneficiary is 
the Federal taxpayer. It has been 
amply demonstrated in the past 5 
years that the fuel ethanol industry 
provides significant net returns to the 
Federal Treasury as a result of the 
combination of all of its positive im­
pacts. 

The logical extension of this argu­
ment has led us to include a provision 
that would reimburse the highway 
trust fund from the windfall profits 
tax account for the amount of tax rev­
enues forfeited from the fund due to 
exempted fuel alcohol blend sales. It 
makes sense for us to reimburse the 
trust fund so that the attainment of a 
uniform Federal policy for fuel etha­
nol does not occur at the expense of 
our infrastructure repair goals. This 
reimbursement mechanism also makes 
sense from the standpoint of where 
the paybacks go: At the present time, 
the highway trust fund's loss is actual­
ly the general fund's direct gain. This 
is so because gasoline retailers are able 
to increase their incomes-and so pay 
more income tax when they sell ex­
empted fuel alcohol blends. Because 
these retailers have higher taxable 
income, the general fund gains reve­
nue, while the highway trust fund 
loses. The provision in this legislation 
to reimburse the fund will correct this 
imbalance, and put the full incidence 
of the costs where the benefits occur. 

One only has to consider the costly 
dilemma facing our agricultural sector 
to understand that it is time for us to 
take action. While U.S. agricultural 
productivity has grown steadily over 
the past decade, domestic utilization 
and exports have expanded more 
slowly, or even declined. As a result of 
record grain surpluses, Agriculture 
Secretary John Block was forced to 
implement the PIK program, in which 
surplus commodities were given to pro­
ducers as an incentive to idle acreage 
and reduce production. When added to 
the soaring costs of the traditional 
farm programs, the PIK brought out­
lays for this fiscal year to over $30 bil­
lion. A uniform national policy to 
stimulate a vigorous fuel ethanol in­
dustry would be a wise step toward 
avoiding future PIK's. A dollar spent 
in stimulating fuel ethanol production 
capacity is far more productive than a 
dollar spent to idle large percentages 
of our farm sector. 

The fuel ethanol industry provides 
the Federal taxpayer with one of the 
best possible returns on the dollar. It 
provides a stable outlet for U.S. agri­
cultural surpluses. It is an environ­
mentally safe alternative to lead in 
gasoline as an octane enhancer. It 
would establish a technological base 
for an industry that will someday con­
vert a wide range of abundant renew­
able and waste materials to fuel etha­
nol at a competitive price creating jobs 
and expanding tax bases. Finally, a 
viable fuel ethanol industry would en­
hance our national security by backing 
out expensive imported petroleum. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the bill along with the sec­
tion-by-section analysis be printed in 
the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the mate­

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1931 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE-AMENDMENT OF 195-1 

CODE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be acted 

as the "Renewable Fuels Tax Incentives 
Act." 

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1954 CODE.- Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex­
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or a 
repeal of, a section or other provision, the 
reference shall be considered to be made to 
a section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954. 
SEC. 2. EXCISE TAX EXEMPTIONS. 

(a) EXEMPTION FROM EXCISE TAX ON GASO­
LINE.-

(1) INCREASE IN EXEMPTION.-Paragraph (1) 
of section 4081<c> <relating to gasoline 
mixed with alcohol) is amended by striking 
out "subsection <a> shall be applied by sub­
stituting '4 cents' for '9 cents' in the case of 
any gasoline" and inserting in lieu threof 
"no tax shall be imposed on the sale of any 
gasoline." 

(2) TREATMENT OF LATER SEPARATION.­
Paragraph <2> of section 4081<c) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(2) LATER SEPARATION OF GASOLINE.-If 
any person separates the gasoline from a 
mixture of gasoline and alcohol on which 
tax was not imposed by reason of this sub­
section, or with respect to which a credit or 
payment was allowed or made by reason of 
section 6427<f>O)." 

(b) EXEMPTION FROM EXCISE TAXES ON 
DIESEL AND SPECIAL FuELS.-

(1) INCREASE IN EXEMPTION.-Paragraph (1) 
of section 4041<k) <relating to fuels contain­
ing alcohol> is amended to read as follows: 

"0) IN GENERAL.-Under regulations pre­
scribed by the Secretary, no tax shall be im­
posed by this section on the sale or use of 
any liquid fuel at least 10 percent of which 
consists of alcohol <as defined in section 
4081<c)(3)." 

(2) LATER SEPARATION OF FUEL.-Paragraph 
(2) of section 404<k> is amended to read as 
follows: 

" (2) LATER SEPARATION.-If any person sep­
arates the liquid fuel from a mixture of the 
liquid fuel and alcohol on which tax was not 
imposed by reason of this subsection, such 
separation shall be treated as a sale of the 
liquid fuel. " 

(C) REFUNDS ON TAX PAID GASOLINE.-Sub­
section (f) of section 6427 <relating to fuels 
not used for taxable purposes> is amended 
to read as follows: 

" (f) GASOLINE USED To PRODUCE CERTAIN 
ALCOHOL FUELS.-

" (!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection <D. if any gasoline on which tax 
is imposed by section 4081 is used by any 
person in producing a mixture described in 
section 408l<c> which is sold or used in such 
person's trade or business, the Secretary 
shall pay <without interest> to such person 
an amount equal to the aggregate amount 
of the tax imposed on such gasoline. The 
preceding sentence shall not apply with re­
spect to any mixture sold or used after De­
cember 31, 1992. 

" (2) COORDINATroN WITH OTHER REPAYMENT 
PROVISIONs.-No amount shall be payable 
under subsection (d) or <e> of this section or 
under section 6420 or 6421 with respect to 

any gasoline with respect to which amount 
is payable under paragraph < 1>." 

(d) FLOOR STOCKS REFUNDS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Where, before January 1, 

1984, any tax-repealed article has been sold 
by the manufacturer, producer, or importer 
and on such day is held by a dealer and has 
not been used and is intended for sale, there 
shall be credited or refunded <without inter­
est> to the manufacturer, producer or im­
porter an amount equal to the tax paid by 
such manufacturer, producer, or importer 
on his sale of the article if-

<A> claim for such credit or refund is filed 
with the Secretary of the Treasury or his 
delegate before October 1, 1984, based on a 
request submitted to the manufacturer, pro­
ducer, or importer before July 1, 1984, by 
the dealer who held the article in respect of 
which the credit or refund is claimed, and 

<B> on or before October 1, 1984, reim­
bursement has been made to the dealer by 
the manufacturer, producer, or importer in 
an amount equal to the tax paid on the arti­
cle or written consent has been obtained 
from the dealer to allowances of the credit 
or refund. 

(2) ELIMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR CREDIT 
OR REFUND.-No manufacturer, producer, or 
importer shall be entitled to credit or 
refund under paragraph < 1 > unless he has in 
his possession such evidence of the invento­
ries with respect to which the credit or 
refund is claimed as may be required by reg­
ulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury or his delegate under this subsec­
tion. 

(3) OTHER LAWS APPLICABLE.-All provisions 
of law, including penalties, applicable with 
respect to the tax imposed by section 4081 
shall, insofar as applicable and not incon­
sistent with paragraphs (1) and <2> of this 
subsection, apply in respect of the credits 
and refunds provided for in paragraph < 1 > to 
the same extent as if the credits or refunds 
constituted overpayments of the tax. 

(4) SPECIAL RULES.-For purposes of this 
subsection-

<A> the term " dealer" includes a wholesal­
er, jobber, distributor or retailer. 

(B) An article shall be considered as "held 
by a dealer" if title thereto has passed to 
such dealer <whether or not delivery to him 
has been made> and if for purposes of con­
sumption title to such article or possession 
thereof has not at any time been trans­
ferred to any person other than a dealer. 

<C> The term " tax-repealed article" means 
any article on which a tax was imposed by 
section 4081 as in effect on December 31, 
1983, and which will not be subject to tax 
under section 4081 as in effect on January 1, 
1984. 

<D> Except as otherwise expressly provid­
ed herein, any reference in this subsection 
to a section or other provision shall be treat­
ed as a reference to a section or other provi­
sion of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 

(e) TRANSFER OF FLOOR STOCKS REFUNDS 
FROM HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.-The Secre­
tary of the Treasury shall pay for time to 
time from the Highway Trust Fund into the 
general fund of the Treasury amounts 
equivalent to the floor stocks made under 
this section. 
SEC. 3. ALCOHOL: <.'REJ)IT T.-\Rlfo'F. 

(a) CREDIT FOR ALCOHOL USED AS A FUEL.­
Section 44E <relating to alcohol used as a 
fuel> is amended-

(1) by st riking out "50 cents" each place it 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "90 
cents," and 

<2> by striking out "37.5 cents" each place 
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "67 .5 
cents." 

(b) TARIFF ON ALCOHOL IMPORTED FOR USE 
AS A FuEL.-Item 901.50 of the Tariff Sched­
ules of the United States 09 U.S.C. 1202> is 
amended by striking out "50 cents per 
gallon" each place it appears and inserting 
in lieu thereof "90 cents per gallon." 
SEC. -1. TRANSFER 01<' CERTAIN WINDFALL PROFIT 

TRX REYEN ES TO THE HWHWAY 
TRUST F Nn. 

Subsection (b) of section 9503 <relating to 
transfers to Highway Trust Fund) is 
amemded-

(1) by striking out the heading and insert­
ing in lieu thereof " (b) TRANSFERS TO THE 
HIGHWAY TRUST FuND.-", and 

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

"(4) CERTAIN WINDFALL PROFIT TAX REVE­
NUES.-Notwithstanding any other provi­
sions of law, there is hereby appropriated to 
the Highway Trust Fund out of the Wind­
fall Profit Tax Account in the general fund 
of the Treasury an amount equal to the sum 
of-

"<A> the excess of-
" (i) the amount of taxes which the Secre­

tary estimates would have been imposed by 
section 4041 or 4081 and received into the 
Treasury after December 31, 1983, and 
before January 1, 1993, if the amendments 
made by section 2 of the Renewable Fuels 
Tax Incentives Act had not been enacted, 
over 

" (ii) the amount of taxes actually imposed 
by section 4041 or 4081 and received into the 
Treasury after December 31, 1993, plus 

" (B) the amount of credits or refunds al­
lowed-

"(i) by reason of the amendments made by 
section 2 of the Renewable Fuels Tax Incen­
tives Act-

" (1) under section 39 with respect to fuel 
used before January 1, 1993, or 

" <ID under section 6427(f) <but only if 
such refund is paid before July 1, 1993), or 

" (ii) under section 2(d) of the Renewable 
Fuels Tax Incentives Act.". 
SEC. il. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro­
vided in this section, the amendments made 
by this Act shall take effect on January 1, 
1984. 

(b) TARIFF ON IMPORTED ALCOHOL.-The 
amendment made by section 3(b) of this Act 
shall apply with respect to articles entered, 
or withdrawn from warehouse, for consump­
tion after December 31, 1983. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE 
RENEW ABLE FUELS TAX INCENTIVES AcT 

Section 1. This section names the short 
title of the bill as the "Renewable Fuels Tax 
Incentives Act, " and establishes that this 
Act shall amend the 1954 Internal Revenue 
Code where appropriate. 

Section 2. This section amends current 
law to provide that the exemption for re­
newably-derived alcohol fuel blends shall be 
increased from its existing level of 5 cents 
per gallon to 9 cents per gallon. As under 
existing law, this exemption is extended to 
gasoline, diesel, and "special fuel" blends 
which contain at least 10 percent of renew­
ably-derived alcohol. Current law is main­
tained as far as providing protections 
against later separation of the mixture to 
prevent resale of the liquid without tax. 
Provision is also made in this section for the 
refund of allowable levels to a taxpayer who 
has demonst rated the legal blending of alco-
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hol with a tax-paid blend of gasoline <limit­
ing such treatment to the current statutory 
limit of the exemption itself of December 
31, 1992). This section also covers certain 
technical matters relating to the handling 
of eligible fuel alcohol/gasoline blends, in­
cluding the treatment of floor stocks that is 
consistent with current law. 

Section 3. This section again tracks with 
current law by bringing the existing so­
called "blender tax credit" <which can be 
used by blenders such as refineries in lieu of 
the excise tax exemption in percentages 
varying from one to ten percent> and the 
tariff on imported alcohol used for fuel into 
conformity with the change in the excise 
tax exemption. The blender tax credit is ap­
plied to each gallon of ethanol used, and 
will figure more prominently as the nation's 
refineries begin to use more ethanol as an 
octane enhancer to replace lead. This credit 
is also allowable to small scale producers 
who produce their own fuel and use it di­
rectly in their own equipment at a reduced 
rate to reflect the reduced proof <increased 
water content> of that type of alcohol. The 
credit is a taxable and nonrefundable credit. 

Section 4. This section provides that the 
Highway Trust Fund will be reimbursed 
from Windfall Profits Tax funds on a quar­
terly basis as the IRS receives the quarterly 
excise tax payments and exemption tallies 
from gasoline retailers. 

Section 5. This section establishes the ef­
fective dates for the various provisions, 
which in all cases is set at January 1, 1984, 
with the exception of the tariff on imported 
alcohol, which is set for December 31, 
1983 .• 
• Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, today I 
am joining a number of my colleagues 
in introducing legislation which would 
continue to stimulate the alcohol fuels 
industry-an industry that has proven 
to utilize our surplus agricultural com­
modities to produce liquid energy. 
Since 1978, we have had the rare op­
portunity to witness the birth of the 
domestic fuel ethanol industry that 
today is one of the most significant 
high grade fuel alternatives in the 
marketplace. While not a total re­
placement for imported crude, the al­
cohol fuels industry provides jobs, a 
renewable domestic energy supply, in­
creased agricultural productivity, posi­
tive environmental impacts, and ties 
these elements together in a way that 
results in a substantial return to the 
taxpayer. In addition to these tangi­
bles which enhance our economic "bal­
ance sheet," there are many intangi­
bles that bolster our energy and na­
tional security and contribute to politi­
cal stability both at home and abroad. 

As chairman of the Foreign Rela­
tions Committee, I am particularly 
concerned about the continuing oil 
supply vulnerability. A recent report 
by the International Energy Agency 
concluded that, if the existing Iran­
Iraq war was to escalate, and we were 
to have a shortfall of only 12 percent 
in our oil supply, we could face serious 
economic problems. 

Five years ago, I joined with a 
number of my colleagues to put in the 
Energy Tax Act of 1978 that provided 
a 4-cent exemption from the Federal 

excise tax on gasoline for renewably 
derived alcohol blends. Since that 
time, there have been over 100 alcohol 
fuel plants built in 33 States and plans 
to build more in 48 States, including 
Alaska and Hawaii. The current fuel 
ethanol capacity is equivalent to over 
$2 billion of new economic activity. 
The fuel ethanol industry is dispersed 
and diversified. It currently utilizes ag­
ricultural feedstocks, wood residues, 
food processing wastes (like cheese 
whey) to produce what is currently 
the most significant renewable liquid 
fuel extender and octane enhancer 
available in the United States. In 1983, 
just 5 short years after its inception, 
this industry will produce over 400 
million gallons of fuel ethanol that is 
compatible with the existing gasoline 
distribution system and enjoys full 
warranty coverage by all the major do­
mestic and imported automobile man­
ufacturers. Moreover, the Environ­
mental Protection Agency recently im­
posed strict restrictions on the use of 
lead in gasoline-increasing the impor­
tance of ethanol as an octane en­
hancer. 

In a time of tight budgets, 35 States 
have passed legislation to supplement 
the Federal Government's efforts to 
promote the use of alcohol fuels and 
reduce our oil imports and political 
vulnerability. I am proud to say the 
State of Illinois has been a leader in 
this field. Our fuel ethanol industry 
has been a terrific success story over 
the past few years. Just look at the 
statewide facts: 

Ethanol capacity, 286,500,000 gallons; Op­
erating plants, 11; Corn utilization, 
114,600,000 bushel per year; Capital invest­
ment, $429,750,000; Direct employment, 
3,131; Increased crop value, $523,000,000; 
and Product value, $630,000,000. 

Illinois' success in this area is no 
secret, and many other States are pur­
suing vigorous fuel ethanol programs. 
Both large and small scale plants can 
benefit all regions of the United 
States. Processing grain into ethanol 
produces a high protein byproduct-a 
product now sold in limited quantities 
overseas. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to carefully consider the 
many benefits of this legislation, and 
the industry it would advance. By in­
jecting needed uniformity into the na­
tional program, we would allow States 
to remove themselves from the burden 
of expanding an industry that address­
es national energy, agricultural, and 
environmental objectives. Traditional­
ly, programs that contribute to energy 
and agricultural security have been 
mounted by the Federal Government, 
not the States. I strongly believe the 
same rationale applies here.e 

By Mr. JOHNSTON (for himself 
and Mr. LONG): 

S. 1932. A bill to amend section 98 of 
title 28, United States Code, to permit 

Federal district court to be held in 
Houma, La.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

HOLDING FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT IN HOUMA, 
LA. 

e Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to introduce S. 
1932, legislation which designates 
Houma, La., as a place to hold court 
for the eastern district of Louisiana. 

Presently, court for the eastern dis­
trict may only be held in New Orleans. 
This limitation places an undue 
burden on a growing number of citi­
zens from the southeast Louisiana gulf 
coast region who must travel long dis­
tances to New Orleans for Federal 
court appearances. This region is com­
prised of the parishes of Terrebonne, 
St. John the Baptist, St. James, As­
sumption, and Lafourche. 

Mr. President, legislation similar to 
what I am introducing today was first 
introduced by Senators ELLENDER and 
LoNG in 1971. The need to hold court 
in Houma was apparent then and it 
has grown in magnitude since that 
time. 

For example, in 1981, approximately 
875 cases, or 16 percent of the dis­
trict's annual caseload, involved claims 
from this five-parish area or residents 
of the area as plaintiffs, defendants, or 
attorneys. Furthermore, many jurors 
are chosen from this area. Some of 
these individuals find it necessary to 
travel up to 4 hours round trip per day 
when they must appear in district 
court. The situation is even worse for 
those who must rely on public trans­
portation. Bus and train service is 
sparse to nonexistent in many of the 
small towns that comprise the south­
east Louisiana gulf coast region. Con­
sequently, prospective jurors are often 
required to spend the night in New Or­
leans in order to assure that they are 
in court at the proper time. 

Furthermore, a recent study of the 
eastern district indicates that this five 
parish area is one of the fastest grow­
ing areas in the State in terms of em­
ployment, new business formation, 
and per capita income. In fact, during 
the past decade, the number of jobs in 
this area increased by almost 130 per­
cent in the construction, manufactur­
ing, and mining industries. Supporting 
service-type industries have also ex­
panded during this period, resulting in 
a 93-percent increase in transporta­
tion-related jobs and a 158-percent in­
crease in finance, real estate, and in­
surance-related employment. 

This region is growing almost twice 
as fast as the New Orleans metropoli­
tan area. The Houma-Thibodaux corri­
dor now has a population of over 
100,000 people and it was recently des­
ignated by the Department of Com­
merce as a standard metropolitan sta­
tistical area. This tremendous growth 
is expected to outpace the State and 
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national growth rates for the next two 
decades. 

Mr. President, obviously, the time 
has come to designate Houma as a 
place for holding court in the eastern 
district of Louisiana. It is inevitable 
that the continuing growth of the 
southeastern Louisiana gulf coast 
region wil].result in an increase in Fed­
eral litigarion. The expense and time 
factors related to this litigation will be 
aggravated unnecessarily if the east­
ern district continues to only hold 
court in New Orleans. 

The designation of Houma as a place 
for holding court has been unanimous­
ly approved by the district judges of 
the eastern district of Louisiana, by 
the Fifth Circuit Judicial Conference, 
and by the Judicial Conference of the 
United States. The designation has 
also received the support of the mayor 
and board of aldermen of the city of 
Houma. It is now time for the Con­
gress to act on this matter. Conse­
quently, I urge my colleagues to expe­
ditiously approve this legislation. 

I ask that the text of S. 1932 be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1932 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec­
tion 98<a> of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting "and Houma" after 
"New Orleans".e 
• Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I join as 
a cosponsor of the bill introduced 
today by my colleague from Louisiana, 
to designate the city of Houma, La., as 
a place for holding U.S. District Court 
in the Eastern District of Louisiana. 
This bill addresses the needs of indi­
viduals residing in the five Louisiana 
parishes of Assumption, St. James, St. 
John the Baptist, Terrebonne, and La­
fourche. Passage of this measure will 
also promote judicial efficiency and 
has the official support of the judges 
within the district. 

At the present time, Mr. President, 
all lawsuits filed in the eastern district 
of Louisiana are tried in New Orleans. 
However, approximately 16 percent of 
the cases filed within the district in­
volve claims related to the Houma 
area, and those parishes nearby. As a 
result, even though there are a signifi­
cant number of cases arising within 
the immediate vicinity, litigants and 
jurors residing in the Houma area are 
required to travel long distances, at 
great hardship, to appear in court in 
New Orleans. The bill introduced 
today addresses this problem by desig­
nating Houma as a place for holding 
court within the eastern district of 
Louisiana. 

This designation has the unanimous 
approval of the district judges in the 
eastern district of Louisiana and by 
the Judicial Conference for the Fifth 

Circuit Court of Appeals. On Septem­
ber 21, 1983, this designation was en­
dorsed by the U.S. Judicial Confer­
ence. The bill filed today also has the 
strong support of the citizens in the 
Houma area. 

I strongly urge my Senate colleagues 
to approve this most important meas­
ure.e 

By Mr. HEINZ <for himself and 
Mr. SPECTER): 

S. 1934. A bill to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1974 to make cer­
tain adjustments in benefits contin­
gent on the financial condition of the 
railroad retirement system; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re­
sources. 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT LEGISLATION 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, today, I 
am introducing legislation, along with 
Senator SPECTER, that would improve 
upon the Railroad Retirement Solven­
cy Act of 1983-Public Law 98-76-
which the Senate passed on August 2, 
this year, after very little consider­
ation. As I said at the time, the urgen­
cy of the railroad retirement system's 
financial situation warranted quick 
Senate action. We were in the 11th 
hour, and the railroad retirement ben­
efits of nearly 1 million retirees would 
have suffered a drastic cut if we had 
not acted in time. 

Let me reiterate my support for that 
legislation, as a whole, and let me reit­
erate my praise for the hard work of 
rail labor and management in devising 
an agreement that averted what other­
wise would have been Draconian bene­
fit cuts. 

I also expressed at that time serious 
reservations about several provisions 
in that legislation, and in particular, 
the provision calling for the next 5 
percent of the tier 1-social security­
cost-of-living increases to be used to 
reduce the tier 2 railroad industry pen­
sion. 

Because of this COLA provision, rail­
road retiree benefits are, in effect, 
frozen through 1984 and capped in 
1985. Thus, the real benefit of railroad 
retirees, adjusted for inflation, will de­
cline. Now, when we consider that rail­
road retirement benefits have also 
become taxable, for the first time, the 
real, after tax income of the benefici­
aries will be substantially reduced. 
The COLA offset provision alone is 
projected to reduce benefits by $1 bil­
lion over the next 5 years-or an aver­
age of $1,000 per beneficiary. The tax­
ation of tier 2 and so-called windfall 
benefits will reduce beneficiaries' 
checks by an additional $960 million 
over the next 5 years, and it comes on 
top of another $341 million to be paid 
by retirees through the new income 
tax on railroad tier 1 benefits. In all, 
retirees could suffer a reduction in 
benefits of some $2.3 billion over the 
next 5 years-an average of $2,300 per 
beneficiary. 

These steep benefit reductions may 
be the necessary, inevitable price to 
pay for restoring solvency to the fi­
nancially troubled railroad retirement 
system. But then again, the full bene­
fit reductions may not be inevitable. 
Rail employment, after dipping to a 
low point of 388,000 in March 1983, 
has had a healthy rebound to 405,000 
as of June 1983, which is well above 
the employment assumptions used by 
the Railroad Retirement Board under 
its so-called best guess estimate. 
Indeed, the low point for rail employ­
ment so far this year is above the aver­
age yearly employment level assumed 
under the best guess assumptions. The 
assumptions used also predict rail em­
ployment will decline again in 1984 
and beyond. 

But what happens if we have erred 
in our assumptions-for once-by 
using too pessimistic an estimate? 
That could mean that some part of 
the benefit reductions imposed on 
beneficiaries may not, in fact, be nec­
essary, and that some portion of the 
tax increases on rail labor and man­
agement might also prove not to be 
necessary. Public Law 98-76 does, in 
fact, contemplate the latter possibility 
as far as taxes go. Section 502 calls for 
annual reports to Congress by the 
Railroad Retirement Board on the ac­
tuarial status of the fund, including 
whether there are sufficient reserves 
in the account and whether the rates 
of such taxes should be reduced. So 
presumably, if Congress legislated 
more tax increases than are necessary, 
there is a way for Congress to know 
about that and correct it. 

But what about the 1 million rail­
road retirees? What happens to them 
if the economic recovery proves to be 
robust, and rail employment stabilizes 
or even increases in contrast to the de­
clining forecasts of employment used 
in developing the bill? There is no pro­
vision in the law that protects benefi­
ciaries from any potentially unneces­
sary benefit reductions. 

I am concerned, in particular, with 
the provision in the bill that will save 
nearly $1 billion over 5 years by reduc­
ing retirees' tier 2 benefits, dollar for 
dollar, for any tier 1 social security 
equivalent cost-of-living increases, up 
to a cumulative 5 percent. On January 
1, 1984, the social security cost-of­
living increase of 3.5 percent will be 
deducted from the tier 2 benefit. But 
since the new law calls for a cumula­
tive 5-percent adjustment, the remain­
ing 1.5 percent will be taken from the 
social security cost-of-living increase 
paid on January 1, 1985. 

Now, what happens if rail employ­
ment picks up and if the reserves 
exceed the current best estimate? 
Well, under the present law, the 
second phase of the COLA offset will 
take place anyway. There is no provi­
sion for a contingency. 
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The philosophical and the policy im­

plications of this COLA provision also 
trouble me deeply. We keep telling 
railroad retirees that their monthly 
check is really two pensions combined, 
a social security pension and a private 
industry pension. This COLA offset, 
however, uses the social security bene­
fit increase to reduce the industry's 
obligation for the private pension. In 
my judgment, it is not good policy to 
allow social security benefit increases 
to be used to reduce a private pension 
obligation. 

I am also troubled by the erratic dis­
tributional effects of this provision. 

As chairman of the Special Commit­
tee on Aging, I asked the GAO to give 
me some data on the distribution of 
this tier 2 cut. They advised me that 
45 percent of beneficiaries would lose 
less than 10 percent of their tier 2 ben­
efits; 37 percent will lose between 10 
and 20 percent of their tier 2; an addi­
tional 11 percent will lose between 20 
and 30 percent of their tier 2 benefits. 
And 7 percent would lose more than 30 
percent of their tier 2 benefits. 

I realize that no one's total monthly 
retirement check will go down because 
of this offset. But since we have divid­
ed this pension into two parts, there 
seems to me to be serious equity prob­
lems about using the social security 
benefit increase to cover up really 
wide ranging, disparate reductions in 
the industry pension. 

My bill would change current law so 
that the second phase of the COLA 
offset, that which is scheduled for 
January 1, 1985, would not take place 
unless the reserves available for the 
payment of railroad retirement bene­
fits are less than 30 percent of the 
1985 benefit payments and administra­
tive costs. 

Under the so-called best guess esti­
mates, reserves should be at 30 percent 
in December 1984. Under this bill, the 
COLA would not be reduced in 1985 if 
the rail industry and rail employment 
are better than predicted under the 
best guess estimates, and it is, there­
fore, not necessary to further reduce 
retiree benefits. But if the reserves are 
below 30 percent, then, in the interest 
of prudence, the COLA offset provi­
sion would take effect under this bill. 

Let me also point out that the first 
phase of the COLA offset, that which 
is scheduled for January 1, 1984, re­
grettably, cannot be repealed at this 
juncture. But during consideration of 
H.R. 1646, both in the Senate Finance 
Committee and on the Senate floor, 
Senator DOLE and I agreed that there 
was a need for a study on the effects 
of the provision. One of the things we 
have specifically asked the Railroad 
Retirement Board to do, in this study, 
is to advise the Congress on how the 
COLA reductions could eventually be 
restored to beneficiaries if -and 
when-the financial condition of the 
railroad retirement system permits it. 

Mr. President, this bill is therefore 
the first step in restoring some bal­
ance into the recently enacted Rail­
road Retirement Solvency Act, to 
avoid certain benefit reductions if it 
becomes clear that they are excessive 
and not needed to assure the contin­
ued payment of railroad retirement 
benefits. When taken in conjunction 
with the study we have asked the Rail­
road Retirement Board to undertake 
in its report to Congress next year, we 
will be in a better position to know the 
effects of the COLA offset provision 
and to correct any inequities that re­
sulted from its application on January 
1, 1984. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President-! am 
pleased to join my colleague, Senator 
HEINZ, in introducing legislation that 
would prevent railroad retirees from 
unnecessarily suffering excessive cuts 
in their benefits. The bill we are pro­
posing today would eliminate the cost­
of-living adjustment offset that is 
scheduled to take effect in January 
1985, unless the financial condition of 
the Railroad Retirement Trust Fund 
necessitates it. 

This summer we took the necessary 
steps to avert the impending bank­
ruptcy of the Railroad Retirement 
System. More than 80,000 residents of 
my State of Pennsylvania rely on the 
continued solvency of this system. But 
we passed the Railroad Retirement 
Solvency Act of 1983 in the face of an 
emergency deadline threatening a pos­
sible curtailment of benefits. The dras­
tic actions we took, including freezing 
tier 1 benefits in 1984 capping them in 
1985, as well as taxing them for the 
first time, result in severe reductions 
in benefit levels. The average railroad 
retiree will experience a loss of $2,300 
in his annuity over the next 5 years. 

The so-called COLA offset reduces 
the tier 2, or industry component, of 
railroad retirement benefits dollar for 
dollar for any adjustment in tier 1 
benefits up to 5 percent. On January 
1, 1984, benefits are scheduled to in­
crease 3.5 percent. Under current law, 
retirees will be forced to forfeit this 
portion of their annuity, in addition to 
1.5 percent of their January 1, 1985, 
COLA, in order to offset the cost of 
tier 2 benefits. 

The bill Senator HEINZ and I intro­
duce today would eliminate the 1985 
offset if reserves in the Railroad Re­
tirement Trust Fund are greater than 
30 percent of the amount estimated to 
pay annuities for that calendar year. 

Cuts may have been necessary to 
inject a measure of financial stability 
and solvency to both the railroad re­
tirement and employment insurance 
programs, however, nothing in the 
Solvency Act of 1983 shields retirees 
from unnecessary reductions in the 
event of a strong recovery, or perhaps, 
an increase in rail employment. 

This legislation demonstrates to 
thousands of railroad retirees, as well 

as those workers who look forward to 
benefiting under the railroad retire­
ment system, that Congress is sensi­
tive to their many years of dedication 
to our Nation's rail system and to 
their needs during retirement. I urge 
the Senate to promptly consider this 
thoughtful proposal. 

By Mr. HEINZ <for himself, Mr. 
DANFORTH, and Mr. CRANSTON): 

S. 1935. A bill to establish an inter­
agency task force on cigarette safety; 
to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE ON CIGARETTE 
SAFETY 

• Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today, along with 
Senators DANFORTH and CRANSTON, S. 
1935, the Cigarette Safety Study Act 
which would establish a Federal inter­
agency task force to study cigarette 
safety, specifically, the feasibility of 
developing a cigarette which has a re­
duced propensity to ignite upholstered 
furniture and mattresses. 

Cigarettes are the leading cause of 
home fire deaths in the United States. 
It is an all too familiar story-a care­
lessly dropped cigarette smolders in a 
chair, couch, or mattress, and in a few 
hours, tragedy strikes. Cigarettes 
cause approximately 2,000 deaths each 
year in residential fires. That is over 
one-third of all home fire deaths, far 
more than any other single cause. An 
estimated 40 percent of those killed in 
cigarette fires were innocent-not the 
smoker of the cigarette which caused 
the fire. Cigarette fires also cause ap­
proximately 3,800 reportable injuries 
and over $300 million in property loss 
annually. This bill is particularly 
timely because next week has been 
designated as "National Fire Preven­
tion Week" by President Reagan. 

This problem has special signifi­
cance for our Nation's 26 million 
senior citizens since older Americans 
are three times as likely as younger 
persons to die in home fires caused by 
cigarettes. 

Most of these deaths are prevent­
able. The Senate Special Committee 
on Aging's recent hearing on "Home 
Fire Deaths: A Preventable Tragedy" 
focused on how a Federal study could 
substantially reduce the risk of home 
fire death. 

We heard about the nationwide cam­
paign for a "fire-safe" cigarette, that 
is, a cigarette with a reduced propensi­
ty to cause smoldering fires in uphol­
stered furniture and mattresses. Ac­
cording to substantial testimony, such 
a cigarette is feasible. The tobacco in­
dustry disputes this. Therefore, to re­
solve this disagreement, and, more im­
portantly, to address this terrible 
problem of fire death and injury, we 
are introducing S. 1935 "The Cigarette 
Safety Study Act." This legislation 
would establish a Federal inter-agency 
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task force which would report to Con­
gress on the technical and economic 
feasibility of producing "fire-safe" 
cigarettes, that is cigarettes with a re­
duced propensity to ignite upholstered 
furniture and mattresses. It would in­
clude participation by the Department 
of Health and Human Services, the 
Consumer Product Safety Commis­
sion, the Federal Trade Commission, 
the National Bureau of Standards of 
the Department of Commerce as well 
as that of the tobacco industry. More­
over, the Tobacco Institute at our 
hearing endorsed the concept of a 
Federal study bill that would focus on 
cigarette safety. 

This report would give Congress and 
the executive branch the scientific, 
technical and economic information 
necessary to develop an intelligent and 
informed policy with respect to the to­
bacco industry's responsibility and the 
Government's role, if any, with respect 
to the reduction of cigarette-caused 
fires. 

Congressional action on the fire-safe 
cigarette is supported by the American 
Medical Association, the American 
Bum Association, the American Asso­
ciation of Retired Persons, the Ameri­
can Association of Public Health Phy­
sicians, the National Fire Protection 
Association, the American Public 
Health Association, the International 
Association of Fire Chiefs, the Nation­
al Volunteer Fire Council, the Citizens 
Committee for Fire Protection, and 
numerous other groups. 

Senator CRANSTON and Representa­
tives MoAKLEY and JACOBS have intro­
duced legislation to require fire-safe 
cigarette standards. 

Although S. 1935 differs in particu­
lars from those introduced by my dis­
tinguished colleagues, I commend 
them for their important efforts to 
reduce fires caused by cigarettes. We 
all share the same goal, that is, to ex­
plore how the Federal Government 
can help to reduce the tragedy of 
thousands of lives lost each year in 
home fires caused by cigarettes. The 
time to act is now. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of our bill be printed at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 

s. 1935 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Cigarette Safety 
Study Act". 

FINDINGS 

SEc. 2. The Congress finds and declares 
that-

< 1) cigarettes and little cigars are the lead­
ing cause of deaths from home fires in the 
United States; 

<2> it is in the national interest to reduce 
fire death and injuries to the public health 
which are caused by cigarettes and little 
cigars; 
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(3) approximately 2,000 deaths from fires 
and 3,800 disfiguring and crippling burn in­
juries are caused annually by cigarettes and 
little cigars, and such deaths and injuries 
result in the expenditure of thousands of 
dollars for hospitalization and other medi­
cal care paid in part under Medicare or 
Medicaid or by the Public Health Service, 
and involve significant losses in productivi­
ty; 

<4> approximately $300,000,000 in annual 
property losses result from fires ignited by 
cigarettes and little cigars; and 

(5) accordingly, the development of ciga­
rettes and little cigars with a reduced pro­
pensity to ignite fires should be encouraged. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 3. For purposes of this Act-
< 1) the term "Task Force" means the Cig­

arette Safety Task Force established under 
section 4 of this Act; 

(2) the term "Technical Advisory Group" 
means the Technical Advisory Group estab­
lished under section 5(d) of this Act; 

(3) the term "cigarette" means-
<A> any roll of tobacco wrapped in paper 

or in any substance not containing tobacco; 
and 

<B) any roll of tobacco wrapped in any 
substance containing tobacco which, be­
cause of its appearance, the type of tobacco 
used in the filter, or its packaging and label­
ing, is likely to be offered to, or purchased 
by, consumers as a cigarette described in 
subparagraph <A>; and 

(4) the term "little cigar" means any roll 
of tobacco wrapped in leaf tobacco or any 
substance containing tobacco <other than 
any roll of tobacco which is a cigarette 
within the meaning of paragraph (3)) and as 
to which one thousand units weigh not 
more than three pounds. 

ESTABLISHMENT 

SEc. 4. <a> There is established a Cigarette 
Safety Task Force, which shall be composed 
of: 

0) the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, or the designee of the Secretary; 

<2> the Surgeon General of the United 
States, or the designee of the Surgeon Gen­
eral; 

(3) the Director of the National Institutes 
of Health, or the designee of the Director; 

(4) the Chairman of the Consumer Prod­
uct Safety Commission, or the designee of 
the Chairman; 

(5) the Chairman of the Federal Trade 
Commission, or the designee of the Chair­
man; 

(6) the Director of the National Bureau of 
Standards of the Department of Commerce, 
or the designee of the Director; and 

(7) one representative of the tobacco in­
dustry, appointed by the Secretary of Agri­
culture. 

(b) A vacancy in the Task Force shall be 
filled in the same manner as the original ap­
pointment was made. A vacancy in the Task 
Force shall not affect is powers. 

(c)(l) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
members shall be appointed for the life of 
the Task Force. 

(2) If any member of the Task Force who 
was appointed to the Task Force under 
paragraphs (1) through (6) of subsection (a) 
leaves the office specified under such para­
graph, or if any member of the Task Force 
who was appointed under paragraph <7> of 
such subsection becomes an officer or em­
ployee of the United States, such individual 
may continue as a member of the Task 
Force for a period not in excess of thirty 
days beginning on the date such individual 

leaves that office or becomes such an officer 
or employee, as the case may be. 

(d) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall designate a Chairman from 
among the members of the Task Force. 

<e> Four :nembers of the Task Force shall 
constitute a quorum, but a lesser number 
may hold hearings. 

(f) The Task Force shall hold its first 
meeting not later than thirty days after the 
date of enactment of this Act. Thereafter, 
the Task Force shall meet at the call of the 
Chairman or a majority of its members, but 
shall meet at least three times during the 
life of the Task Force. 

DUTIES OF THE TASK FORCE 

SEc. 5. (a) The Task Force shall conduct 
studies and make recommendations con­
cerning the technical and economic feasibili­
ty of developing cigarettes and little cigars 
which have a reduced propensity to ignite 
upholstered furniture and mattresses. 

(b) In carrying out subsection <a), the 
Task Force shall-

< 1) develop a method to test the propensi­
ty of cigarettes and little cigars for igniting 
upholstered furniture and mattresses; 

(2) identify the physical characteristics of 
cigarettes and little cigars which affect 
their propensity to ignite upholstered furni­
ture and mattresses; 

(3) make recommendations for criteria by 
which the propensity of cigarettes and little 
cigars to ignite upholstered furniture and 
mattresses may be rated; 

(4) make recommendations for criteria for 
the manufacture of cigarettes and little 
cigars in a manner which will minimize the 
propensity of cigarettes and little cigars to 
ignite upholstered furniture and mattresses; 

(5) identify the health consequences 
which will result from the implementation 
of the criteria recommended under para­
graph <4>; and 

(6) analyze the costs and benefits, to the 
public and to the tobacco industry, of re­
quiring the manufacture and distribution in 
the United States of cigarettes and little 
cigars which conform to the criteria recom­
mended under paragraph (4). 

(c) The Task Force shall use the resources 
of the Federal departments and agencies 
represented on the Task Force to carry out 
this Act, and such departments and agencies 
may make grants or enter into contracts to 
conduct research and studies to carry out 
this Act. The authority of Federal depart­
ments and agencies to enter into contracts 
under this subsection shall be to such 
extent or in such amounts as are provided in 
appropriations Acts. 

(d)(l) To assist the Task Force in carrying 
out this Act, the Task Force shall appoint a 
Technical Advisory Group, which shall be 
composed of fifteen individuals who have 
knowledge and expertise concerning the 
health consequences of smoking, the prob­
lem of fires in upholstered furniture and 
mattresses caused by cigarettes and little 
cigars, and the development and manufac­
ture of cigarettes and little cigars which 
have a reduced propensity to ignite uphol­
stered furniture and mattresses. 

(2) Four members of the Technical Advi­
sory Group shall be appointed by the Task 
Force from in~ividuals nominated by the 
Tobacco Institute. One member of the 
Technical Advisory Group shall be appoint­
ed by the Task Force from individuals nomi­
nated by the American Burn Association. 

<3> All appointments to the Technical Ad­
visory Group shall be approved by a majori­
ty vote of all members of the Task Force. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEc. 6. <a> For the purpose of carrying out 
this Act, the Task Force may hold such 
hearings, sit and act at such times and 
places, take such testimony, and receive 
such evidence, as the Task Force considers 
appropriate. The Task Force may adminis­
ter oaths or affirmations to witnesses ap­
pearing before the Task Force. 

<b> The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall provide the Task Force with 
such staff and administrative and support 
services as may be necessary to enable the 
Task Force to carry out its duties under this 
Act. Upon the request of the Chairman of 
the Task Force, the head of any Federal de­
partment or agency may detail any of the 
personnel of the department or agency to 
the Task Force to assist the Task Force in 
carrying out this Act. 

<c> The Task Force may secure directly 
from any Federal department or agency 
such information as may be necessary to 
enable the Task Force to carry out this Act. 
Upon request of the Chairman of the Task 
Force, the head of such department or 
agency shall furnish such information to 
the Task Force. 

REPORT 
SEc. 7. <a> The Task Force may transmit 

to the President and to each House of the 
Congress such interim reports as the Task 
Force considers appropriate. 

(b) The Task Force shall transmit a final 
report to the President and to each House 
of the Congress not later than two years 
after the date of enactment of this Act. The 
final report of the Task Force shall contain 
a detailed statement of the findings and 
conclusions of the Task Force and the rec­
ommendations of the Task Force for such 
legislation and administrative actions as the 
Task Force considers appropriate. 

TRADE SECRETS 
SEc. 8. <a> Except as provided in subsec­

tion (b), commercial, technical, or financial 
information which is submitted to the Task 
Force or the Technical Advisory Group and 
which the Task Force considers to be confi­
dential, shall be considered trade secrets for 
purposes of section 552(b)(4) of title 5, 
United States Code, and section 1905 of title 
18, United States Code. Except as provided 
in subsection <b>, no member, officer, or em­
ployee of the Task Force or the Technical 
Advisory Group shall disclose any such in­
formation to any person who is not a 
member, officer, or employee of the Task 
Force or the Technical Advisory Group. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the 
Task Force may use any information sub­
mitted to the Task Force or the Technical 
Advisory Group in any report submitted to 
the Congress under section 7. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 9. For fiscal years beginning after 

September 30, 1983, there are authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be neces­
sary to carry out this Act. 

TERMINATION 
SEc. 10. The Task Force shall terminate 

three months after the date on which the 
Task Force transmits the final report re­
quired under section 7<b> to the President 
and each House of Congress.e 
e Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, 
Americans have given increased aware­
ness in recent years to the problem of 
preventing fires at homes. Residential 
smoke detectors, once a rarity and a 
luxury item, now are commonplace. 

But nothing has been done about the 
leading cause of residential fires­
smoking. Cigarette fires kill thousands 
of persons every year, many of them 
elderly. Indeed, one-third of all Ameri­
cans who are killed by fire die in fires 
started by cigarettes. Often the vic­
tims are not the smokers themselves. 
But, other than admonition, little has 
been done to lessen the dangers of 
careless smoking. 

The Cigarette Safety Study Act, in­
troduced by the Senator from Penn­
sylvania <Mr. HEINZ), would take a 
first step toward avoidance of such 
tragedies. This legislation would 
create a 2-year interagency task force 
on cigarette safety, with the goal of 
developing criteria for a "fire-safe" 
cigarette-that is, a cigarette that will 
go out by itself or that will generate so 
little heat it would not ignite bedding 
or upholstery. Tests conducted by the 
National Bureau of Standards, among 
others, indicate that such a goal is at­
tainable. 

Most cigarettes continue to burn for 
20 to 40 minutes if left unattended. A 
reduction in that burn time could 
reduce the risk of accidental fires sig­
nificantly. 

This bill would impose no new re­
quirements on the tobacco industry; 
indeed, the Tobacco Institute has ex­
pressed support for such a study. Mr. 
President, the goals are worthy and 
the legislation modest, and I am hope­
ful that this bill can receive prompt 
action in the Committee on Govern­
mental Affairs and the Senate as a 
whole.e 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to commend my colleague 
from Pennsylvania, Senator HEINZ for 
his initiative in introducing a bill to 
address the serious loss of life and 
property caused by accidental fires ig­
nited by cigarettes. I am pleased to be 
a principal cosponsor of this measure. 

As present sponsor of cigarette 
safety legislation, S. 51, and author of 
similar bills in the 96th and 97th Con­
gresses, I have long been interested n 
seeking solutions to the Nation's lead­
ing cause of residential fire deaths. A 
comprehensive study of the feasibility 
of producing safer cigarettes, as this 
bill proposes, would bring us measur­
ably closer to this goal. 

The U.S. Fire Administration statis­
tics confirm, year after year, that the 
problem of cigarette fires will not di­
minish of its own accord: In 1981, the 
last year in which data are available, 
more than 2,000 people lost their lives, 
more than 3,800 were injured, and 
property damages totaled $305 million. 
To accomplish a substantial reduction 
in the number of residential deaths 
and injuries caused by cigarette-ignit­
ed fires, cigarette manufacturers 
should look at ways to develop a safer 
product-in addition to educational ef­
forts alerting the public to the dangers 

of carelessly dropping ignited ciga­
rettes. 

There is every reason to believe a 
safer cigarette can be produced. The 
National Bureau of Standards and the 
U.S. Testing Co., an independent labo­
ratory, have both concluded there are 
at least two commercial brands that 
are relatively safe: More, made by the 
R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Co., and Nat 
Sherman's, a specialty cigarette brand 
made in New York City. The manufac­
turing of these cigarettes suggests that 
the production of a safer cigarette is 
economically feasible and provides an 
excellent basis for expanding research 
and development. 

Mr. President, it is also evident that 
we do not know everything about the 
relative interactions of factors contrib­
uting to the burn rate of a cigarette, 
as relatively little systematic research 
has been performed. Changes in the 
tobacco packing density, cigarette cir­
cumference, moisture content of the 
tobacco porosity and thickness of the 
cigarette paper, and various chemicals 
often times added to either or both 
the tobacco and the wrapping paper to 
promote continuous burning may all 
affect tar and nicotine levels. This 
study would explore not only the tech­
nical and economic feasibility of pro­
ducing a cigarette with a lower pro­
pensity to ignite upholstered furniture 
and mattresses, but would also consid­
er any health consequences of imple­
menting fire-safe cigarette criteria. 

With industry and Government 
pooling their efforts in this study, I 
am confident our shared goal of reduc­
ing accidental fires can be met. 

By Mr. QUAYLE <for himself 
and Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 1936. A bill to amend the Trade 
Act of 1974; to the Committee on Fi­
nance. 

TRADE ACT AMENDMENTS 
• Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing a bill to amend the 
Trade Adjustment Assistance Act 
<TAA>. I am pleased that this bill is co­
sponsored by Senator KENNEDY. The 
bill requires that TAA training be ad­
ministered through the dislocated 
worker program under title III of the 
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). 
This is merely a matter of administra­
tive efficiency. 

My amendment will not affect the 
eligibility requirements for T AA or 
the determination process for eligibil­
ity. Although the training funds flow 
through the same administrative 
structure as the JTPA funds, they are 
strictly earmarked for eligible T AA 
trainees. 

In some States, two separate entities 
administer the T AA and JTPA train­
ing programs for dislocated workers. 
As a matter of commonsense, they 
ought to be consolidated because there 
is no basis for distinguishing between 
the trainees, other than the cause of 
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job termination. These programs pro­
vide the same kind of training to un­
employed workers with very similar 
needs. Therefore. we should not treat 
them differently by establishing sepa­
rate programs. 

In those instances where an organi­
zation is training both T AA and JTPA 
dislocated workers, my amendment 
could also mean more equitable serv­
ices for T AA trainees. This is because 
of different program requirements. 
JTPA programs must meet perform­
ance standards. such as placement of a 
percentage of trainees in jobs or place­
ment in jobs at specified wage rates. 
Since T AA training programs are not 
required to meet these standards, the 
JPT A dislocated worker could possibly 
receive preference in job placement or 
placement at higher wage rates. 

Aside from the question of equal 
treatment. as a general rule, all Feder­
al programs should meet performance 
standards. Not only will performance 
standards lead to greater efficiency 
and program quality, but so will other 
JTPA program requirements such as 
coordination with related training and 
supportive services and, selection of 
service providers on the basis of cost 
effectiveness and demonstrated per­
formance. 

Under title III of JTP A, Governors 
have complete discretion on the ad­
ministrative structure of the dislocat­
ed worker program, whereas T AA 
training is administered by the Secre­
tary of Labor through the Employ­
ment Service. Under my amendment, 
Governors could continue to use the 
Employment Service to contract for 
TAA training, but the training pro­
grams would have to meet JTPA 
standards for efficiency and quality. 

In addition, my amendment assures 
that the T AA training funds would 
not be subject to the State matching 
requirement that applies to other title 
III funds. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection. the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 

s. 1936 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sub­
chapter B of chapter 2 of the Trade Act of 
1974 is amended by striking out sections 235 
through 238 and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"SEC. 235. TRAINING, OTHER EMPLOYMENT 
, SERVICES, AND ALLOWANCES 

"There are authorized to be made avail­
able to adversely affected workers covered 
by a certification under subchapter A, job 
training, counseling, testing, placement 
services, job search allowances, and reloca­
tion allowances, to be provided subject to 
the terms and conditions of discretionary 
funds under title III of the Job Training 
Partnership Act." 

SEc. 2. Section 239 <a> of such Act is 
amended-

(1) by striking out clause <2> thereof; 
<2> by inserting "and" at the end of clause 

(1); 

<3> by redesignating clause (3) as clause 
<2>: and 

(4) by striking out "and services" in clause 
<2> as so designated. 

SEc. 3. The amendments made by sections 
1 and 2 shall be effective 6 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act.e 

By Mr. LEVIN: 
S. 1937. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to impose an ad­
ditional excise tax on the sale of cer­
tain imported automobiles in the 
United States; to the Committee on Fi­
nance. 

ADDITIONAL EXCISE TAX ON IMPORTED 
AUTOMOBILES 

• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the bill I 
am introducing today is designed to 
insure that U.S. auto manufacturers 
have the ability to continue moderniz­
ing and retooling for the production of 
new models to compete against foreign 
imports by restoring a measure of 
competitive equity in the U.S. market­
place. 

Domestic manufacturers face a 
number of government imposed re­
strictions and barriers that increase 
the cost of autos sold in foreign mar­
kets. while autos imported to the 
United States have traditionally not 
faced similar barriers. This bill is de­
signed to correct that inequity by im­
posing on imported autos a tax equal 
to the cost increases borne by domes­
tic autos when entering foreign mar­
kets. 

The economic recession, in combina­
tion with auto imports, have had a 
devastating effect on the U.S. auto in­
dustry. In 1982, total new car sales in 
the United States fell for the fifth 
consecutive year, with sales of domes­
tic autos at their lowest levels in 21 
years. Over the same 5-year period, 
the market share of imported autos, 
mostly from Japan, continued to in­
crease. 

These factors in turn have contrib­
uted to the deterioration in the finan­
cial condition of the industry, despite 
the all-out efforts of management, 
labor, suppliers and dealers to reduce 
costs and improve productivity while 
containing price increases. In addition. 
approximately 210,000 auto workers 
are on indefinite layoff, which is com­
pounded by unemployment in the sup­
plier industries. 

In spite of these circumstances, the 
U.S. auto industry has invested bil­
lions of dollars in construction of new 
plant and equipment and conversion 
of existing facilities to improve pro­
ductivity and build more high quality, 
small fuel-efficient front-wheel-drive 
autos. During the 1978 to 1982 period, 
the auto manufacturers invested ap­
proximately $51 billion-an important 
effort for the longer term prospects of 
the industry. 

While sales are returning and the in­
dustry is showing improved profitabil­
ity as the economy begins to rebound, 
it will require several years of im­
proved earnings to recoop this invest­
ment. And a portion of this invest­
ment could be recovered by exporting 
vehicles for sale overseas, now that 
they have expanded production of 
small, fuel-efficient autos. However, 
they are not able to do so without in­
curring substantial costs caused by re­
strictive trade barriers. 

Probably some of the most restric­
tive practices are imposed by the Japa­
nese Government. This particularly 
disturbing not only because its policies 
are highly restrictive but also because 
Japanese auto makers have reaped 
enormous profits from sales in the 
United States. The effect of these bar­
riers on U.S. manufactured autos is to 
increase prices beyond the reach of 
most Japanese consumers. It is esti­
mated that these restrictions increase 
the price of domestically produced 
autos by almost twice the price at 
which they sell in the United States. 
This is one reason why U.S. manufac­
turers sold a little more than 3,500 
autos in Japan during 1982. 

While not all of the differential in 
prices can be attributed to restrictive 
Japanese policies, clearly a portion 
can. One example is the Japanese 
"commodity tax." The tax is imposed 
on all new cars at a 17 .5-percent rate 
on autos with small engines, and 22.5 
percent on autos with engines larger 
than 2,000 cc. It is no coincidence that 
the typical U.S. manufactured auto is 
taxed at the higher rate. 

In addition, the tax is imposed on 
the factory wholesale price of Japa­
nese autos, but on the "landed price"­
which includes freight-of foreign 
autos entering Japan, while the 
United States bases its duty on the 
auto's value exclusive of freight. 

Another example is the inspection 
and certification requirements. U.S. 
manufacturers must modify autos to 
meet Japanese safety and emission 
standards. While the certification re­
quirement for imported autos has re­
cently been eased, the Japanese Gov­
ernment still does not recognize U.S. 
manufacturers' self-certification of 
automobiles to Japanese standards. As 
a result, every vehicle, except models 
receiving large volume "Type Designa­
tion" approval and those sold in quan­
tities of 300 or less, are individually 
approved. The United States permits 
all domestic and foreign manufactur­
ers to self-certify compliance with U.S. 
safety and emission standards, regard­
less of the number of vehicles sold 
here. 

Moreover, the Japanese Government 
has not adopted administrative proce­
dures to implement a May 1980 com­
mitment to accept U.S. notaries public 
affirmation of the "dates of manufac-
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ture" of U.S. autos. These dates are 
necessary in Japan to determine which 
year's regulations tests must be per­
formed on U.S. imported autos. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today would add a tax on Japanese 
autos entering the U.S. market equiva­
lent to the costs which are imposed on 
U.S. autos entering their market and 
which are attributable to the proce­
dures which unreasonably burden, re­
strict or discriminate against the entry 
of U.S. autos. It would apply only to 
those countries whose imports exceed 
10 percent of the U.S. new car market, 
which at the present time would in­
clude only Japan. 

Mr. President, I believe this legisla­
tion would, if enacted, achieve two im­
portant goals: allow U.S. auto manu­
facturers to continue modernizing and 
retooling for the production of com­
petitive vehicles for domestic and for­
eign markets, and opening the Japa­
nese market to U.S. manufacturers. 
These are goals we can all support.e 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 1938. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, the 
Federal Meat Inspection Act, the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act, and 
the Egg Products Inspection Act, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
and Labor and Human Resources. 

FOOD SAFETY MODERNIZATION ACT OF 1983 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the 
United States has the safest, most 
wholesome food supply in the world. 
As chairman of the Senate Labor and 
Human Resources Committee, I am 
committed to assuring the American 
people that this situation continues, 
and that nothing is done to jeopardize 
it. At the same time, since the last 
major revision of the food safety laws 
in 1958, technology has changed great­
ly, while the law has stood still. Laws 
that were designed for the science in 
1958 are no longer entirely appropri­
ate for the science in 1983. I am today 
introducing legislation to modernize 
the food safety laws of the United 
States. This bill, the Food Safety Mod­
ernization Act of 1983, is being intro­
duced simultaneously in the House of 
Representatives by my good friend 
and respected colleague Mr. EDWARD 
MADIGAN. 

During the past few years, impres­
sive clinical, scientific, and medical 
support has been mounting for food 
safety reform. The National Academy 
of Science recommended that Con­
gress overhaul the prevailing food reg­
ulatory system, calling it complicated, 
inflexible, and inconsistent in imple­
mentation. The U.S. General Account­
ing Office, based on its interviews with 
former FDA Commissioners and gen­
eral counsels, also favors making nec­
essary revisions. 

Two years ago, I introduced S. 1442, 
a bill to overhaul the food safety laws. 
While some argued that provisions of 

that bill were too sweeping or went too 
far in one direction or another, I in­
tended that bill to serve as a vehicle to 
stimulate discussions on these impor­
tant issues, and it did. Through thor­
ough and comprehensive hearings, and 
discussions with all interested parties, 
I believe that we have learned a great 
deal since the introduction of that bill. 
I believe that the bill I am introducing 
today represents a significant advance. 
The bill is focused on fine tuning a 
few areas of the law where there is a 
demonstrable need for change, and it 
is based on a hearing record in which a 
consensus supported that change. The 
3 days of hearings I chaired on June 8, 
9, and 10, 1983, in the Senate Labor 
and Human Resources Committee cen­
tered on two fundamental questions 
about our food safety laws: 

First, how have recent scientific and 
technological developments affected 
food safety regulation? 

Second, should existing law be re­
vised in order to accommodate ad­
vances in science and technology? 

I was struck throughout the hear­
ings by the nearly unanimous testimo­
ny supporting the need for the Con­
gress to modernize our 25-year-old 
food safety laws. Witness after witness 
testified that current law does not 
permit the FDA and USDA to consider 
all pertinent scientific information in 
their decisionmaking. Witnesses fur­
ther pointed out that while we can sci­
entifically distinguish between signifi­
cant and trivial risks, we have no lati­
tude to make such distinction in our 
regulatory policy under current law. 
In particular, many witnesses noted 
that it is unrealistic to expect us to 
achieve a zero risk food supply. 

Some of the most enlightening and 
persuasive testimony came from two 
respected former Commissioners of 
the Food and Drug Administration 
who served under the previous admin­
istration: Dr. Donald Kennedy and Dr. 
Gere Goyan. Both former Commis­
sioners testified that although the cur­
rent food safety laws are basically 
sound, these laws need some fine 
tuning so that they conform to con­
temporary scientific reality. Further, 
they seemed to agree on three points: 

First, the food safety laws have gen­
erally worked well to protect the 
American public; 

Second, scientific knowledge has ad­
vanced greatly since the food safety 
laws were last revised in 1958, and 
these advances have made parts of the 
law outmoded; 

Third, FDA is hampered in its abili­
ty to utilize its best scientific judg­
ment in evaluating and in determining 
policy for various substances. 

Mr. President, I agree with the views 
expressed by the two distinguished 
former Commissioners, which, I might 
add, were echoed by many of the other 
witnesses at the June hearings. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that Mr. 
MADIGAN is introducing this bill in the 
House of Representatives with a broad 
bipartisan consponsorship. It indicates 
that "reasonable men can reason" 
when it is the right thing to do to 
bring about credible regulation of our 
food supply. The bill is not a wish list, 
but rather a hard nucleus of realistic 
and necessary changes. The bill would 
achieve two goals: It would insure that 
the criteria and standards for food 
safety decisionmaking are rigorous 
and it would bring the law into con­
formance with current scientific and 
technological capabilities. It does this 
while retaining the concepts and ap­
proaches of current law which have 
served us well. 

Mr. President, over the last several 
years, I discovered how difficult it is to 
write a law regulating highly complex 
scientific concepts. This bill represents 
some of my colleagues and my own 
best effort to do so. It is based on the 
views expressed by most, though ad­
mittedly not all, of the witnesses at 
the June hearings that modest but 
meaningful changes in key areas are 
needed. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to discuss and support this 
important effort to update our food 
safety laws. If anyone-my colleagues, 
or members of industry, consumer 
groups, or the scientific or academic 
communities-has suggestions, I would 
be happy to listen. 

Mr. President, I have included with 
this bill a detailed section-by-section 
analysis. At this point, I would like to 
describe briefly the most significant 
features of the legislation. 

First, the bill would define, for the 
first time, the important concept of 
"safety" as it is applied to food addi­
tives, color additives, substances which 
are generally recognized as safe, pesti­
cide residues, and residues of new 
animal drugs, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act. The bill 
would define safe as a "reasonable cer­
tainty that the risks of a substance 
under its intended conditions of use 
are negligble." 

Second, the bill gives authority to 
FDA to permit, under specified condi­
tions, the gradual elmination or phase­
out of substances from the food 
supply if FDA determines that there 
will be no unreasonable risk to the 
public health from continued use of a 
substance while it is phased out, and 
there is no practicable substitute. 

Third, the bill retains the Delaney 
clauses special treatment for cancer­
causing substances, except in those cir­
cumstances when these substances are 
demonstrated to FDA's satisfaction, 
based on a specified set of criteria, to 
present no more than a negligible risk. 

Fourth, the bill provides that FDA 
can take into consideration the health­
related benefits of a food additive in 
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determining whether to allow contin­
ued use of substance that has along 
history of use and no practical substi­
tute. To utilize this provision, FDA 
would have to conclude that "the 
risks • • • are acceptable on account 
of the benefits to human health." 

Fifth, the bill directs FDA to estab­
lish a mechanism for receiving expert 
external scientific advice on signifi­
cant food safety issues when the Com­
missioner of FDA determines this will 
help resolve substantial scientific 
issues. 

Sixth, the bill provides for the clari­
fication of the criteria and procedures 
for regulating so-called "indirect addi­
tives," such as packaging materials. 

Seventh, the bill simplifies the pro­
cedures for setting tolerances for food 
contaminants. 

Finally, the bill conforms the Feder­
al Meat, Poultry, and Egg Acts, en­
forced by the USDA, to the changes in 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act. Notably, the conforming changes 
would provide for independent scien­
tific peer review and authorize a 
phaseout under these agricultural 
laws. 

Mr. President, this bill is a balanced 
approach to this difficult area of 
public health regulations. It carefully 
preserves the authority of FDA and 
USDA to carry out their essential re­
sponsibilities. It continues to require 
that the food industry bear the 
burden of proof in establishing the 
safety of food constituents. It retains 
the historic focus of our food safety 
laws on protecting the public health. 
And it brings our food safety laws into 
conformity with contemporary scien­
tific capability. Mr. President, it is 
time for the Congress to modernize 
our food safety laws. I urge careful 
and prompt consideration of the Food 
Safety Modernization Act of 1983 as 
the way to achieve these goals. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of the bill as well as 
the section-by-section analysis be 
printed in the REcoRD immediately fol­
lowing my remarks. 

There being no objection, the mate­
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

s. 1938 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Food Safety Mod­
ernization Act of 1983". 
TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO THE FED­

ERAL FOOD, DRUG, AND COSMETIC 
ACT 

DEFINITION OF SAFE 
SEc. 101. Section 20Hu> of the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
321(u)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(u) The term 'safe', as used in subsection 
<s> of this section and in sections 408, 409, 
512 and 706, means a reasonable certainty 
that the risks of a substance under the in­
tended conditions of use are negligible.". 

PHASEOUT AUTHORITY 
SEc. 102. <a> Section 306 of the F1ederal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act <21 U.S.C. 
336) is amended by inserting "(a)" before 
"Nothing" and by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 

"(b)(l) In any case in which the Secretary 
determines with respect to a use of a sub­
stance that a regulation may not remain in 
force under section 409(c), 512(c), or 706<b> 
or that such use of the substance may 
render food injurious to health under sec­
tion 402(a)(l), or determines that a sub­
stance which has been generally recognized 
as safe is no longer so recognized, the Secre­
tary may by regulation permit the contin­
ued use of such substance for a period of up 
to five years under such conditions as may 
be imposed by the Secretary pursuant to 
this subsection, if the Secretary determines 
that no unreasonable risk to the public 
health will result from such continued use. 

"(2) During such period, the Secretary 
may impose such conditions on use of such 
substance as may be necessary and suffi­
cient for protection of the public health, in­
cluding-

"<A> a phased reduction of the foods or 
classes of foods in or on which such sub­
stance may continue to be used; 

"<B> a phased reduction of the quantity of 
such substance which may be used or per­
mitted to remain in or on such food; and 

"(C) labeling or packaging requirements 
for foods containing or exposed to such sub­
stance. 

"(3) In determining whether to permit 
such continued use, and the duration and 
conditions of any such continued use, the 
Secretary shall take into account-

"(A) the nature and extent of the risks as­
sociated with such use of the substance, or 
limitation or prohibition of use, as the case 
may be; and 

"(B) effects of such use of the substance, 
including effects on the nutritional value, 
cost and availability of food, and use for die­
tary management and other health related 
purposes. 

"(4) Continued use of a substance shall be 
permitted under this subsection only so long 
as a practicable substitute is not available 
for such substance for such use, except that 
the Secretary may by regulation allow the 
continued use of such substance during a 
period otherwise permitted by this section 
in which a substitute is available if the Sec­
retary determines that the public health 
will be better served by the simultaneous 
use of such substance and such substitutes. 

"(5) Upon the expiration of a period of 
continued use permitted under this subsec­
tion, the Secretary may by regulation 
permit the use of such substance for one ad­
ditional period of up to five years, and 
under such conditions as may be imposed 
under this subsection, based upon a consid­
eration of the factors listed in subpara­
graphs <A> and <B> of paragraph <3> of this 
subsection and a determination that diligent 
efforts to develop a substitute for such sub­
stance are being made. 

"(6) While a regulation issued under this 
subsection with respect to a substance is in 
effect, a food shall not, by reason of bearing 
or containing such substance in accordance 
with such regulation, be considered adulter­
ated within the meaning or paragraph < 1>, 
(2), or (6) of section 402<a> or section 
402(c).". 

(b) The section heading for such section is 
amended by adding at the end thereof a 
semicolon and "PHASEOUT AUTHORITY". 

DELANEY CLAUSE 
SEc. 103. <a> Section 409<c><3><A> of the 

Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act <21 
U.S.C. 348(c)(3)(A)) is amended by striking 
out all after "Provided, That" through 
"except that this proviso shall not apply" 
a.nd inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"no additive shall be deemed to be safe if 
the additive as a whole is found to induce 
cancer when ingested by man or animal, or 
if the additive as a whole is found, after 
tests which are appropriate for the evalua­
tion of the safety of food additives, to 
induce cancer in man or animal, except that 
this proviso shall not apply with respect to a 
use of a substance if the Secretary, on the 
basis of scientifically adequate experimental 
evidence with respect to the substance's 
mechanism of action or the manner in 
which the substance is metabolized or other 
experimental evidence, including the use of 
risk assessment procedures when appropri­
ate, determines that the risk of cancer to 
humans from exposure to the additive 
under the intended conditions of such use is 
negligible, or". 

<b> Section 512<d><l><H> of such Act <21 
U.S.C. 360b(d)(l)(H)) is amended by striking 
out ", except that" and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following:": Provided, That the 
foregoing provisions of this subparagraph 
shall not apply with respect to a use of such 
drug, if the Secretary, on the basis of scien­
tifically adequate experimental evidence 
with respect to such drug's mechanism of 
action or the manner in which such drug is 
metabolized or other experimental evidence, 
including the use of risk assessment proce­
dures when appropriate, determines that 
the risk of cancer to humans from exposure 
to such drug under the intended conditions 
of such use is negligible: Provided further, 
That". 

<c> Section 706(b)(5)<B> of such Act <21 
U.S.C. 376(b)(5)(B)) is amended by striking 
out all after "A color additive" through ": 
Provided," and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: "(i) shall be deemed unsafe, and 
shall not be listed, for any use which will or 
may result in ingestion of all or part of such 
additive, if the additive as a whole is found 
by the Secretary to induce cancer when in­
gested by man or animal, or if the additive 
as a whole is found by the Secretary, after 
tests which are appropriate for the evalua­
tion of the safety of additives for use in 
food, to induce cancer in man or animal, and 
(ii) shall be deemed unsafe, and shall not be 
listed, for any use which will not result in 
ingestion of any part of such additive, if, 
after tests which are appropriate for the 
evaluation of the safety of additives for 
such use, or after other relevant exposure of 
man or animal to such additive, the additive 
as a whole is found by the Secretary to 
induce cancer in man or animal: Provided, 
That the foregoing provisions of this sub­
paragraph shall not apply with respect to a 
use of a color additive, if the Secretary, on 
the basis of scientifically adequate experi­
mental evidence with respect to the addi­
tive's mechanism of action or the manner in 
which the additive is metabolized or other 
experimental evidence, including the use of 
risk assessment procedures when appropri­
ate, determines that the risk of cancer to 
humans from exposure to the additive 
under the intended conditions of such use is 
negligible: Provided further, ". 

CONSIDERATION OF HEALTH BENEFITS 
SEc. 104. Section 409<c> of the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act <21 U.S.C. 
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348<c» is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(6) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, the Secretary shall issue a regu­
lation with respect to a use of a food addi­
tive prescribing the conditions under which 
such additive may be used, if a fair evalua­
tion of the evidence before the Secretary 
demonstrates-

"<A> that there is a substantial history of 
such use of the food additive and there is no 
practicable substitute for such food additive 
for such use, and 

"<B> that the risks to human health pre­
sented by such use of the food additive are 
acceptable on account of the benefits to 
human health from such use of the food ad­
ditive, including effects on the nutritional 
value and availability of food and uses for 
dietary management and other health-relat­
ed purposes.". 

SCIENTIFIC PEER REVIEW 
SEc. 105. Title IV of the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act <21 U.S.C. 341 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end there­
of the following new section: 

"SCIENTIFIC PEER REVIEW 
"SEc. 413. Within 180 days after the date 

of enactment of the Food Safety Moderniza­
tion Act of 1983, the Secretary shall by reg­
ulation establish procedures for receiving 
advice from a committee of scientifically 
qualified individuals, supported by a scien­
tifically qualified staff of individuals, whose 
members and scientically qualified staff are 
not in the full-time employ of the United 
States Government, in cases in which the 
Secretary determines with respect to the 
safety of a substance in food that there is a 
substantial scientific issue the resolution of 
which may be materially facilitated by inde­
pendent scientific peer review.". 

INDIRECT ADDITIVES 
SEc. 106. Title IV of the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act <21 U.S.C. 341 et 
seq.) <as amended by section 105 of this Act> 
is further amended by adding the following 
new section: 

"INDIRECT ADDITIVES 
"SEc. 414. Within two years after the date 

of enactment of the Food Safety Moderniza­
tion Act of 1983, the Secretary shall by reg­
ulation establish standards for determining 
whether an intended use of a substance will 
be deemed to result in its becoming a food 
additive under section 20l<s>. taking into ac­
count relevant factors including levels of 
human exposure to the substance (based 
upon a meaningful projection from reliable 
data) under its intended conditions of use of 
the substance and the toxicological charac­
teristics of the substance.". 

SECTION 406 PROCEDURES 
SEc. 107. Section 70l<e> of the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act <21 U.S.C. 
37l<e)) is amended by striking out "406,". 
TITLE II-AMENDMENTS TO THE 

POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION 
ACT, THE FEDERAL MEAT INSPEC­
TION ACT, AND THE EGG PRODUCTS 
INSPECTION ACT 

REGULATION OF SUBSTANCES 
SEc. 201. <a> Section 4(g)(2)(A) of the 

Poultry Products Inspection Act <21 U.S.C. 
453(g)(2)(A)), section l<m><2><A> of the Fed­
eral Meat Inspection Act <21 U.S.C. 
60l<m><2)(A)), and section 4<a><2><A> of the 
Egg Products Inspection Act <21 U.S.C 
1033(g)(2)(A)) are each amended by striking 
out "which may, in the judgment of the 
Secretary, make such article unfit for 

human food" and inserting in lieu thereof: 
"which is unsafe within the meaning of sec­
tion 406 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos­
metic Act: Provided, That if no regulation 
under such section is in effect with respect 
to such substance, the Secretary may pro­
mulgate a regulation with respect to such 
substance in accordance with the provisions 
of section 406 of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act". 

(b) Section 4(g)(2)(D) of the Poultry Prod­
ucts Inspection Act (21 U.S.C 453(g)(2)(D)), 
section l<m><2><D> of the Federal Meat In­
spection Act <21 U.S.C. 60l<m><2><D», and 
section 4<a><2><D> of the Egg Products In­
spection Act <21 U.S.C. 1033<a><2><D». are 
each amended by inserting after "Provided, 
That" the following: "while a regulation or 
approval with respect to a use of a sub­
stance is in effect under sections 406, 408, 
409, or 706 of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act, a product shall not, by reason 
of bearing or containing such substance in 
accordance with such regulation or approv­
al, be considered to be adulterated under 
subparagraph (1) of this paragraph: Provid­
ed further, That". 

PHASEOUT AUTHORITY-SCIENTIFIC PEER 
REVIEW: POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 
SEc. 202. Section 14 of the Poultry Prod­

ucts Inspection Act <21 U.S.C. 463) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsections: 

"(d) If the Secretary determines that a 
use of a substance in food or food packaging 
violates a general or specific safety provi­
sion of this Act, the Secretary may issue a 
regulation with respect to such use of such 
substance in accordance with the provisions 
of section 306(b) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act. 

"(e) Within 180 days after the date of en­
actment of the Food Safety Modernization 
Act of 1983, the Secretary shall by regula­
tion establish procedures for receiving 
advice from a committee of scientifically 
qualified individuals, supported by a scien­
tifically qualified staff of individuals, whose 
members and scientifically qualified staff 
are not in the full-time employ of the 
United States Government, in cases in 
which the Secretary determines with re­
spect to the safety of a substance in food 
that there is a substantial scientific issue, 
the resolution of which may be materially 
facilitated by independent scientific peer 
review.". 

PHASEOUT AUTHORITY-SCIENTIFIC PEER 
REVIEW: FEDERAL MEAT INSPECTION ACT 

SEc. 203. Title I of the Federal Meat In­
spection Act <21 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sections: 

SEc. 25. If the Secretary determines that a 
use of a substance in food or food packaging 
violates a general or specific safety provi­
sion of this Act, the Secretary may issue a. 
regulation with respect to such use of such 
substance in accordance with the provisions 
of section 306(b) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act. 

SEc. 26. Within 180 days after the date of 
enactment of the Food Safety Moderniza­
tion Act of 1983, the Secretary shall by reg­
ulation establish procedures for receiving 
advice from a committee of scientifically 
qualified individuals, supported by a scien­
tifically qualified staff of individuals, whose 
members and scientifically qualified staff 
are not in the full-time employ of the 
United States Government, in cases in 
which the Secretary determines with re­
spect to the safety of a substance in food 

that there is a substantial scientific 
the resolution of which may be materially 
facilitated by independent scientific peer 
review.". 

PHASEOUT AUTHORITY-SCIENTIFIC PEER 
REVIEW: EGG PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 

SEc. 204. Section 14 of the Egg Products 
Inspection Act <21 U.S.C. 1043) is amended 
by inserting "(a)'' before "The" and by 
adding the following new subsections: 

"(b) If the Secretary determines that a 
use of a substance in food or food packaging 
violates a general or specific safety provi­
sion of this Act, the Secretary may issue a 
regulation with respect to such use of such 
substance in accordance with the provisions 
of section 306(b) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act. 

"(c) Within 180 days after the date of en­
actment of the Food Safety Modernization 
Act of 1983, the Secretary shall by regula­
tion establish procedures for receiving 
advice from a committee of scientifically 
qualified individuals, supported by a scien­
tifically qualified staff of individuals, whose 
members and scientifically qualified staff 
are not in the full-time employ of the 
United States Government, in cases in 
which the Secretary determines with re­
spect to the safety of a substance in food 
that there is a substantial scientific issue 
the resolution of which may be materially 
facilitated by independent scientific peer 
review.". 

TITLE III-EFFECTIVE DATE 
EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 301. The provisions of this Act shall 
become effective upon enactment. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE "FOOD 
SAFETY MODERNIZATION ACT OF 1983" 

I. INTRODUCTION 
The "Food Safety Modernization Act of 

1983" <the "FSMA") contains several signifi­
cant amendments to the food safety provi­
sions of the Federal Food, Drug and Cos­
metic Act <the "FDC Act") and conforming 
changes to the Federal Meat Inspection Act 
<the "FMI Act"), Poultry Products Inspec­
tion Act <the "PPI Act") and Egg Products 
Inspection Act <the "EPI Act"). The FSMA 
is a successor to, and is evolved from, legisla­
tion introduced in the Congress in recent 
years, notably S. 1442 and H.R. 5491, each 
of which was introduced during the 97th 
Congress. The provisions of the FSMA are 
derived not only from these prior bills, but 
from the three days of comprehensive hear­
ings on food safety law and policy held 
before the Senate Labor and Human Re­
sources Committee on June 8-10, 1983. 

At those hearings, testimony was .received 
from witnesses representing diverse inter­
ests and perspectives, including those of the 
Food and Drug Administration ("FDA"> and 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
("USDA"), prestigious scientists, and indus­
try and consumer groups. It was the clear 
consensus of those witnesses that the cur­
rent law is basically sound and has worked 
well to ensure that the American food 
supply is safe. Many of those witnesses also 
testified, however, that current food safety 
law does not conform to current scientific 
and technological knowledge and capabili­
ties, does not permit the FDA and USDA to 
consider all pertinent scientific information 
in making food safety regulatory decisions 
and does not give FDA and USDA sufficient 
flexibility to develop appropriate regulatory 
responses to all food safety issues which 
arise. The FSMA addresses these problems 
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while also retaining the basic structure and 
requirements of the current laws, laws 
which have ensured that the American food 
supply is the safest in the world. 

The FSMA consists of three titles. Title I 
contains amendments to several specific 
provisions of the FDC Act relating to food 
additives, color additives, new animal drugs 
and contaminants of food, as well as provi­
sions which would affect food safety deci­
sions generally. Title II contains conforming 
amendments to the FMI Act, PPI Act and 
EPI Act, each of which is enforced by the 
USDA, and several changes to those laws in­
tended to further ensure consistency be­
tween the policies and requirements im­
posed by FDA and USDA. Title III specifies 
the effective date of the FSMA. Each of the 
changes to current law which would be 
made by the FSMA are described below. 

II. DEFINITION OF "SAFE" 

One of the central concepts of the FDC 
Act-a concept which is not altered by the 
FSMA-is the requirement that substances 
used to produce, process, package, hold, or 
otherwise affect food (i.e., substances de­
fined under the law as food additives, color 
additives, pesticide residues, and residues of 
new animal drugs) be demonstrated to be 
"safe" before use. A manufacturer or food 
processor who wants to use a substance in 
food is now required to provide to FDA all 
of the scientific and technical data needed 
to prove that the substance is safe. This re­
quirement is not altered by the FSMA. 

These requirements have their origins in 
the Food Additive Amendment of 1958 <the 
food additive provisions of the FDC Act 
have not been revised since then> and have 
been extended to color additives, pesticide 
residues and residues of new animal drugs. 
Although the Food Additives Amendment 
of 1958 required, for the first time, that 
"food additives," as defined in section 20l<s> 
of the FDC Act, 21 U.S.C. § 32l<s), be shown 
to be "safe," the Amendment did not define 
the term. The legislative history of the 
Amendment, however, reflects the judg­
ment of the Congress in 1958 that "safe" re­
quired the proponent of use of an additive 
to demonstrate, by competent scientific evi­
dence, to a "reasonable certainty," that "no 
harm" would occur from use of the additive. 
This "definition" has been incorporated in 
FDA regulations and has guided food safety 
decisions by FDA for twenty-five years. 

It is evident from the legislative history of 
the 1958 Amendment <and subsequent 
amendments related to other types of food 
constituents> that a policy of "zero risk" 
was not intended by the Congress; indeed, 
such a policy would be difficult, if not im­
possible, to implement. In recent years, sci­
ence has provided ever more exquisite ana­
lytical techniques and increasingly sophisti­
cated techniques to identify, assess, and 
quantify potential risks. FDA has attempted 
to adapt its regulatory policies to these 
changes in scientific capability. Current sci­
entific capability enables us to identify po­
tential risks throughout the food supply 
(e.g., we can detect substances in food at 
parts per trillion>. Scientific capability also 
enables us to determine the upper boundary 
of these potential risks and thus to identify 
those which may pose public health con­
cerns. The absence of a definition of "safe" 
has made it increasingly difficult for FDA 
to apply consistently appropriate regulatory 
policies which distinguish between trivial 
risks and those which warrant concern. The 
FSMA would add a definition of "safe" to 
the FDC Act, and, in so doing, insure that 
the public health is protected from those 

risks in food which are not demonstrated to 
be trivial. 

Under section 101 of the FSMA, section 
20l<u) of the FDC Act would be amended to 
define the term "safe"-as it applies to food 
additives, color additives, residues of new 
animal drugs, and pesticide residues-as "a 
reasonable certainty that the risks of a sub­
stance under the intended conditions of use 
are negligible." This definition would ac­
complish several objectives. 

First, it would continue the requirement 
that the manufacturer or user of a food con­
stituent, such as a food additive, demon­
strate safety to a "reasonable certainty." 
This feature of the new definition will 
ensure that the scientific evidence needed to 
demonstrate safety is comprehensive and re­
liable and resolves the issues pertinent to 
the safety decision. The "reasonable cer­
tainty" language is consistent with the ap­
proach of current law, but by making the 
phrase a part of the FDC Act <as opposed to 
its presence in the legislative history> its 
continued viability as part of the concept of 
safety will be preserved. 

Second, the benchmark for distinguishing 
substances shown to be "safe" and those 
that have not, would be clarified. Under the 
definition, a substance determined to 
present no more than "negligible" risks 
would be safe. The inclusion of a standard 
of "negligible" risk would ensure that the 
public health is fully protected; trivial risks, 
that is, those that do not endanger the 
public health, would not be a basis for pro­
hibiting the use of substances in food. With 
the development of techniques for quantita­
tive risk assessment and the greatly en­
hanced information on, and understanding 
of, the toxicology of food constituents, dis­
tinctions can reasonably and appropriately 
be made between the risks, if any, presented 
by substances in food. The definition would 
help FDA to better adapt its regulatory 
policies to distinguish between those sub­
stances which may present public health 
concerns or otherwise warrant attention 
and those which do not. 

The definition would thus reaffirm the re­
quirement for persuasive proof of the safety 
of food constitutents, distinguish between 
negligible risks and those of public health 
concern, and help to provide for food safety 
regulatory decisions that embody consider­
ation of, and reliance on, current scientific 
and technological information and capabili­
ties. 

III. PHASEOUT AUTHORITY 

The FDC Act does not currently authorize 
the FDA to provide for the gradual elimina­
tion of a substance from food when such 
substance has been determined not to satis­
fy the substantive criteria of the FDC Act 
for continued use. The lack of this author­
ity and the potentially undesirable conse­
quences because of its absence, were illus­
trated several years ago when a study ap­
peared to implicate nitrites as animal car­
cinogens. Nitrites are widely used to pre­
serve meat and poultry products. Precipi­
tous action to eliminate them, if the evi­
dence had demonstrated a risk which re­
quired such action <ultimately the study in 
question was determined not to implicate ni­
trites directly in cancer causation), would 
have created unacceptable risks <there being 
no practicable substitutes for nitrites to pro­
tect certain foods from the growth and de­
velopment of botulism> and adversely af­
fected the costs related to, and the availabil­
ity of, a major component of the food 
supply. 

When it became apparent that a gradual 
elimination or phaseout of nitrites <or any 
other substance in use> was not permitted 
under current law, the Administration pro­
posed legislation to authorize the phaseout. 
That specific phaseout legislation became 
unnecessary, but the episode did demon­
strate the need generally to provide for the 
orderly removal of substances from food, 
under certain circumstances, when a deci­
sion is made to ban further use. The phase­
out provision in the FSMA deals only with 
the implementation of a decision to elimi­
nate gradually a substance from food; the 
criteria under the FDC Act for determining 
whether a substance may remain in further 
use indefinitely is not affected by the provi­
sion. 

Under section 102 of the FSMA, section 
306 of the FDC Act, would be amended by 
redesignating the current provisions as 
paragraph <a> and by adding a new para­
graph (b). The amendment to section 306 
would authorize FDA, by regulation, to 
permit the continued use of a substance (a 
food additive or color additive, a substance 
with a prior sanction or one generally recog­
nized as safe, and a new animal drug) which 
it had determined no longer met the criteria 
for indefinite continued use, for a period up 
to five years. A phaseout would be permit­
ted under this section only if the FDA de­
cided that "no unreasonable risk to the 
public health" would result from continued 
use of the substance during the phaseout 
period. A phaseout would be permitted only 
as long as a practicable substitute for the 
substance in question was not available. 

The section would authorize the FDA, as 
appropriate, to reduce the amount of a sub­
stance allowed in food, restrict the foods in 
which substance may be used, or to provide 
for labeling or packaging requirements 
during the phaseout period. In addition, be­
cause five years may not, in some instances, 
be adequate to develop and obtain approval 
of a practicable substitute <or substitutes) 
for the substance in question, the phaseout 
could be extended for up to an additional 
five years. An extension would only by per­
mitted, however, if the FDA decided that 
diligent efforts were being made to develop 
substitutes and if a continuation of the 
phaseout period were consistent with re­
quirements of the section. 

In deciding on the length and conditions 
of a phaseout, the section directs the FDA 
to consider, for each use of a substance, the 
risks associated with using the substance 
and the risks associated with limiting or 
prohibiting its use. Also, the FDA would be 
required to consider the effects of the use of 
the substance on such factors as the nutri­
tional value of food, the cost and availabil­
ity of food, and the use of the substance for 
dietary management and other health-relat­
ed purposes. In short, decisions on the 
length and conditions of a phaseout would 
be based on an evaluation of numerous fac­
tors and would reflect the judgment of the 
Agency as to how best to implement a deci­
sion to ban a substance. As is the case under 
the FDC Act in general, the Agency's judg­
ment about the risks of continued use of a 
substance would be an important element of 
any phaseout decision. 

Finally, the FDA would be permitted to 
provide for the continued use of a substance 
subject to a phaseout regulation even after 
a practicable substitute is available only if it 
is determined by FDA that the public 
health is enhanced by the simultaneous use 
of more than one substance for a particular 
use or uses <e.g., FDA might conclude that 
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the use of lower levels of two or more sub­
stances better protects the public health 
than reliance on a single substance). 

IV. DELANEY CLAUSE 

An important feature of the Food Addi­
tives Amendment of 1958 is the inclusion of 
a special provision for additives shown to 
induce cancer in laboratory animals or in 
man. This provision-the Delaney Clause­
was initially applied to food additives and 
subsequently extended to color additives 
and residues of new animal drugs. <The 
FDA Act thus contains three Delaney 
Clauses). 

Unlike the concept of general safety em­
bodied in the 1958 Amendments-that is, 
the "zero risk" is not the standard-the De­
laney Clauses do adopt a policy of zero risk 
with respect to substances to which they 
apply. The "zero risk" approach of the De­
laney Clause was based on the state of 
knowledge about cancer causation, risk as­
sessment, toxicology, and analytical chemis­
try in the late 1950's. It was generally be­
lieved then that few substances would be 
shown to induce cancer in laboratory ani­
mals, that essentially all substances shown 
to induce cancer in laboratory animals pre­
sented significant risks of cancer to humans, 
and that all animal carcinogens behaved in 
the same way. Also, in 1958, the tools to dis­
tinguish cancer-causing substances on the 
basis of their risks under the intended con­
ditions of human use did not exist. Finally, 
analytical techniques could only detect sub­
stances in the parts per million range, 
which meant that low levels of animal car­
cinogens in food went undetected. 

In the twenty-five years since the Delaney 
Clause was first enacted, dramatic changes 
have occurred with respect to the scientific 
and technological premises underlying the 
provision. It is now known, for example, 
that of the numerous substances shown to 
induce cancer in laboratory animals <in part 
because of more and better testing tech­
niques) some act as direct carcinogens, while 
others act indirectly or through secondary 
means. It is also known that the risks to 
humans from substances shown to induce 
cancer in animals vary greatly, depending 
on the potency of the substance, its mecha­
nism of action, the level of exposure, and 
numerous other factors. Techniques of 
quantitative risk assessment have been re­
fined to aid in distinguishing substances on 
the basis of risk to humans under the in­
tended conditions of use. The need to distin­
guish among these substances on the basis 
of risk is further demonstrated by the sensi­
tivity of analytical methods, which detect 
trace amounts of cancer-causing substances 
throughout the food supply. 

The scientific capability now exists to dis­
tinguish between those substances which 
present risks of public health significance 
and those which, because the risk is so small 
or remote, do not. Current law does not, 
however, permit these distinctions to be 
made as a matter of regulatory policy. Reg­
ulatory policy under a revised Delaney 
Clause can reflect current scientific capa­
bilities while continuing to ensure that the 
public health is protected. 

Under section 103 of the FSMA, each of 
the three Delaney Clauses in the FDC Act 
would be amended. The amendments would 
not alter the basic concept of the Clauses. 
The amendments would, however, provide 
for judgments about the risk of the sub­
stance to humans under the intended condi­
tions of use to be a factor in regulatory deci­
sionmaking. 

Under the revised Delaney Clauses, a sub­
stance would not be required to be banned 
<or could be approved) if the proponent of 
use demonstrated on the basis of credible 
experimental evidence, that the risks to 
humans under the intended conditions of 
use were negligible. This standard would be 
consistent with current science and with the 
definition of safe set forth in section 101 of 
the FSMA, while also retaining the special 
provisions of current law for dealing with 
carcinogenic substances. 

In deciding whether a substance shown to 
induce cancer presented only a negligible 
risk of cancer, the FDA would consider the 
evidence (generally based on studies in labo­
ratory animals) bearing on whether the sub­
stance induces cancer, as well as other "sci­
entifically adequate experimental evidence" 
on such matters as the mechanism of action 
and metabolism of the substance. When 
FDA determines that it is feasible and ap­
propriate, quantitative risk assessments 
could be used to aid in evaluating the safety 
of substances under the Delaney Clause. 
The revised Delaney Clause does not specify 
that any particular weight be given to any 
single component of the scientific inquiry, 
but does provide for all pertinent scientific 
evidence to be considered and for the regu­
latory decision ultimately to be based on the 
magnitude of the risk, if any, to humans. 

The Delaney Clauses for food and color 
additives <in section 409 and 706 of the FDC 
Act) would also be revised to confirm that 
the Clause, if it applies at all, applies to the 
"additive as a whole" and not to the constit­
uent parts of the additive, such as trace 
amounts of reaction products and chemical 
impurities. The safety of the constituents 
would continue to be determined under the 
general safety requirement for additives. 
This clarification of the scope of the De­
laney Clause would ensure that additives 
are not banned because of the presence of 
trace carcinogenic constituents unless those 
constituents present greater than negligible 
risks. 

VI. CONSIDERATION OF HEALTH BENEFITS 

Under section 409 of the FDC Act, 21 
U.S.C. § 348, regulatory decisions on food 
additives are based primarily on scientific 
judgments about the risks, if any, presented 
by the additive. Although food additives are 
required to be shown to be functional, that 
is, to achieve the technical or physical 
effect for which their use is intended, the 
FDC Act does not authorize an inquiry into 
the "benefits" of the additive. The Congress 
squarely addressed this issue in 1958, and 
decided then not to interject into the regu­
latory process, a consideration better left, in 
most instances, to the marketplace. The cri­
teria for food additive decisionmaking has 
thus focused on the effects of the additive 
on the public health. 

There exists a circumstance, however, in 
which current law excludes from consider­
ation matters pertinent to the public 
health. This circumstance, illustrated by 
such diverse substances as the antioxidant 
BHA, the sweetener saccharin, and the pre­
servative nitrites, occurs when an additive 
with a substantial history of use and no 
practicable substitute, can no longer be per­
mitted on the basis of a safety assessment 
alone. Under current law, FDA could not, in 
such a circumstance, consider the health-re­
lated benefits of the additive before decid­
ing what action to take. It is thus possible 
under current law, for FDA to be required 
to ban a long-used and unique additive even 
though, on balance, the public health would 

be better served by continued use of the ad­
ditive. 

Section 104 of the FSMA would correct 
this deficiency in current law by authorizing 
FDA to consider the benefits to human 
health from a long-used additive with no 
practicable substitute before prohibiting its 
use on the basis of the risks to human 
health presented by the additive. The provi­
sion would permit continued use of an addi­
tive if, after considering such benefits to 
human health as the effects of its use on 
the "nutritional value and availability of 
food," "uses for dietary management, and 
other health-related purposes," the risks to 
human health were found to be acceptable. 

The authority to consider benefits under 
section 104 of the FSMA is appropriately 
limited in several ways. First, the provision 
authorizes the consideration of health-relat­
ed benefits only and thereby retains the 
twenty-five year old concept of food additive 
regulation that places protection of the 
public health at the center of FDA's respon­
sibilities. The provision authorizes consider­
ation of health benefits from a broad per­
spective, but does not provide for the con­
sideration under any circumstances of non­
health-related benefits. 

Second, benefits would be considered only 
for food additives <and not for color addi­
tives), and then only for those food addi­
tives which have a substantial history of use 
and for which there are no practicable sub­
stitutes. This limitation will help to ensure 
that the consideration of benefits will occur 
only in those situations in which there is 
likely to be adequate evidence bearing on 
the benefits, and not simply speculation 
about them. 

Third, as is the case with establishing the 
safety of a food additive, the burden to dem­
onstrate that the risks to human health are 
acceptable on account of the benefits to 
human health would rest with the propo­
nent of use of the additive. The FDA's role 
would continue to be to evaluate the evi­
dence provided by others consistent with 
the criteria set forth in the FDC Act. Evi­
dence to demonstrate benefits would be re­
quired to meet the same standards for evi­
dence of risk to health. 

VII. SCIENTIFIC PEER REVIEW 

It is widely acknowledged that the reli­
ability, credibility, and integrity of the sci­
entific process depends, in large measure, on 
the careful use of scientific peer review. 
Consideration of scientific findings, evi­
dence, and reports by other scientists with 
appropriate expertise, helps to ensure that 
decisions <regulatory or others), are based 
on sound, reproducible, valid, and reliable 
studies. The essence of a sound system for 
scientific peer review is the reliance on inde­
pendent and qualified scientists ;:.o under­
take a careful and comprehensive review of 
all data pertinent to a scientific prGposition 
or conclusion. 

Scientific peer review is an important 
component of food safety regulation. It 
helps to ensure that decisions are based on a 
scientifically sound basis and thereby to 
maintain public confidence in the appropri­
ateness of the regulatory system. FDA has 
resorted to peer review on occasion in recent 
years for advice and assistance on signifi­
cant scientific issues related to food safety 
<and other aspects of its regulatory respon­
sibilities). The resort to scientific peer 
review by FDA, however, has not been con­
sistent or predictable. 

Section 105 of the FSMA would direct the 
FDA, within 180 days of enactment, to pro-
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vide by regulation for a system of independ­
ent scientific peer review on "substantial 
scientific" issues related to food safety. The 
regulations would be required to embody 
the essential features of a workable inde­
pendent scientific peer review provision but 
would leave the details of the system to be 
determined by the FDA, after it received 
comments from the public on its proposed 
system. The peer review system mandated 
under section 105 does not, of course, pre­
vent FDA from seeking advice on its own 
initiative from scientists employed by other 
agencies of the Federal Government. 

Under Section 105, the FDA would be re­
quired to obtain advice from qualified scien­
tists who are not employed by the Federal 
Government whenever a substantial scien­
tific issue arises, the resolution of which, in 
the judgment of the FDA, would be "mate­
rially facilitated" by independent scientific 
peer review. To assist the committee of ex­
perts in reaching independent conclusions, 
the provision provides for the appointment 
of a scientifically-qualified staff of persons 
who, like the committee members, are not 
fulltime employees of the Federal Govern­
ment. 

Peer review would be required only when 
FDA finds that because, for example, the 
issues are unique, the scientific findings are 
controversial, or conflicting data are pre­
sented, the resolution of the scientific issues 
underlying a regulatory decision and, there­
fore, the credibility of the regulatory deci­
sion itself, would be enhanced by independ­
ent scientific peer review. 

Section 105 provides for the receipt of 
advice from scientific experts. It does not 
change the fact that the ultimate responsi­
bility for the regulatory decision rests with 
the FDA. 

VIII. INDIRECT ADDITIVES 

Among the substance which are defined as 
"food additives" under section 20l(s) of the 
FDC Act, are those which, because of their 
use in food production, packaging or hold­
ing, become or may reasonably be expected 
to become a part of food. This category of 
additives is know as "indirect additives" be­
cause, although they are used in contact 
with food, they are not deliberately or "di­
rectly" added to it. 

Beginning in 1958 and continuing until 
today, FDA has differentiated in its regula­
tory policy between direct and indirect addi­
tives. Unlike most direct additives, the indi­
rects are not advertently added to food and 
if present there at all <through food contact 
surfaces) are present at low levels, some­
times so low as to defy detection by even the 
most sophisticated analytical techniques 
available. 

A recurring difficulty in the regulation of 
indirect additives has been the determina­
tion of whether a substance is subject to 
food additive regulation at all <i.e., is there a 
reasonable expectation that a substance, 
such as a component of a plastic container, 
will become a component of food). It is im­
portant that this question be resolved so 
that scarce FDA resources are not allocated 
to substances which are not likely to 
become part of food and, if they do, only at 
levels of no public health significance, and 
to provide predictability and certainty for 
manufacturers and users of food contact 
materials. 

Section 106 of the FSMA would add a new 
section 414 to the FDC Act to require, 
within two years of enactment, that FDA es­
tablish, by regulation, standards to deter­
mine under what circumstances the use of a 
substance in a food contact situation <i.e., an 

indirect additive) meets the food additive 
definition in section 20l<s> of the FDC Act. 
In issuing these regulations, the FDA would 
be directed to consider, among other rele­
vant factors, the extent of human exposure 
to a substance under the intended condi­
tions of use and the toxicological character­
istics of the substance. The regulations 
would then clarify when there is not a "rea­
sonable expectation" that a substance will 
become a part of food within the meaning 
of section 20Hs> of the FDC Act. 

IX. SECTION 406 PROCEDURES 

Section 107 of the FSMA would provide 
for the adoption of regulations under sec­
tion 406 of the FDC Act by informal rule­
making, rather than the formal rulemaking 
now required. This amendment would pro­
vide for the adoption of tolerances for food 
contaminants, for example, through less 
cumbersome and time-consuming regulatory 
procedures. Because the current procedures 
for tolerances under section 406 are so cum­
bersome, FDA has rarely relied formally on 
the section, opting instead for the informal 
approach of "action levels." With less in­
volved procedures required under Section 
406, it is expected that FDA would no 
longer need to rely on action levels to the 
extent that it has and would, instead, use 
section 406 as it was intended to be used. 

X. CONFORMING CHANGES TO THE FMI, PPI AND 
EPI ACTS 

Title II of the FSMA would make several 
changes to the FMI, PPI and EPI Acts, each 
of which is enforced by the USDA. 

First, section 201 of the FSMA would 
amend each of the three agricultc;:al prod­
uct laws to provide that a meat, poultry or 
egg product is adulterated because it con­
tains an added poisonous or added deleteri­
ous substance when the presence of the sub­
stance renders the food "unsafe within the 
meaning of section 406" of the FDC Act. 
This amendment would thereby substitute 
the standard of section 406 for the current 
"unfit for human food" criterion. In so 
doing, the amendment would permit USDA 
to consider the factors set forth in section 
406 for determining when an added poison­
ous or added deleterious substance adulter­
ates a meat, poultry or egg product and 
make its regulatory policy consistent with 
that of FDA. The amendment would also 
authorize USDA to issue regulations under 
section 406 for added poisonous or added 
deleterious substances in meat, poultry and 
egg products, but, to avoid duplication, only 
if FDA has not already done so. The amend­
ment does not affect FDA's current author­
ity to issue regulations under section 406. 

Second, section 20l<b> of the FSMA would 
correct a technical defect in the FMI, PPI 
and EPI Acts. Unlike the FDC Act, the 
three agricultural laws do not provide that 
the use of a substance, in a meat, poultry, or 
egg product in accordance with a regulation 
issued under sections 406, 408, 409 or 706 of 
the FDC Act, does not result in the adulter­
ation of the product under one of the gener­
al adulteration provisions of those laws. 
Without this amendment, it is possible for a 
meat, poultry, or egg product to be adulter­
ated because of the presence of a food con­
taminant, pesticide residue, food additive, or 
color additive even though the use of the 
substance conforms to a regulation provid­
ing for its use. 

Third, sections 202, 203 and 204 amend 
the PPI, FMI and EPI respectively, to au­
thorize USDA to phase out the use of sub­
stances in meat, poultry and egg products 
for which it has primary responsibility <e.g., 

a substance for which it has issued a prior 
sanction under section 201(s) of the FDC 
Act). Phaseout regulations for such sub­
stances would be issued by USDA in accord­
ance with the phaseout provision in section 
306(b) of the FDC Act. 

Finally, sections 202, 203 and 204 of the 
FSMA would provide for USDA to adopt, 
within 180 days of enactment, regulations 
for the establishment of an independent sci­
entific peer review system. This provision is 
identical to that for FDA and a consistent 
approach to this subject between the two 
agencies is expected. 

XI. EFFECTIVE DATE 

Title III of the FSMA provides that its 
provisions take effect upon enactment. 

By Mr. WALLOP <for himself, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BAKER, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. McCLURE, Mr. JOHN­
STON, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
MATSUNAGA, Mr. HATFIELD, and 
Mr. FORD): 

S. 1939. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to extend the 
period for qualifying certain property 
for the energy tax credit, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY TAX INCENTIVES ACT OF 
1983 

• Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing the Alternative 
Energy Tax Incentives Act of 1983 and 
I am especially pleased to note that 
joining me as cosponsors of this pro­
posal are the distinguished majority 
and minority leaders, Senator BAKER 
and Senator BYRD, as well as Senators 
DOMENICI, McCLURE, JOHNSTON, 
DURENBERGER, MATSUNAGA, HATFIELD, 
and FoRD. Similar legislation was in­
troduced in the House of Representa­
tives earlier this week. 

The major national organizations 
which represent most alternate energy 
technologies have participated with us 
in the drafting of this legislation and 
consequently, this bill already has the 
support of the majority of those inter­
ests that are actively pursuing the de­
velopment of synthetic fuels and re­
newable energy resources. 

The provisions of this legislation do 
not provide any one group, neither 
those involved in synthetic fuels devel­
opment, nor those pursuing the devel­
opment of renewable energy resources, 
with all those tax incentives which 
have been advocated by the particular 
group. Rather, this bill has been draft­
ed in a spirit of compromise; equal at­
tention has been given toward drafting 
a measure which provides those mini­
mum tax-related incentives needed to 
encourage development of alternative 
energy technologies while also taking 
into account our country's pressing 
Federal deficit and the need to mini­
mize overall negative revenue impacts 
to the Federal Treasury. 

I would also note that the major 
provisions of this bill are derived from 
proposals which have been previously 
introduced by Senator DoMENICI, the 
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late Senator Jackson, and others <S. 
1396) and by Senator PAcKwooD, Sena­
tor MATSUNAGA, and others <S. 1305 ). 
These two measures were originally re­
ferred to the Subcommittee on Energy 
and Agricultural Taxation which I 
chair. The subcommittee has already 
conducted 2 days of public hearings on 
these tax bills and has received testi­
mony from a broad cross section of 
public and Government witnesses. At 
the outset of the hearings I stated 

that while I believed a case could be 
made for tax incentives for the contin­
ued development of our alternative 
energy resources, I also cautioned 
those who provided testimony that it 
was incumbent upon the synthetic 
fuels and renewable energy industries 
to make a convincing and substantiat­
ed case that tax incentives are impor­
tant in developing various alternative 
energy technologies and that without 
some incentives those technologies 

will not be otherwise economically fea­
sible. 

In my opinion that case has been 
made, and, I believe that the legisla­
tion we introduce today reflects the 
findings of those hearings. More spe­
cifically, our proposal, which attempts 
to consolidate the major provisions of 
S. 1396 and S. 1305 and those addition­
al meritorious suggestions of certain 
witnesses, provides the following 
changes to current law: 

MAJOR PROVISIONS OF LEGISLATION AFFECTING ENERGY TAX CREDITS 

Affected items Existing law New proposal 

Solar tax credit for individuals ................................................................................... 40 percent until Dec. 31 , 1985 ............................ ..................................................... 40 percent until Dec. 31, 1985; 30 percent from Jan. I, 1986 through Dec. 31, 
1988; 20 percent from Jan. I, 1989 through Dec. 31, 1990. 

Energy investment tax credits (EITC) for businesses: 
Solar wind geothermal ....................................................................................... 15 percent EITC until Dec. 31, 1985 ........................................................................ 20 percent EITC until Dec. 31. 1990; 30 percent EITC until Dec. 31 , 1990 for 

solar photo voltaics. 
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AffirmatiVe commitment deadlines: 

Solar wind geothermal biomass ......................................................................... None ............. .............................................................................................................. EIT~J~;~:S ~~~tr:by 36ec.1~l~ 1~90~ 1/2 )f~;1i~i~~ ~~=nt a~de:J~ 

Dec. 31, 1993. 
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Wended until Dec. 31 , 1995 if FERC permit application tiled by Jan. 1. 

Coaklerived synthetic fuels shale oil ................................................................ Eligible for 10 percent EITC until Dec. 31, 1990, provided: II) engineering Eligible for 10 percent EITC until Dec. 31, 1995 if condition 1 met by Dec. 31 
studies and permit applications completed before Jan. I, 983; and (2) 1987 and condition 2 met by Dec. 31 , 1990. ' 
~~~~~6~tracts signed for half of specially designed equipment before Jan. 
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The Department of the Treasury 
has expressed opposition to the con­
tinuation of energy tax credits. This 
position is not surprising but I am 
deeply troubled by the rationale uti­
lized to oppose tax incentives for de­
velopment of alternative energy tech­
nologies. During the subcommittee's 
hearings this past summer, the Treas­
ury Department testified that continu­
ation of energy tax credits was con­
trary to the administration's general 
philosophy of relying on the free oper­
ation of the marketplace to allocate 
resources. I have no quarrel with that 
policy as a matter of general economic 
principle. However, I cannot agree 
with the operation of that principle as 
a guideline for determining our energy 
policy. 

The hearing record of the Energy 
and Agricultural Taxation Subcommit­
tee is replete with testimony that 
energy tax incentives are an absolute 
necessity to insure the economic devel­
opment of alternative energy technol­
ogies, be it the production of oil from 
shale or tar sands or electricity from 
geothermal or solar energy. Given the 
current price of traditional fossil fuel 
resources it is not surprising that few 
companies, if any, can justify massive 
expenditures on energy technologies 
which produce a product that is more 
costly than current traditional energy 
supplies. Without some type of incen­
tives, the marketplace will not allocate 
resources to such endeavors. As a 
matter of energy policy, I believe Gov­
ernment has an obligation to provide 
those incentives and thereby better 

insure the prospect of energy selfsuffi­
ciency. Surely, opposition to incentives 
by Government which could assist in 
our gaining energy independence is an 
ostrich-like approach. If we learned 
anything from the energy crises of the 
1970's it was that dependency on for­
eign energy supplies can cause massive 
worldwide economic upheaval. What 
good is strict adherence to an econom­
ic philosophy if we cannot run our fac­
tories or move our produce and 
people? To protect the interests of the 
United States and to avert economic 
devastation like that which was 
wrought by OPEC in our recent past it 
seems to me that Government has a 
proper role in the energy marketplace. 
For these same reasons, while I am 
ever mindful of budget constraints and 
large Federal deficits I, nevertheless, 
think it prudent to incur the short­
term revenue impact of this type of 
legislation in order to insure long-term 
energy self-sufficiency. To concentrate 
only on the costs of lost tax revenues, 
which is the litmus test for opposition 
by the Treasury Department, ignores 
the danger-which the economy of 
this country has already experienced­
of depending on foreign supplies of 
crude oil. 

I enthusiastically recommend the 
passage of this legislation which I be­
lieve is vital to the development of eco­
nomically feasible alternative energy 
technologies.• 

By Mr. DANFORTH (for him­
self, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. EVANS, 
Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 

MOYNIHAN, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
HEINZ, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. 
SYMMS, and Mr. BAUCUS): 

S. 1940. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to deny the de­
duction for amounts paid or incurred 
for certain advertisements carried by 
certain foreign broadcast undertak­
ings; to the Committee on Finance. 

CANADIAN BORDER BROADCASTING 

e Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, 
today I am joined by a number of my 
distinguished colleagues in reintroduc­
ing legislation to redress an unfair Ca­
nadian trade practice. This bill is the 
product of two Presidential recommen­
dations in response to a complaint 
filed by 14 U.S. broadcasters in 1978 
pursuant to section 301 of the Trade 
Act of 1974. 

At issue is a Canadian practice that 
discriminates against American border 
television and radio stations through 
the denial of a tax deduction to Cana­
dian advertisers who wish to use their 
services. By one estimate, the Canadi­
an practice is costing U.S. broadcasters 
$20 million annually in lost revenues. 

Viewed in trade policy terms, the 
border broadcasting case is simple: A 
restrictive foreign trade practice has 
adversely affected the export of a U.S. 
service. The Canadian practice is a 
clear distortion of the principle of free 
trade. Imposition of an offsetting bar­
rier for the purpose of convincing the 
Canadians to eliminate their restric­
tive trade practice is now appropriate. 

In the face of our growing balance of 
trade deficit, it is crucial that Con-
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gress stand behind American export 
interests. The communications indus­
try is an important service industry 
and the service sector is becoming an 
increasingly important growth factor 
on our export ledger. Thus, it is vitally 
important that we reenforce one of 
the few legal mechanisms which U.S. 
service exporters can invoke to gain 
relief from foreign trade barriers. 

The border broadcast case is the 
first case involving services filed under 
section 301 of the Trade Act to receive 
a Presidential recommendation for a 
reciprocal response. This case has, 
therefore, assumed symbolic impor­
tance for our service industry export­
ers. Moreover, failure to vigorously im­
plement the finding in this case would 
threaten to undermine the credibility 
of section 301. 

The Finance Committee, Mr. Presi­
dent, held full hearings on the identi­
cal bill, S. 2051, on May 14, 1982. No 
committee member expressed opposi­
tion. The witness from the Depart­
ment of the Treasury expressed com­
plete support and urged prompt ap­
proval in order to send a clear message 
to Canada that the United States finds 
the policies of the Canadian Govern­
ment in this regard to be totally unac­
ceptable. 

After the House held hearings on an 
identical bill, H.R. 5205, on July 26, 
1982, the Canadians for the first time 
indicated informally a willingness to 
negotiate. The 97th Congress took no 
action on the mirror bill in the hope 
that a resolution was near. 

By midsummer of this year, it was 
clear that the Canadians had no seri­
ous intention to negotiate a solution to 
the broadcasters' complaint. The ad­
ministration resubmitted the mirror 
proposal on August 3. 

The administration wants this legis­
lation passed quickly. It enjoys biparti­
san support. We must show the Cana­
dians that the U.S. Government is se­
rious about ending this grossly unfair 
trade practice. The only way is to pass 
the mirror bill. 

The administration and the Con­
gress have been threatening to retali­
ate against Canadian bill C-58 for 
more than 4 years. The border broad­
cast industry has waited long enough. 
The industry has used the section 301 
process which Congress provided for 
them. They have patiently waited for 
us to pass this mirror legislation. Now 
is the time to act. 

In view of the bipartisan support, 
the administration's recommendation, 
and the thorough hearings held in 
both Houses on the identical bill, 
there is no reason to delay. On the 
contrary, I intend to seek expeditious 
enactment of this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that both the text of the bill and 
the administration's message on the 
Canadian border broadcasting case be 
included in the REcoRD. 

s. 1940 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That <a> 
section 162 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 <relating to trade or business expenses> 
is amended by redesignating subsection (i) 
as subsection (k) and by inserting before 
such subsection the following new subsec­
tion: 

"(j) CERTAIN FOREIGN ADVERTISING Ex­
PENSES.-

" (1) IN GENERAL.-No deduction shall be al­
lowed under subsection <a> for any expenses 
of an advertisement carried by a foreign 
broadcast undertaking and directed primari­
ly to a market in the United States. This 
paragraph shall apply only to foreign broad­
cast undertakings located in a country 
which denies a similar deduction for the 
cost of advertising directed primarily to a 
market in that foreign country when laced 
with a United States broadcast undertaking. 

"(2) BROADCAST UNDERTAKING.-For pur­
poses of paragraph < 1 >, the term 'broadcast 
undertaking' includes <but is not limited to> 
radio and television stations." 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
<a> shall apply to taxable years beginning 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
Washington, D.C., August 3, 1983. 

Hon. GEORGE BusH, 
President, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On November 17, 
1981, the President recommended legisla­
tion concerning tax deductions for expenses 
for advertising placed with a foreign broad­
cast station and directed primarily at the 
U.S. market. The President's transmittal 
was as follows: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

On September 9, 1980, President Carter 
sent a message to the Congress concerning 
the Canadian tax law which denies a deduc­
tion for Canadian income tax purposes for 
the cost of advertising placed with a foreign 
broadcast undertaking and directed primari­
ly at the Canadian market. President Carter 
determined that this provision within Cana­
dian law is an unreasonable practice which 
burdens U.S. commerce within the meaning 
of section 30Ha><2><B> of the Trade Act of 
1974, as amended <19 U.S.C. 241Ha><2><B». 
President Carter further determined that 
the Canadian practice resulted in the loss of 
access by U.S. broadcasters to more than 
$20 million in advertising revenues annual­
ly. 

President Carter, under provisions of the 
Trade Act of 1974, proposed legislation 
which would amend the Internal Revenue 
Code to deny a deduction, otherwise allow­
able under the Code, for expenses of an ad­
vertisement placed with a foreign broadcast 
undertaking and directed primarily to a 
market in the United States. This restric­
tion would apply only if a similar deduction 
is denied to advertisers in the country in 
which such station is located for the cost of 
advertising directed primarily to a market in 
that country when placed with a U.S. broad­
cast undertaking. It would, therefore, be ap­
plicable with Canada. 

Section 301 of the Trade Act of 1974 re­
quires that if the President determines that 
action by the United States is appropriate 
to respond to any act, policy or practice of a 
foreign country that is unjustifiable, unrea­
sonable or discriminatory and burdens or re­
stricts United States commerce, he shall 
take all appropriate and feasible action 

within his power to obtain the elimination 
of such act, policy or practice. The intent of 
section 301 is to resolve disputes and there­
by eliminate the unjustifiable, unreasonable 
or discriminatory trade practices which 
burden or restrict United States commerce. 
The Canadian tax law is the subject of one 
such dispute. Notwithstanding a good faith 
effort on the part of the United States 
Trade Representative to resolve the dispute 
and have the offending practice eliminated, 
this dispute has not been resolved. There­
fore, I am acting under the authority of sec­
tion 301 to recommend legislation similar to 
the amendment proposed by President 
Carter. This amendment to the Internal 
Revenue code would mirror the Canadian 
law as it applies to broadcast undertakings, 
i.e., it would deny a tax deduction for ex­
penses of advertisements placed with a for­
eign broadcast undertaking and directed pri­
marily to a market in the U.S. This restric­
tion would apply only if the laws of the 
country in which such foreign broadcast un­
dertaking is located deny a similar deduc­
tion to advertisers in that country. Thus, 
the legislation will establish a disincentive 
to the transfer of U.S. advertising revenues 
to foreign broadcast undertakings only if 
the laws of the country in which such 
broadcast undertakings are located create a 
similar disincentive vis-a-vis U.S. broadcast 
undertakings. Thus, if Canada should repeal 
its law, the amendment will cease to apply 
to Canada. It would be effective with re­
spect to deductions attributable to transac­
tions entered into on or after the date of in­
troduction of this bill. 

At this time, the mirror image legislation 
is an appropriate response to the Canadian 
practice. The intent of such legislation is 
not to erect new barriers to trade, but 
rather to encourage the Canadians to elimi­
nate their unreasonable and restrictive 
practice. I recognize, however, that this 
amendment by itself may not cause the Ca­
nadians to resolve this dispute. Therefore, I 
note that I retain the right to take further 
action, if appropriate to obtain the elimina­
tion of the practice on my own motion 
under the authority of section 30l(c)(l). 
Hopefully, this will not be necessary. 

This legislative proposal is being submit­
ted at this time because I believe it is imper­
ative that the Government of Canada be 
made to realize the importance the U.S. 
Government attaches to the resolution of 
this issue. I urge its early passage. 

(Signed) RONALD REAGAN. 
THE WHITE HousE, November 17, 1981. 
In the intervening time the problem has 

not been satisfactorily resolved. I therefore 
renew the President's request for the early 
enactment of the legislation described in 
the enclosed proposal. 

There is no objection from the standpoint 
of the Administration's program to the pres­
entation of this legislative proposal to the 
Congress and its enactment would be in 
accord with the program of the President. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM E. BROCK.e 

e Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join Senator DANFORTH 
in introducing this legislation, which is 
intended to induce the Canadian Gov­
ernment to provide fair treatment for 
U.S. radio and television stations. 

It is unfortunate that this bill needs 
to be introduced. This dispute began 
in 1976, when Canada acted to deny 
Canadian firms a business tax deduc-
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tion for advertising on U.S. stations. 
Since then, the United States has 
made many good-faith efforts to re­
solve the dispute, including the pro­
posal of a reasonable compromise ear­
lier this year. Unfortunately, the Ca­
nadians appear unwilling to make any 
serious efforts to accommodate U.S. 
concerns, so we have no alternative to 
passing this "mirror-image" bill. I look 
forward to working with Senator DAN­
FORTH, Chairman DOLE and other Fi­
nance Committee members in seeking 
timely passage of this legislation. 

U.S. television stations, including 
many in Maine, are widely viewed in 
Canada. They offer services which in­
clude entertainment and information 
services, additional commercial avail­
ability to Canadian advertisers, and a 
programming service to Canadian 
cable systems. These are services with 
undeniable value in the international 
marketplace. Yet the Canadian tax 
law prevents our broadcasters from 
being justly compensated. 

The situation involving radio sta­
tions provides an even more compel­
ling illustration of just how misguided 
and unfair this Canadian trade barrier 
is. Calais, Maine, and St. Stephen, New 
Brunswick, are separated only by a 
narrow river. Commercially, they are 
virtually one city. The only radio sta­
tion in the area, WQDY, broadcasts 
from Calais. Canadian businesses have 
no choice if they want to advertise on 
radio. Yet the Canadian Tax Code 
interferes with the ability of business 
people to choose the most efficient 
means to achieve their advertising ob­
jectives. 

It is no surprise that President 
Carter found, and President Reagan 
reiterated, that this Canadian trade 
barrier violates section 301 of the 
Trade Act of 1974. I join in sponsoring 
this bill so that we can back up the 
Presidential finding with action to 
compel Canada to repeal this offensive 
tax law. Under this bill, as long as 
Canada denies fair treatment for U.S. 
stations, the U.S. Tax Code will deny 
deductions to U.S. businesses which 
advertise on Canadian stations. 

It is difficult for an industry, espe­
cially smaller businesses, to pursue a 
section 301 complaint. I commend the 
broadcasters for perservering through 
a lengthy and no doubt expensive 
process. Clearly, prompt congressional 
consideration of President Reagan's 
proposed response will confirm the 
merits of their case. We are obliged to 
vindicate their decision to use section 
301 to obtain relief from a unilateral 
barrier to the export of services. 

By enacting effective legislation, we 
can test and, I think, demonstrate the 
efficacy of using section 301 to obtain 
foreign market access.e 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 1941. A bill to establish the crime 

victim's assistance fund to provide 

Federal assistance to State and local 
programs to aid juvenile and adult vic­
tims of crime; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

CRIME VICTIM'S ASSISTANCE FUND 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I now 
introduce a bill to provide compensa­
tion and assistance to the innocent vic­
tims of crime. For too long the forgot­
ten participants in our criminal justice 
systems, these victims have in recent 
years been murdered, raped, robbed, 
and assaulted at staggering rates. As if 
to add insult to injury, the physical 
and emotional injuries suffered by 
these innocent victims and their fami­
lies are often compounded by enor­
mous financial losses for medical bills, 
lost wages, rehabilitation expenses, 
counseling expenses, and funeral ex­
penses. 

This bill will provide Federal assist­
ance to qualifying State victim com­
pensation programs and to victim and 
witness assistance programs. Up to 50 
percent of State awards to victims of 
State crimes can be reimbursed by the 
Federal Government. States will 
obtain 100 percent reimbursement of 
awards to victims of purely Federal 
crimes. Funding will come from the 
crime victim's assistance fund, com­
posed of a special court assessment to 
be imposed in every Federal criminal 
case, fines, forfeitures, and any other 
funds so appropriated. 

Victims of crime comprise perhaps 
the largest group of people ever sys­
tematically ignored by the Federal 
Government. Consider these facts. In 
1982, according to the FBI's Uniform 
Crime Report, a violent crime oc­
curred every 25 seconds in this coun­
try. Murders left the families and 
friends of over 21,000 persons devas­
tated; 77,000 women suffered the deg­
radation of forcible rape. Over half a 
million people were robbed, 650,000 
were victims of aggravated assault, 
and almost 3.5 million burglaries oc­
curred. These crimes alone thus ac­
counted for almost 5 million victims of 
violent crime. And each of those vic­
tims, I suggest from my experience as 
district attorney of Philadelphia, will 
carry the physical, emotional, or fi­
nancial scars of this victimization for 
many years to come. 

Perhaps nothing we can do will solve 
the hurt, the shock, and the sense of 
violation these victims and others 
have suffered. Yet if we can have the 
conscience and dedication to assure 
that these victims will not be victim­
ized a second time-this time financial­
ly-then we will have made an impor­
tant start. Money to help pay medical 
bills for those without insurance, fu­
neral expenses, lost wages, and coun­
seling and rehabilitation expenses can 
go a long way toward getting these vic­
tims on their feet again. 

I am greatly encouraged by the re­
sponse of the States to this problem. 
Beginning with California in 1965, 38 

States and the District of Columbia 
now have victim compensation pro­
grams. The majority-24-have been 
instituted in the last 6 years. At a cost 
of approximately $44 million a year, 
these programs have provided funds 
and hope to those innocent victims 
who had no place else to turn. 

At the same time, I sound a note of 
caution. The programs do not operate 
in all States. Some programs are seri­
ously underfunded. Some programs 
have overly stringent eligibility re­
quirements and redtape. Some set 
their maximum award limits too low. 
Some programs do no advertising, and 
victims are unaware of their existence. 
As a result, most programs make 
awards to only a fraction of those eli­
gible, and the States are anxiously 
looking to other possible funding 
sources to keep victim compensation 
alive and well. 

I believe that there is a role for the 
Federal Government in the field of 
victim compensation. Currently there 
is no compensation at all available for 
the victims of purely Federal crimes. 
Moreover, many States will compen­
sate only victims of crimes who live in 
that State; visitors from one State 
who are victimized in another are 
simply out of luck. The Federal Gov­
ernment now provides aid to many 
parts of State and local criminal jus­
tice systems-surely the victims of 
crime are as deserving as the perpetra­
tors. My bill will help to fill the criti­
cal gaps in State programs. 

On September 20 of this year, the 
Subcommittee on Juvenile Justice, 
which I chair, held a hearing on the 
need for Federal assistance to victim 
compensation programs. We found 
compelling examples of financial need. 
One man had been shot six times and 
is now paralyzed from the waist down. 
Unable to work, he finds himself with 
no money at all for rent, physical ther­
apy, pain medication, or even to pay 
for his rented wheelchair. A woman 
who was shot through the shoulder 
has amassed over $100,000 in medical 
expenses, is unable to work, is chron­
ically in severe pain, and will live the 
rest of her life with a partially para­
lyzed arm. And a woman from an 
inner-city Washington, D.C., neighbor­
hood has had her house broken into 
eight separate times over the past few 
years-on one occasion the intruder 
attacked her in her bed, and on an­
other her sister was raped. 

I wish to recognize the debt we owe 
to my distinguished colleague from my 
own State of Pennsylvania, Senator 
HEINZ, a recognized leader in the field 
of victim's rights and assistance. Last 
year he engineered the passage of the 
Omnibus Victims Protection Act of 
1982. This year he has also introduced 
crime victim compensation legislation, 
S. 704, which is a significant step in 
the correct direction. Under this bill, I 
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hope we will be able to assist even 
greater numbers of deserving, inno­
cent victims of crime. 

I am also greatly encouraged by the 
response of the administration. Last 
year, the President's Task Force on 
Victims of Crime strongly endorsed 
the concept of Federal assistance to 
State victim compensation programs. 
At our hearing on September 20, Lois 
H. Herrington, Assistant Attorney 
General and formerly chairman of the 
President's task force, advised us that 
the proposal of such legislation was 
under serious and careful consider­
ation within the Department of Jus­
tice. 

This bill will provide 80 percent of 
the money in the fund directly toward 
reimbursement of States with qualify­
ing victim compensation plans. The 
rest of the fund will be devoted to 
victim and witness assistance pro­
grams. 

I urge every Member of the Senate 
to give innocent victims of crime a 
high priority on our agenda, and to 
move swiftly to consider and pass this 
vital legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the bill be printed in the 
REcoRD following this statement. 

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

s. 1941 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That <a> 
part II of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"CHAPTER 239-CRIME VICI'IM'S 
ASSISTANCE FUND 

"Sec. 3801. Establishment of Crime Victim's 
Assistance Fund. 

"3802. Imposition and collection of fines. 
"3803. Distribution of fund to State victim 

compensation programs. 
"3804. Distribution of fund to victim and 

witness assistance programs. 
"3805. Definitions. 
"§ 3801. Establishment of Crime Victim's Assist­

ance Fund 
"(a) There is established in · the Treasury 

of the United States a revolving fund, to be 
administered by the Attorney General and 
to be known as the Crime Victim's Assist­
ance Fund. The fund shall be the depository 
of-

"0 > fines paid by all individuals convicted 
of Federal offenses in the amount of-

"<A> $10 to $100 for each misdemeanor 
and $25 to $500 for each felony as a special 
court assessment; and 

"(B)(i} an additional surcharge of up to 
100 per centum on all Federal fines paid in 
the courts of the United States; or 

"(ii) double any gain by the defendant or 
loss by the victim in any case where the fine 
authorized by clause (i) is less than the gain 
realized by the defendant or the harm suf­
fered by the victim; and 

"(2) all forfeitures with the exception of 
those required by Federal law enforcement 
agencies. 

"(b) In addition, there are authorized to 
be appropriated to the fund such other 
sums as may be necessary for each fiscal 

year to carry out the provisions of this 
chapter. 
"§ 3802. Imposition and collection of fines 

"<a>O> In imposing a fine under section 
380l<a>O><B><ii> the court shall consider the 
ability of the defendant to pay. In any case 
where a fine is not imposed under section 
380l<a><l><B> or any other provision of law 
the court shall state for the record the rea­
sons a fine was not imposed. 

"(2) If a fine is imposed under this chap­
ter or any other provision of law, the sen­
tencing court shall promptly certify to the 
Attorney General-

"(A) the name of the person fined; 
"<B> his last known address; 
"<C> the docket number of the case; 
"(D) the amount of the fine imposed; 
"<E> the time and method of payment 

specified by the court; 
"<F> the nature of any modification or re­

mission by the court; and 
"<G> the amount of the fine that is due 

and unpaid. 
"In addition to the preceding information, 

the court shall promptly certify to the At­
torney General the amount of any subse­
quent payment that the court may receive 
with respect to, and the nature of any sub­
sequent remission or modification of, a fine 
concerning which certification has previous­
ly been issued. 

"(b)(l) The Attorney General shall be re­
sponsible for collection of an upaid fine con­
cerning which a certification has been 
issued as provided in subsection <a><2>. 

"(2) A fine imposed pursuant to the provi­
sions of this section or any other provision 
of law is a lien in favor of the United States 
upon all property belonging to the person 
fined. The lien arises at the time of the 
entry of the judgment and continues until 
the liability is satisfied, remitted, or set 
aside, or until it becomes unenforceable pur­
suant to the provisions of paragraph (3). 

"(3) A lien becomes unenforceable and li­
ability to pay a fine expires-

"<A> twenty years after the entry of the 
judgment; 

"<B> upon the death of the individual 
fined. 
The period set forth in clause <A> may be 
extended, prior to its expiration, by a writ­
ten agreement between the person fined 
and the Attorney General. The running of 
the period set forth in clause <A> is suspend­
ed during any interval for which the run­
ning of the period of limitations for collec­
tion of a tax would be suspended pursuant 
to section 6503(b), 6503<c>. 6503<f>. or 
7508<a>< l><I>. or section 513 of the Act of 
October 17, 1940, 54 Stat. 1190. 

"(4) The provisions of sections 6323, other 
than subsections <f><4> 6331 through 6343, 
6901, 7402, 7403, 7405, 7423 through 7426, 
7505<a>. 7506, 7508, 7602 through 7605, 7622, 
7701, 7805, and 7810, of the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1954 (26 U.S.C. 6323, 6331 
through 6343, 6901, 7402, 7403, 7405, 7423 
through 7426, 7505(a), 7506, 7508, 7602 
through 7605, 7609, 7610, 7622, 7701, 7805, 
and 7810), and of section 513 of the Act of 
October 17, 1940, 54 Stat. 1190, apply to a 
fine and to the lien imposed by paragraph 
< 1) as if the liability of the person fined 
were for an internal revenue tax assess­
ment, except to the extent that the applica­
tion of such statutes is modified by regula­
tions issued by the Attorney General to 
accord with differences in the nature of the 
liabilities. For the purposes of this subsec­
tion, references in the preceding sections of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 'the 
Secretary' shall be construed to mean 'the 

Attorney General,' and references in those 
sections to 'tax' shall be construed to mean 
'fine.' 

"(5) A notice of the lien imposed by para­
graph < 1 > shall be considered a notice of lien 
for taxes payable to the United States for 
the purposes of any State or local law pro­
viding for the filing of a notice of a tax lien. 
The registration, recording, docketing, or in­
dexing, in accordance with 28 U.S.C. 1962, of 
the judgment under which a fine is imposed 
shall be considered for all purposes as the 
filing prescribed by section 6323<f>< 1 ><A> of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 <26 
U.S.C. 6323<f>O><A» and by paragraph (4). 
"§ 3803. Distribution of fund to State victim com-

pensation programs 
"(a) Eighty per centum of the funds in the 

fund established by section 3801 shall be 
distributed to qualifying State crime vic­
tim's compensation programs by the Attor­
ney General. 

"(b) In order to qualify for funds under 
this section, a State victim's compensation 
program shall-

"(1) provide compensation for medical ex­
penses <including mental health counseling 
and care, prosthetic devices, dental services, 
and services rendered in accordance with 
any method of healing recognized by the 
law of such State) attributable to any injury 
resulting from a compensable crime; 

"(2) provide compensation for lost wages 
attributable to an injury resulting from a 
compensable crime; 

"(3) provide compensation for funeral ex­
penses attributable to a death resulting 
from a compensable crime; 

"(4) promote victim cooperation with the 
reasonable requests of law enforcement au­
thorities; 

"(5) not discriminate against nonresidents 
of the State in the availability and awarding 
of compensation; 

"(6) provide compensation to otherwise 
compensable victims of crime within such 
State where such crimes are subject to ex­
clusive Federal jurisdiction; 

"(7) take into account in determining com­
pensation awards any contributory miscon­
duct of the victim or recipient; 

"(8) not automatically exclude any person 
from compensation solely on the ground of 
the person's relationship with the perpetra­
tor of the crime; and 

"(9) subrogate the State to any claim that 
a compensation recipient has against the 
perpetrator of the crime forming the basis 
for compensation, to the extent of such 
compensation. 

"(c) The Attorney General shall make 
grants to eligible State victim's compensa­
tion programs-

"(!) of up to 50 per centum of the total 
awards made by the State program during 
the previous year; and 

"(2) of 100 per centum of the total awards 
made during the previous year by the State 
program to victims of crimes within such 
States which would be compensable crimes 
but for the fact that such c.times are subject 
to exclusive Federal jurisdiction. 

"(d) No State shall receive funds under 
this section until the crime victim's compen­
sation program of such State has been oper­
ational for a year. 

"(e) No State shall receive funds under 
this section for any amount awarded as 
compensation-

"(!) for pain and suffering; 
"(2) for property loss; or 
"(3) that is double recovery for loss. 
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"§ 3804. Distribution of fund to victim and wit­

ness assistance programs 
"<a> Twenty per centum of the funds col­

lected by the Crime Victim's Assistance 
Fund shall be distributed by the Attorney 
General to support victim and witness as­
sistance programs. Twenty per centum of 
these victim and witness program funds 
shall be distributed equally among the 
States; eighty per centum shall be distribut­
ed on the basis of the States' respective pop­
ulations. 

"(b) For purposes of this section, a victim 
and witness assistance program is eligible 
for funds if the program-

"(1) provides services exclusively to Feder­
al crime victims and witnesses; or 

"(2) provides services to crime victims and 
witnesses-

"<A> is a nonprofit private organization, a 
State or local government program, or a 
combination thereof; 

"(B) provides services directly to crime vic­
tims and their families; 

"<C> provides, or makes referrals for, crisis 
intervention services, medical and mental 
health treatment and counseling, informa­
tion concerning the investigation and pros­
ecution of crime, and information concern­
ing victim compensation; 

"<D> utilizes volunteers in performing 
services; and 

"(E) demonstrates independent support by 
receiving at least one-half of its financial 
support from sources other than funds dis­
tributed pursuant to this section. 
"§ 3805. Definitions 

"As used in this chapter the term 'State' 
includes the District of Columbia, the Com­
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and any other 
territory or possession of the United States. 
"§ 3806. Report to Congress 

"The Attorney General shall report to the 
Congress three years after the date of en­
actment of this chapter concerning the ef­
fectiveness of this chapter and any neces­
sary modifications or other legislative 
action.". 

<b> The table of chapters for part II of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 
"239. Crime Victim's Assistance 

Fund .................................................. 3801.". 
SEc. 2. The Attorney General shall pro­

mulgate regulations within six months of 
the date of enactment of this Act to assure 
equitable distribution of funds among eligi­
ble programs. 

By Mr. DIXON <for himself and 
Mr. PERCY): 

S. 1942. A bill to amend the Mer­
chant Marine Act of 1936 to provide 
that Government-generated cargoes 
transported on U.S.-flag or foreign ves­
sels shall be shipped at the lowest 
cost, and whenever possible at the 
lowest landed cost, and that the trans­
port of such cargoes shall be subject to 
a competitive bidding system; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

LOWEST COST CARGO TRANSPORT ACT OF 1983 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I am 
today, along with Senator PERcY intro­
ducing the Lowest Cost Cargo Trans­
port Act of 1983. This legislation 
amends the Merchant Marine Act of 
1936, to require that U.S.-generated 
cargoes, which are transported under 

U.S.-flag or foreign-flag ships, will be 
shipped at the lowest cost to the Fed­
eral Government. It will also introduce 
a competitive bidding system to be 
used by Federal agencies. 

This legislation recognizes that the 
U.S. merchant marine is an important 
component of our country's defense 
and foreign export system. The legisla­
tion requires that under a competitive 
bidding system, a Federal agency is re­
quired to insure that shipping rates 
are solicited from each of the four sea­
coasts, and only one final bid can be 
accepted. In addition, the legislation 
would rescind the current 3-year wait­
ing period to "reflag" a foreign vessel 
owned and operated by a U.S. citizen, 
as along as the foreign vessel has had 
all the necessary repairs to bring such 
a vessel into conformity with the U.S. 
maritime standards. This work must 
be accomplishied in U.S. shipyards. 

Mr. President, the Government fi­
nances for export a wide range of 
products through many Federal agen­
cies. For example, during calendar 
year 1979, a total of 10,858,608 metric 
tons of cargo was shipped from the 
United States under Public Law 664. 
This is a program which includes all 
preference cargo, with the exception 
of Export-Import Bank-financed sales. 
The cargo preference laws dictate that 
50 percent or more of the cargo be 
shipped on U.S. flag vessels. This is a 
major source of cargo assurance to a 
fleet that is not economically competi­
tive. My legislation will increase the 
size of the U.S. merchant marine fleet, 
and require competitive bidding simi­
lar to the bidding system used by the 
Military Sea Lift Command. This pro­
gram has consistently demonstrated 
that cargo shipped by U.S. commercial 
fleets, determined by an open bidding 
system, saves the U.S. Government 
and the taxpayers money. 

Mr. President, I wish to emphasize, 
at the outset, that this legislation does 
not in any way alter the U.S. mer­
chant marine entitlements under the 
Jones Act, and it will probably see a 
great increase in U.S. cargo being 
shipped under the U.S. flag. I believe 
this legislation could well provide the 
needed incentive for American busi­
ness to increase the size of our mer­
chant marine fleet. 

Mr. President, toward the end of the 
97th Congress, I introduced similar 
legislation contained in S. 2511. How­
ever, this new bill will, I believe, ac­
commodate the many interests within 
the U.S. shipping industry. It seems to 
me that a fundamental principle of 
any economically sound operation is 
its intent to achieve a · result at the 
lowest cost. It is certainly the expecta­
tion of the American taxpayer that 
the Federal Government will elimi­
nate unnecessary spending wherever it 
is found. I submit that this bill will 
insure that shipments of Government­
generated cargoes, be they Agency for 

International Development or General 
Services Administration cargoes, will 
involve as little expenditure of the 
Federal purse as possible. The savings 
from this bill can thus be used more 
productively to generate more export 
cargo. As a Nation, we need to be com­
mitted to achieving and maintaining 
clear maritime superiority with a 
sound fiscal program. We can reach 
that goal without paying more than 
necessary. 

By Mr. DIXON (for himself, Mr. 
PERCY and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 1943. A bill to eliminate the collec­
tion of tolls on the U.S. portion of the 
St. Lawrence Seaway, to terminate the 
St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation and establish a St. Law­
rence Seaway Development Adminis­
tration in the Department of Trans­
portation, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, the St. 
Lawrence Seaway system is a dynamic 
international waterway extending 
from the Atlantic Ocean to as far 
inland as Duluth, Minn. When it was 
readied for navigation in 1959, the 
seaway opened the Great Lakes to the 
world, tying the heartland of America 
to the commerce of the world, permit­
ting ships from such ports as Casa­
blanca and Le Havre to reach the 
Great Lakes ports of Chicago, Milwau­
kee, Detroit, and Cleveland. In fact, it 
opened a new coastline for the United 
States and began a new chapter in the 
maritime history of the United States. 

However, this new coastline has had, 
and still continues to have, a handicap 
that the three tidewater coasts do not 
suffer: shippers and vessel operators 
have to pay a toll to use the seaway in 
order to reach the Great Lakes' ports. 
Today, Mr. President, I rise to intro­
duce legislation to correct this handi­
cap and eliminate the collection of 
tolls on the U.S. portion of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway. 

When the Seaway opened in 1959, 
the United States and Canadian 
Seaway Corp. entered into their first 
joint agreement on tolls. Tolls were to 
be levied on both the St. Lawrence 
River locks and the Weiland Canal 
with 29 percent of the toll revenue 
from the St. Lawrence returned to the 
U.S. Corporation, and the remaining 
71 percent of the revenues returned to 
the Canadian Seaway Authority. This 
revenue split was based upon relative 
costs of operation anticipated by each 
seaway corporation. 

In 1962, tolls levied on the use of the 
Weiland Canal were suspended, leav­
ing tolls levied only on the St. Law­
rence River locks. 

That was how it stayed until Janu­
ary 1967. At that time, the Canadian 
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Authority moved to increase the toll 
on the seaway as a whole. The U.S. 
Corporation agreed to a toll increase, 
but the U.S. Government did not 
concur in the proposed increases. As a 
result, there was no toll increase, but 
the U.S. Corporation had to surrender 
2 percent of its toll revenue to the Ca­
nadian Corporation. 

Again in 1976, Canada initiated talks 
to raise tolls. In March of that year, 
the United States and Canadian corpo­
rations agreed to a toll increase. The 
agreement restored the original 
seaway revenue split, reintroduced 
tolls on the Weiland Canal, and incre­
mentally raised tolls over a 3-year 
period. This was the first major toll in­
crease since the seaway had opened 19 
years earlier. 

However, it was a major increase-
100 percent. In a 5-year period since 
that first toll increase in 1978, tolls 
have continued to increase by another 
28 percent. These increase have had a 
major negative impact on Great Lakes 
shipping. At the Port of Chicago 
alone, calls have dropped nearly 50 
percent, from 370 in 1977 to 156 in 
1982. 

These large toll increases occurred 
even after the Merchant Marine Act 
of 1970 relieved the Seaway Corpora­
tion's requirement to pay interest on 
its construction debt. Also, this act of­
ficially established seacoast status for 
the entire system. However, it fell far 
short of putting the Great Lakes on 
an equal footing with the three tide­
water coasts. Since it costs nothing for 
shippers to sail to ports on the east, 
gulf and west coasts, the St. Lawrence 
Seaway is, and continues to be, the 
only waterway in American history 
compelled to pay its own way. 

Last December, Congress acted to 
cancel the seaway's construction debt. 
The major benefit of the debt elimina­
tion was the cancellation of massive 
toll increases on the waterway, which 
would have been needed by 1986, when 
the U.S. corporation's annual debt 
service requirement would have risen 
drastically. 

The winter, 1983 Seaway Review 
said of this action: 

We don't necessarily see the legislation as 
producing any more cargo. However, in the 
long term, we know that we will be able to 
keep cargo that we might have otherwise 
lost to the railroads or down the rivers as a 
result of toll increases. 

At the time we considered the debt 
forgiveness legislation, I stated that 
debt elimination was setting a prece­
dent for action on other Great Lakes 
priorities. I believe that this legisla­
tion is part of that agenda to insure 
that economic vitality of the Great 
Lakes region. The Seaway plays a pri­
mary role in shipping grain and iron 
ore from the Midwest to the world. 

A recent Government Accounting 
Office report stated that the already 
established tolls for the 1983 season 

on the Seaway were required to fi­
nance deferred and planned projects. 
Budget expenses will exceed revenue 
by nearly $600,000, and that further 
deferral of lock replacement projects 
could lead to operational inefficiency. 
But if tolls are raised to pay for these 
repairs, it could bring an abrupt close 
to that new chapter of maritime histo­
ry begun only 24 years ago. 

However, in the 1982 St. Lawrence 
Seaway Development Corporation 
annual report, an article entitled, 
"Congress Cancels U.S. Seaway Debt," 
explained the impact of debt relief. 
"The Seaway Corporation will not be 
able to undertake vital maintenance 
and improvement projects that had 
been deferred, replace aging equip­
ment, and continue its development 
program." 

The St. Lawrence Seaway System is 
a great natural resource, which should 
be developed further. However, if 
these improvements are financed by 
increased tolls. The Seaway will be a 
fine system, but most likely the tolls 
imposed for use will result in less use 
due to high costs. Currently, it affords 
significant farming and manufacturing 
interests of the Midwest access to low­
cost water transportation, allowing the 
Midwest to provide low-cost commod­
ities to the world market. If tolls rise 
in the future, Great Lakes ports will 
no longer be able to provide low-cost 
commodities to the world. If this 
occurs, the economic vitality of the 
ports will be damaged and many jobs 
would be lost. 

This legislation has already received 
support from the Great Lakes Com­
mission, which was established by 
interstate compact in 1955, and is con­
cerned with issues directly relating to 
the economic welfare of the Great 
Lakes. At this time, I request unani­
mous consent to insert a copy of a res­
olution adopted in June at its semian­
nual meeting supporting this legisla­
tion. 

Similar legislation has been intro­
duced in the House of Representatives 
by my Illinois colleague, Congressman 
WILLIAM LIPINSKI. 

I hope that my colleagues will join 
me in cosponsoring this legislation, 
which will insure the economic well­
being of the Great Lakes ports and 
shipping industry. 

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

RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE ST. LAWRENCE 
SEAWAY ACT 

Whereas, on May 13, 1954 Congress passed 
the Seaway Act which authorized the con­
struction of the St. Lawrence Seaway, estab­
lished the Saint Lawrence Seaway Develop­
ment Corporation <SLSDC> and empowered 
the Corporation to work with its Canadian 
counterpart-the St. Lawrence Seaway Au­
thority-to prepare agreements relative to 
construction and operation of the Seaway, 
cooperate in the operation and negotiate 

the level of tolls for vessels transiting the 
Seaway; and 

Whereas, while under the provisions of 
the Act, the SLSDC was authorized to es­
tablish tolls on vessels and cargoes suffi­
cient to repay the costs of construction plus 
interest and the annual costs to operate and 
maintain the U.S. portion of the Seaway, 
the Act was amended in 1970 to relieve the 
SLSDC of the obligation to repay to the 
general fund of the Treasury the interest on 
the construction cost of the Seaway, and in 
1982, a provision in the fiscal year 1983 ap­
propriation bill for the Department of 
Transportation relieved the Corporation of 
the obligation to repay the remaining out­
standing capital costs of about $110 million; 
and 

Whereas, the schedule of tolls on vessels 
and cargoes transiting the Seaway continues 
to be collected to pay the annual costs of 
operating and maintaining the Seaway. 
These tolls continue to be a burden on the 
ability of the Great Lakes/Seaway system 
to compete for cargoes against the tidewater 
ports; and 

Whereas, a major finding of a study com­
pleted by the General Accounting Office, 
entitled "Need for The 1983 St. Lawrence 
Seaway Toll Increase," April 11, 1983, is 
that even with the increased revenues from 
toll increases which averaged 18 percent in 
1982 and 10 percent in 1983, the St. Law­
rence Seaway Development Corporation will 
incur a deficit of $600,000 in 1983. As a 
result, the study concludes that "less than 
50 percent of the 1982 deferred mainte­
nance projects and probably none of the de­
ferred capital replacement and improve­
ments projects will be accomplished in 1983 
because of the lack of funds." The study 
adds that, over the long term, continued de­
ferred maintenance and replacement will 
affect the Corporation's ability to provide 
safe and efficient service to users and the 
structural integrity of the locks could be af­
fected. "This would result in the shutdown 
of the entire international system." Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Great Lakes Commission: 
The Commission supports introduction of 

legislation in Congress which amends the 
Seaway Act as follows: 

1. Establishes a St. Lawrence Seaway De­
velopment Administration within the De­
partment of Transportation. 

2. Assigns the St. Lawrence Seaway Devel­
opment Administration responsibility for 
operation and maintenance of the locks and 
channels under U.S. authority on the St. 
Lawrence River, for accepting appropria­
tions for the purposes of planning, operat­
ing, maintaining, rehabilitating and improv­
ing those works and for conducting plans 
and studies for future improvements and to 
identify funding requirements. 

3. Prohibits the St. Lawrence Seaway De­
velopment Administration from establishing 
or collecting tolls or any type of charges on 
vessels or cargoes transiting the locks and 
channels under the authority of the United 
States on the St. Lawrence River. 

4. Requires that the Secretary of State, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Trans­
portation, initiate discussions with the Gov­
ernment of Canada with the objective of 
eliminating all tolls on the St. Lawrence 
Seaway. 

5. Authorizes Congress to appropriate 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of the Act. 

6. Terminates the Act of May 13, 1954. 
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Recommended for adoption by the Sub­

committee on Great Lakes/Seaway & Relat­
ed Transportation, May 25, 1983. 

Recommended for adoption by the Trans­
portation & Economic Development Com­
mittee, May 26, 1983. 

Adopted by the Great Lakes Commission, 
May 26, 1983. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 430 

At the request of Mr. TsoNGAS, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro­
lina <Mr. HoLLINGS) was added as a co­
sponsor of S. 430, a bill to prohibit em­
ployment discrimination on the basis 
of sexual orientation. 

s. 593 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr . .ABDNOR) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 593, a bill to amend 
the Federal Meat Inspection Act and 
the Poultry Products Inspection Act to 
permit distribution of certain State-in­
spected meat and poultry products, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 702 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva­
nia <Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co­
sponsor of S. 702, a bill to correct any 
misinterpretion in the classification of 
textile fabrics, articles, and materials, 
coated, filled, or laminated with 
rubber or plastics. 

s. 764 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Florida 
<Mrs. HAWKINS) was added as a co­
sponsor of S. 764, a bill to assure the 
continued protection of the traveling 
public in the marketing of air trans­
portation, and for other purposes. 

s. 1001 

At the request of Mr. CoHEN, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. SAssER), and the Senator from 
New Mexico <Mr. BINGAMAN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1001, a bill 
to authorize appropriations for the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
for an additional 5 fiscal years. 

s. 1145 

At the request of Mr. DENTON, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
<Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 1145, a bill to recognize the 
organization known as the Catholic 
War Veterans of the United States of 
America, Inc. 

s. 1305 

At the request of Mr. PACKWOOD, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp­
shire <Mr. RUDMAN) was added as a co­
sponsor of S. 1305, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
extend the energy tax credit for in­
vestments in certain classes of energy 
property, and for other purposes. 

<Mr. JEPSEN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1369, a bill to amend section 170 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
to increase the amounts that may be 
deducted for maintaining exchange 
students as members of the taxpayer's 
household. 

s. 1410 

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
<Mr. CocHRAN) was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 1410, a bill to amend the In­
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
exempt holdings in independent local 
newspapers from taxes on excess busi­
ness holdings of private foundations. 

s. 1570 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp­
shire <Mr. HUMPHREY) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1570, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
provide simplification in accounting 
rules related to inventory. 

s. 1592 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
<Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a co­
sponsor of S. 1592, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
correct provisions relating to the cap 
for hospice care. 

s. 1598 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the 
name of the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
BENTSEN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1598, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a 
credit against tax for interest on home 
mortgages in cases where State or 
local authorities elect not to use mort­
gage subsidy bonds. 

s. 1666 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. BOSCHWITZ) was added as a CO­
sponsor of S. 1666, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
reduce the capital gains tax rates for 
individuals who hold new issues of 
stock at least 5 years. 

s. 1676 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the name of the Senator from Kansas 
<Mrs. KASSEBAUM), and the Senator 
from Massachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1676, a 
bill to provide that registration and 
polling places for Federal elections be 
accessible to handicapped and elderly 
individuals, and for other purposes. 

s. 1758 

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. MATSUNAGA), and the Senator 
from Delaware <Mr. RoTH) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1758, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 to provide a simplified cost recov­
ery system based on recovery ac­
counts, and for other purposes. 

L 1369 L 1874 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
the name of the Senator from Iowa name of the Senator from California 

<Mr. WILSON) was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 187 4, a bill to provide for the 
restoration of the fish and wildlife in 
the Trinity River Basin, Calif., and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1888 

At the request of Mr. HELMs, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro­
lina <Mr. EAST) was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 1888, a bill to amend title II 
of the Social Security Act to provide 
for due process requirements for the 
termination of disability benefits. 

s. 1924 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
<Mr. DENTON) was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 1924, a bill to create a central 
Federal file of sexual assault and child 
molesting arrests and convictions to 
allow businesses and organizations 
who hire persons whose employment 
brings them into regular contact with 
children to have access to such arrest 
or conviction records for the purpose 
of determining the suitability of job 
applicants. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 105 

At the request of Mr. RUDMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
<Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 105, a joint 
resolution calling upon the Depart­
ment of Justice and all other appropri­
ate Federal agencies to enforce Feder­
al antitrust laws including the prohibi­
tion against vertical price restraints. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 112 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
<Mr. HEFLIN), the Senator from Illi­
nois <Mr. DIXON), and the Senator 
from Maine <Mr. MITCHELL) were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 112, a joint resolution to 
proclaim the month of March 1984 as 
"National Social Work Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 113 

At the request of Mr. V/ILSON, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro­
lina <Mr. HELMS) was added as a co­
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
113, a joint resolution to provide for 
the designation of the week beginning 
June 3 through June 9, 1984, as "Na­
tional Theatre Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 138 

At the request of Mr. ZORINSKY, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois <Mr. 
DixoN), was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 138, a joint 
resolution to establish a Commission 
on Teacher Education. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 153 

At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva­
nia <Mr. HEINZ) was added as a cospon­
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 153, a 
joint resolution to congratulate the 
people of the County of New York on 
the occasion of the tricentennial of 
the founding of the County of New 
York. 
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 155 

At the request of Mr. WILSON, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. NuNN) was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 155, a joint 
resolution designating the week begin­
ning November 6, 1983, as "National 
Disabled Veterans' Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 160 

At the request of Mr. BYRD, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota <Mr. BuRDICK), the Senator 
from Kansas <Mr. DoLE), and the Sen­
ator from Idaho <Mr. McCLURE) were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 160, a joint resolution to 
designate the week of October 17, 
1983, through October 24, 1983, as 
"National Adult Continuing Education 
Week." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 70 

At the request of Mr. DoMENICI, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
<Mr. MoYNIHAN), the Senator from In­
diana <Mr. LUGAR), the Senator from 
Minnesota <Mr. DuRENBERGER), the 
Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
PREssLER), the Senator from Oregon 
<Mr. HATFIELD), and the Senator from 
Utah <Mr. GARN) were added as co­
sponsors of Senate Concurrent Resolu­
tion 70, a concurrent resolution ex­
pressing the sense of the Congress re­
garding actions the President should 
take to commemorate the anniversary 
of the Ukrainian famine of 1932-33. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 72 

At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
GLENN), and the Senator from Colora­
do <Mr. HART) were added as cospon­
sors of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
72, a concurrent resolution calling on 
the President to appoint a special 
envoy for Northern Ireland. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 233 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. RIEGLE), and the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. KAsTEN) were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 233, a 
resolution to express the sense of the 
Senate concerning the adverse effect 
on U.S. agricultural exports of propos­
als to modify the Common Agricultur­
al Policy of the European Community. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2293 

At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Florida 
<Mrs. HAWKINS) was added as a co­
sponsor of amendment No. 2293 pro­
posed to S. 1529, an original bill to sta­
bilize a temporary 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 
production adjustment program, and 
for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 

<Mr. EvANs) was withdrawn as a co­
sponsor of amendment No. 2293 pro­
posed to S. 1529, supra. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU­
TION 74-URGING SUPPORT 
FOR THE PEOPLE OF AFGHAN­
ISTAN IN THEIR STRUGGLE 
FOR FREEDOM 
Mr. TSONGAS <for himself, Mr. 

ABDNOR, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. ARM­
STRONG, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CHILES, Mr. 
CocHRAN, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. D'AMATo, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. DIXON, Mr. DOLE, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. 
EXON, Mr. FORD, Mr. GARN, Mr. 
GLENN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HART, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. HUDDLESTON, 
Ms. KASSEBAUM, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
LAXALT, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. 
MATTINGLY, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. MOYNI­
HAN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. NICKLES, 
Mr. PELL, Mr. PREsSLER, Mr. PRox­
MIRE, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. QUAYLE, Mr. 
RANDOLPH, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. RUDMAN, 
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SASSER, Mr. SIMP­
SON, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. WILSON, Mr. ZORINSKY, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. PERCY, and Mr. 
JEPSEN) submitted the following con­
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Rela­
tions: 

S. CoN. RES. 74 
Whereas the freedom fighters of Afghani­

stan have withstood the might of the Soviet 
Army for over three and a half years and 
gained the admiration of free men and 
women the world over with their coura­
geous sacrifice, bravery and determination; 

Whereas the Soviet invasion of Afghani­
stan is the first Soviet seizure of independ­
ent territory since the 1940's and represents 
a dangerous and unacceptable development 
in Soviet foreign policy; 

Whereas the struggle for liberation in Af­
ghanistan can succeed if those of us who be­
lieve in freedom come to its support; 

Whereas the European Parliament, the 
Non-Aligned Movement, the United Nations, 
the Conference of Islamic Nations, the Asso­
ciation of Southeast Asian Nations, and the 
United States Congress have all codemned 
Soviet invasion and occupation of Afghani­
stan; 

Whereas the Soviet airbases in southwest 
Afghanistan present an unacceptable threat 
to the Hormuz oil passage lanes which are 
so vital to the free world's economies; 

Whereas many individuals and private or­
ganizations all over the world have already 
sent substantial aid to the Afghan freedom 
fighters; 

Whereas it would be indefensible to pro­
vide the freedom fighters with only enough 
aid to fight and die but not enough to ad­
vance their cause of freedom: Now, there­
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate fthe House of Rep­
resentatives concurring), That it should be 
the policy of the United States: 

< 1) to encourage and support the people of 
Afghanistan in their struggle to be free 
from foreign domination; 

<2> to provide the people of Afghanistan, 
if they so request, with material assistance, 

as the U.S. considers appropriate, to help 
them fight effectively for their freedom; 

<3> to pursue a negotiated settlement of 
the war in Afghanistan, based on the total 
withdrawal of Soviet troops and the recogni­
tion of the inalienable right of the Afghan 
people to choose their own destiny free 
from outside interference or coercion, so 
that the four million Afghan refugees can 
return to their country in safety and in 
honor. 

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, I am 
very proud indeed to submit today a 
concurrent resolution calling upon the 
U.S. Government to encourage and 
support the Afghan freedom fighers. I 
am pleased to welcome 56 of my col­
leagues as cosponsors. 

It has been over 3lfz years since the 
Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan and 
began their bloody, ruthless occupa­
tion of the Afghan nation. 

The stark facts of this brutal episode 
are not in question. During the second 
half of 1979, Moscow became uneasy 
about the deteriorating situation sur­
rounding the pro-Soviet government 
in Kabul. Faced with the threat of 
losing control of the situation alto­
gether, Moscow decided on armed 
intervention to install a new pro­
Moscow leader. The invasion took 
place during the Christmas holidays in 
1979. The Soviet invasion and occupa­
tion by over 100,000 troops has been 
harsh and unrelenting. Hiding behind 
a relative news blackout, the Soviet 
military has unleased deliberate at­
tacks on the civilian population to dis­
courage any support for the Mujahi­
deen freedom fighters. The result­
tens of thousands of casualties and 3 
million people have left the country as 
refugees. 

The Afghan primary industry-agri­
culture-has been severely disrupted. 
A large number of farmers have either 
fled to Pakistan or Iran or are being 
conscripted into the army. Gasoline 
and fertilizer are spiraling in cost or 
unavailable. The country's irrigation 
system is in a state of collapse. These 
factors among others have led to a 
drop of 80 percent in agricultural 
output over the last 3 years and a re­
duction in the amount of available 
land actually put to use-from 46 per­
cent in 1978 to 16 percent in 1982. The 
Soviets routinely destroy field crops to 
deny their use by the freedom fight­
ers. 

In other areas of the economy, the 
Soviets are attempting to integrate Af­
ghanistan economically with the 
Soviet bloc. In return for imported 
Soviet goods, the Afghans export 95 
percent of their natural gas to the 
U.S.S.R. at bargain prices. The reve­
nue for the sale is reportedly used by 
the Afghan regime to pay interest pay­
ments on their outstanding Soviet 
debt. 

The "Sovietization" of Afghanistan 
and the war itself continue. The U.N. 
sponsored talks in Geneva have not 
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achieved concrete results. The resist­
ance is not directly represented. The 
talks are a sincere effort, but it is clear 
that their prospects for success are not 
good. The Soviets are not yet con­
vinced that they should negotiate 
their withdrawal from Afghanistan. 

The Soviets have weathered pro­
tests, grain embargos, economic sanc­
tions, and Olympic game boycotts. 
They have taken heavy casualties in 
Afghanistan. They remain in Afghani­
stan because they believe that ulti­
mately they will achieve their goal of 
consolidating Afghanistan as a Soviet 
dependency. 

Their opponents, the Mujahideen, 
are extraordinary in their bravery, re­
sourcefulness and unbreakable morale. 
In the face of superior airpower, weap­
onry, and numbers of troops the free­
dom fighters have fought the Soviets 
to a draw. Their struggle to be free 
from foreign domination is a timeless 
and universal theme. It transcends the 
ideological differences between East 
and West. We cannot let this war fade 
into obscurity because it is far away. 
The Mujahideen need to know that 
the U.S. Congress has not forgotten 
their struggle, that their pursuit of 
freedom is admired and supported by 
the United States. 

Mr. President, the Afghan resistance 
is a genuine expression of the inde­
pendence and dignity of the Afghan 
people. Their struggle to liberate their 
country from a foreign invader de­
serves the attention and support of us 
all. 

The resolution is a nonbinding state­
ment of congressional concern with 
three objectives: First, to inform the 
resistance that the U.S. Congress has 
not forgotten them; second, to encour­
age urgent negotiations seeking the 
withdrawal of Soviet troops, the return 
of Afghan refugees in peace to their 
homeland, and the self -determination 
of the Afghan people; and third, to 
state clearly that Congress supports 
sending material assistance to the 
freedom fighters. 

In a March 21, 1983 message from 
the President, titled "Afghanistan Day 
1983", Mr. Reagan stated: 

To the Afghan people, I say on behalf of 
all Americans, that we admire your heroism, 
your devotion to freedom and your relent­
less struggle against your oppressors. 

I concur. I venture to say that most 
of my colleagues concur. 

This resolution is the product of a 
joint effort with various groups and 
individuals in the United States com­
mitted to a free Afghanistan. I am 
hopeful that the Senate will join them 
and approve this resolution. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU­
TION 76-CONGRATULATING 
LECH WALESA ON WINNING 
THE 1983 NOBEL PEACE PRIZE 
Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. PERCY, 

Mr. PELL, and Mr. KENNEDY) submit­
ted the following concurrent resolu­
tion; which was placed on the calen­
dar: 

S. CoN. RES. 76 
Whereas a secure and universal peace is a 

major objective of people of good will 
throughout the world; 

Whereas one of the necessary conditions 
of achieving such peace is universal respect 
for and realization of internationally recog­
nized human rights and fundamental free­
doms; 

Whereas article 23 of the Universal Decla­
ration of Human Rights establishes the 
right of every individual to work, to free 
choice of employment, to just and favorable 
conditions of work, and to form and to join 
trade unions for the protection of the inter­
ests of such individual; 

Whereas the right to form and to join 
trade unions for the protection of the inter­
est of the individual is a right guaranteed by 
the Helsinki Final Act, of which Poland is a 
signatory; 

Whereas the independent Polish trade 
union Solidarity has for three years repre­
sented the interests of the Polish working 
class in a cooperative, moderate and concili­
atory fashion; 

Whereas the trade union Solidarity pre­
served peaceful methods and intentions 
even in the face of persecution, imprison­
ment of union leaders, and government vio­
lence against the union; 

Whereas the founder and elected leader of 
Solidarity, Lech Walesa, has had a funda­
mental role in establishing and leading Soli­
darity as a labor organization working for 
peaceful goals by peaceful means; and 

Whereas Lech Walesa has been awarded 
the 1983 Nobel Peace Prize in recognition 
for inspiring all peace-loving people by at­
tempting to solve the labor problems of 
Poland through negotiations and coopera­
tion, and suffering imprisonment and unjust 
vilification as a result of these actions: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate fthe House of Rep­
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
of the United States of America-

n> congratulates Lech Walesa as the re­
cipient of the 1983 Nobel Peace Prize and 
commends the Norwegian Nobel Committee 
on this outstanding choice, 

(2) requests the Government of Poland to 
facilitate the personal attendance at the 
award ceremony and to guarantee the safe 
return to Poland of Lech Walesa, and 

(3) calls upon all peace-loving nations to 
continue to support the cause of free trade 
unions everywhere, to promote internation­
ally recognized human rights and funda­
mental freedoms, and to help establish on 
the basis of freedom and mutual trust a 
secure and universal peace. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I send a 
resolution to the desk and ask unani­
mous consent that it be placed on the 
calendar. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there­
quest has been cleared on this side. 
The request, as I understand it, is that 
the resolution be placed on the calen­
dar. There is no objection on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to submit a concurrent resolu­
tion with the distinguished chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee, 
Mr. PERCY and the distinguished rank­
ing minority member, Mr. PELL, and 
Senator KENNEDY to congratulate 
Lech Walesa, the remarkable Polish 
labor leader for being the recipient of 
the 1983 Nobel Peace Prize. 

This resolution acknowledges the 
contributions of Mr. Walesa to the 
cause of free trade unions and free 
and fair labor relations which form a 
very important part of internationally 
recognized human rights. Respect for 
and implementation of such rights is, 
of course, one of the most important 
conditions of international peace, and 
the resolution commends the Norwe­
gian Nobel Committee for this pro­
found realization that was manifestd 
in their decision. 

The resolution also requests the 
Polish Government to let Lech Walesa 
travel to Oslo to attend the award 
ceremony in person, and, even more 
importantly, to allow him to return to 
Poland. 

Finally, the resolution calls upon the 
peace-loving nations to continue to 
work for the freedom of labor, for 
human rights and for universal peace, 
following the example of Lech Walesa. 

Mr. President, yesterday I saluted 
Lech Walesa on this floor and recalled 
the unforgettable evening I spent with 
him last August in Gdansk in friendly 
discussion. He is not only an extraordi­
narily warm, friendly, open human 
being but a genuine hero of our age, a 
real inspiration for the oppressed of 
the world. 

I urge my colleagues to join Sena­
tors PERcY, PEL!., KENNEDY, and myself 
in paying tribute to this modern hero 
of labor, human rights and the cause 
of peace. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 239-RE­
LATING TO EXPENDITURES BY 
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. ANDREWS submitted the fol­

lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Select Committee on Indian Af­
fairs: 

S. RES. 239 
Resolved, That Senate Resolution 76, sec­

tion 21, paragraph <A> 98th Congress, be 
amended by striking out "January 2, 1984" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "February 29, 
1984"; and be it further 

Resolved, That Senate Resolution 76, sec­
tion 21, paragraph <B> 98th Congress, as 
amended by Senate Resolution 111, 98th 
Congress, be amended by striking out 
"$620,990" and inserting in lieu thereof, 
"$745,188". 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DAIRY AND TOBACCO PRICE 
SUPPORTS 

PRESSLER AMENDMENT NO. 2294 
Mr. PRESSLER proposed an amend­

ment to the bill <S. 1529) to stabilize a 
temporary imbalance in the supply 
and demand for dairy products, to 
enable milk producers to establish, fi­
nance, 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 
production adjustment program, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 19, line 14, insert "<1)" after 
"on". 

On page 19, line 18. insert after "produc­
tivity" the following: "and <2> the feasibility 
of imposing a limitation of the total amount 
of payments and other assistance a produc­
er of milk may receive during a year under 
section 201 (d) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 (7 u.s.c. 1446 (d))". 

HAWKINS AMENDMENT NO. 2295 
Mrs. HAWKINS (for herself, Mr. 

WILSON, and Mr. MOYNIHAN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1529, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 2, beginning on line 8, strike out 
all that follows through line 9 on page 19 
and insert in lieu thereof the following new 
section: 

DAIRY PRODUCTION STABILIZATION 

SEc. 102. Subsection <d> of section 201 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1446 
(d)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
oflaw-

"<1) Effective for the period beginning on 
November 1, 1983, and ending February 28, 
1985, the price of milk shall be supported at 
not less than $12.10 per hundredweight of 
milk containing 3.67 per centum milkfat. 

"(2) The price of milk shall be supported 
through the purchase of milk and the prod­
ucts of milk.". 

On page 38, line 22, insert "and" after the 
semicolon. 

On page 38, beginning on line 23, strike 
out all that follows through line 2 on page 
39. 

On page 39, line 3, strike out "(3)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(2)". 

JEPSEN <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2296 

Mr. JEPSEN <for himself, Mr. 
TOWER, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. ZORINSKY, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. THuRMOND, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. BoREN, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. 
BOSCHWITZ, Mr. BENTSEN, and Mr. 
CocHRAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1529, supra; as follows: 

On page 6, line 2, insert immediately after 
the period the following new sentence "In 
setting the terms and conditions of such 
contracts, the Secretary shall take into ac­
count any adverse impact of the reductions 
in milk production on beef and pork produc­
ers in the United States and shall take all 
feasible steps to minimize such impact.". 

On page 11, lines 24 and 25, strike out "re­
quired by the contract." and insert in lieu 
thereof "as specified by the Secretary for 
each quarter in the contract: Provided, 
That the aggregate quantity of such reduc­
tions for the entire diversion period must be 
at least equal to the total reduction required 
by the contract.". 

METZENBAUM <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2297 

Mr. METZENBAUM <for himself, 
Mr. GARN, Mr. ROTH, Mr. STAFFORD, 
Mr. PERCY, Mr. TSONGAS, Mr. PELL, Mr. 
HEINZ, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
DANFORTH, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. GORTON, 
and Mr. MoYNIHAN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1529, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 40, beginning with line 19, strike 
out through the end of the bill and insert 
the following: 

REPEAL OF PROVISIONS OF LAW CONCERNING 
PRICE SUPPORT FOR TOBACCO 

SEc. 201 <a><l> Section lOl<a> of the Agri­
cultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 144l<a)) is 
amended by striking out "tobacco <except as 
otherwise provided herein), com" and in­
serting in lieu thereof "com". 

<2> Section 101<c) of such Act <7 U.S.C. 
144l<c)) is repealed. 

<3> Section 10l<d><3> of such Act <7 U.S.C. 
144l<d)(3)) is amended-

<A> by striking out ", except tobacco,", 
and 

<B> by striking out "and no price support 
shall be made available for any crop of to­
bacco for which marketing quotas have 
been disapproved by producers.". 

(b) Sections 106, 106A, and 106B of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1445, 
1445-1, 1445-2> are repealed. 

<c> Section 408<c> of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1428(c)) is amended by 
striking out "tobacco,". 
REPEAL OF PROVISIONS OF LAW CONCERNING TO­

BACCO ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS AND MARKETING 

QUOTAS 

SEc. 202. <a> Section 2 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1282) is 
amended by striking out "tobacco.". 

(b) Section 301<b) of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1301<b)) is 
amended-

<1> in paragraph (3) by striking out sub-
paragraph <C>. 

(2) in paragraph <6><A> by striking out 
"tobacco,", 

(3) in paragraph <7> by striking out­
"Tobacco <flue-cured), July 1-June 30; 
"Tobacco <other than flue-cured>, October 

!-September 30;", 
<4> in paragraph 00 by striking out sub­

paragraph <B>. 
<5> in paragraph <ll><B> by striking out 

"and tobacco", 
(6) in paragraph (12) by striking out "to-

bacco,", 
<7> in paragraph (14)-
<A> by striking out "(A)'', and 
<B> by striking out subparagraph (B), 
(8) by striking out paragraph (15), and 
(9) in paragraph (16) by striking out sub­

paragraph <B>. 
(c) Section 303 of the Agricultural Adjust­

ment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1303) is amended 
by striking out "rice, or tobacco," and in­
serting in lieu thereof "or rice,". 

<d> Part I of subtitle B of title III of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 <7 
U.S.C. 1311 et seq.) is repealed. 

<e> Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1361) is amended 
by striking out "tobacco,". 

(f)(l) Section 371<a> of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 137l<a)) is 
amended by striking out "peanuts, or tobac­
co" and inserting in lieu thereof "or pea­
nuts". 

<2> Section 37l<b) of such Act <7 U.S.C. 
137l<b)) is amended by striking out "pea­
nuts, or tobacco" and inserting in lieu there­
of "or peanuts". 

(g)(l) Section 373<a> of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1373(a)) is 
amended-

<A> in the first sentence-
(i) by striking out "peanuts, or tobacco, 

and" and inserting in lieu thereof "or pea­
nuts, and", 

<ii) by striking out "peanuts, or tobacco 
from" and inserting in lieu thereof "or pea­
nuts from", and 

<iii> by striking out "all persons engaged 
in the business of redrying, prizing, or stem­
ming tobacco for producers,", and 

<B> in the last sentence by striking out 
"$500;" 
and all that follows through the end thereof 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$500.". 

(2) Section 373(b) of such Act <7 U.S.C. 
1373(b)) is amended by striking out "pea­
nuts, or tobacco" and inserting in lieu there­
of "or peanuts". 

<h> Section 375<a> of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1375(a)) is 
amended by striking out "peanuts, or tobac­
co" and inserting in lieu thereof "or pea­
nuts". 

(i) Section 378<f> of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1983 <7 U.S.C. 1378(f)) is re­
pealed. 

(j) The Act entitled "An Act relating to 
burley tobacco farm acreage allotments 
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended", approved July 12, 1952 
<7 U.S.C. 1315), is repealed. 

<k> Section 4 of the Act entitled "An Act 
to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, to provide for acreage­
poundage marketing quotas for tobacco, to 
amend the tobacco price support provisions 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, 
and for other purposes", approved April 16, 
1965 <7 U.S.C. 1314c note), is repealed. 

< 1) Section 703 of the Food and Agricul­
ture Act of 1965 (7 U.S.C. 1316) is repealed. 

EXCLUSION OF TOBACCO FROM CONCESSSIONAL 
EXPORT SALES PROVISIONS OF PUBLIC LAW 480 

SEc. 203. The proviso to the first sentence 
of section 402, of the Agricultural Trade De­
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1732) is amended by striking out ", 
and for the purposes of title II of this Act," 
and inserting in lieu thereof "or". 

PROHIBITION AGAINST COMMODITY CREDIT COR-
PORATION USING POWERS WITH RESPECT TO 

TOBACCO 

SEc. 204. Section 5 of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation Charter Act 05 U.S.C. 
714c) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new undesignated paragraph: 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Corporation may not exercise any 
of the powers specified in this section or in 
any other provision of this Act with respect 
to tobacco.". 

PROHIBITION AGAINST TOBACCO MARKETING 
ORDERS 

SEc. 205. Section 8c(2) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act <7 U.S.C. 608c(2)), reenact­
ed with amendments by the Agricultural 
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Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is amend­
ed-

<1> by striking out "tobacco,", 
<2> by inserting "tobacco," after "<B> any 

agricultural commodity <except honey,", 
and 

<3> by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: "Notwithstanding any other provi­
sion of law, no order concerning tobacco 
may be issued or enforced under this Act.". 
WITHDRAWAL OF CONSENT RELATING TO COM· 

PACTS AMONG STATES FOR REGULATING TOBAC­
CO PRODUCTION AND COMMERCE 

SEc. 206. <a> The Act entitled "An Act re­
lating to compacts and agreements among 
States in which tobacco is produced provid­
ing for the control of production of, or com­
merce in, tobacco in such States, and for 
other purposes", approved April 25, 1936 <7 
U.S.C. 515 et seq.), commonly known as the 
Tobacco Control Act, is repealed. 

<b> The Congress hereby withdraws its 
consent to any compact or agreement en­
tered into under the Act referred to in sub­
section <a>. 
PAYMENTS TO CERTAIN LOW INCOME OWNERS OF 

FARMS WITH TERMINATED TOBACCO ALLOT­
MENTS AND QUOTAS 

SEc. 207. <a><l> Each individual who-
<A> throughout the period beginning on 

March 8, 1983, and ending on the effective 
date of this section, owned all or part of a 
farm with respect to which a tobacco acre­
age allotment or marketing quota was estab­
lished or assigned under part I of subtitle B 
of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 <7 U.S.C. 1311 et seq.), 

<B> had a modified adjusted gross income 
of not over $24,000 for the taxable year 
ending in 1982, 

<C> Not later than December 31, 1984, files 
an application in such manner and in such 
form as the Secretary may require by rule, 
shall be entitled to receive payments from 
the Secretary in accordance with this sub­
section. 

<2><A> Subject to paragraph <7>, the aggre­
gate amount of payments which such indi­
vidual shall be entitled to receive under 
paragraph <1> shall be equal to the product 
of-

(i) the percentage of the proceeds of sale 
such individual would have been entitled to 
receive if such allotment or quota had been 
sold on March 8, 1983, and 

(ii) the product of the fair market value of 
such allotment or quota and the modified 
adjusted gross income percentage as deter­
mined under subparagraph <B>, by the per­
centage obtained by multiplying-

<B> The modified adjusted gross income 
percentage referred to in subparagraph 
<A><ii> with respect to any individual enti­
tled to any payment under paragraph < 1 > is 
the percentage which corresponds to the 
modified adjusted gross income of such indi­
vidual in the following table: 

If the amount of such The modified adjusted 
modified adjusted gross income per-
gross income is: centage is: 

Not over $15,000................... 100 percent 
Over $15,000 but not over 

$16,000................................ 90 percent 
Over $16,000 but not over 

$17,000................................ 80 percent 
Over $17,000 but not over 

$18,000 ............................... . 70 percent 
Over $18,000 but not over 

$19,000 ............................... . 60 percent 
Over $19,000 but not over 

$20,000 ............................... . 50 percent 

If the amount of such The modified adjusted 
modified adjusted gross income per-
gross income is: centage is: 

Over $20,000 but not over 
$21,000................................ 40 percent 

Over $21,000 but not over 
$22,000................................ 30 percent 

Over $22,000 but not over 
$23,000 ................................ 20 percent 

Over $23,000 but not over 
$24,000................................ 10 percent 

Over $24,000 ......................... 0 percent 
(3) For purposes of paragraph <2>, the fair 

market value of such allotment or quota 
shall be the fair market value of such allot­
ment or quota on March 8, 1983, as deter­
mined by the Secretary. In making such de­
termination, the Secretary shall consider 
studies relating to the value of tobacco acre­
age allotments and marketing quotas estab­
lished under part I of subtitle B of title III 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
which have been conducted by universities, 
colleges, and other persons. 

<4><A> For purposes of paragraph <l><B> 
and paragraph (2), the modified adjusted 
gross income of any individual entitled to 
payment under paragraph <1> for the tax­
able year ending in 1982 shall be the adjust­
ed gross income of such individual for such 
taxable year-

(i) determined under section 62 of the In­
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 without regard 
to the deductions from gross income other­
wise allowable under such Code for such 
taxable year pursuant to-

< I> paragraph <7> of such section <relating 
to profit-sharing, annuities, and bond pur­
chase plans of self-employed individuals), 

<II> paragraph <10> of such section <relat­
ing to retirement savings), and 

<III> paragraph <14> of such section <relat­
ing to reforestation expenses>. 

(ii) increased by-
<I> the amount of any interest and divi­

dends not included in gross income for pur­
poses of the tax imposed by chapter 1 of 
such Code for such taxable year, 

<II> an amount equal to the sum of any 
items of tax preference described in section 
57 of such Code <other than paragraph <9> 
thereof) applicable to such individual for 
such taxable year, and 

<iii> decreased by fifty percent of any 
amount of rent received in such taxable 
year in connection with the lease of any 
such allotment or quota. 

<B> In the case of an individual who filed 
a joint return <within the meaning of sec­
tion 6013 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954) for such taxable year. adjusted gross 
income under subparagraph <A> shall be the 
adjusted gross income of such individual 
and such individual's spouse for such tax­
able year. 

<C> In the case of an individual who has 
not attained age 18 <or, in the case of a stu­
dent, has not attained age 22), adjusted 
gross income for purposes of determining 
modified adjusted gross income under sub­
paragraph <A> shall be the adjusted gross 
income of such individual and any other 
person who was allowed a deduction with re­
spect to such individual for such taxable 
year under section 151 of the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1954 <relating to deductions for 
personal exemptions). 

(5) For purposes of paragraph <l><A>. an 
acreage allotment or marketing quota which 
is-

<A> established or assigned to a farm 
under such part and, 

<B> transferred to another farm <other 
than after a sale of such allotment or 
quota>. 

shall not be considered established or as­
signed with respect to the farm to which 
such allotment or quota was so transferred. 

<6> The Secretary shall make payments to 
which individuals are entitled under this 
subsection from the revolving fund estab­
lished under subsection <b>-

<A> as soon as amounts are received in 
such fund, and 

<B> in as equitable, efficient, and expedi­
tious a manner as is practicable, 
except that no individual shall be entitled to 
a payment under this subsection prior to 
October 1, 1984. 

(7) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subsection, no payment under this 
subsection to any individual shall exceed an 
amount which is equal to the product of-

<A> 5, and 
<B> $24,000 minus so much of the modified 

adjusted gross income of such individual as 
does not exceed $24,000. 

<b><l><A> All payments made under sub­
section <a> shall be made from amounts re­
ceived by the Secretary as assessments 
under this subsection and deposited in the 
revolving fund established pursuant to sub­
section <b>. 

<B> There is established a revolving fund 
for tobacco assessments. There shall be 
credited to the fund all amounts received by 
the Secretary pursuant to this subsection. 
Amounts deposited in the fund are appro­
priated to the Secretary for fiscal year 1984 
and the succeeding fiscal years for the pur­
poses of making payments under subsection 
<a>. Such amounts shall be available without 
fiscal year limitation. 

<2> For purposes of carrying out para­
graph <1), the Secretary shall establish and 
impose assessments applicable to the mar­
keting of all tobacco produced in the United 
States. Such assessments shall not apply 
with respect to tobacco of crops before the 
1984 crop of tobacco. The rates of such as­
sessments-

<A> shall generate, as soon as practicable, 
amounts sufficient to make such payments, 

<B> shall not exceed 20 cents per pound, 
<C> shall be uniform for all kinds of tobac­

co, 
<D> shall be uniform for a particular crop 

of tobacco, and 
<E> shall be as uniform as practicable for 

all crops of tobacco with respect to which 
such assessments are imposed. 

<3> Any person who produces tobacco with 
respect to which such assessments are im­
posed shall be liable for such assessments. 

<4><A> Except as provided in subparagraph 
<B>. assessments imposed with respect to to­
bacco and owed under paragraph (3) by the 
producer of such tobacco shall be collected 
from any person to whom such producer 
markets such tobacco. 

<B><D If tobacco with respect to which as­
sessments are owed under paragraph <3> is 
marketed through a warehouseman or other 
agent, then such assessments shall be col­
lected from such warehouseman or agent. 

(ii) If tobacco with respect to which as­
sessments are owed under paragraph <3> is 
marketed directly by the producer of such 
tobacco to any person outside of the United 
States, then such assessments shall be col­
lected from such producer. 

(5) Persons required to collect assessments 
under paragraph (4) shall-

<A> remit such assessments to the Secre­
tary at such time and in such manner as the 
Secretary may require by rule, and 

<B> maintain, and make available for in­
spection by the Secretary, such records as 
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the Secretary may require, by rule, in order 
to ensure an accurate accounting of the col­
lection and remittance of such assessments. 

<6><A> Any person who fails to pay, col­
lect, or remit any assessment owed under 
paragraph <3> or payable under paragraph 
<4> and paragraph <5> may be assessed a civil 
penalty by the Secretary equal to the prod­
uct of three and the amount of such assess­
ment. No civil penalty may be so assessed 
unless such person is given notice of, and 
opportunity for an agency hearing on the 
record with respect to, such violation. 

<B> Any person against whom a civil pen­
alty is assessed under subparagraph <A> may 
obtain review of such penalty in an appro­
priate district court of the United States by 
filing a civil action in such court not later 
than 30 days after such penalty is imposed. 
The findings of the Secretary shall be set 
aside only if found to be unsupported by 
substantial evidence. 

< C> The district courts of the United 
States shall have jurisdiction to review and 
enforce any civil penalty imposed under 
subparagraph <A>. 

<c> For purposes of this section-
<1> the term "Secretary" means the Secre­

tary of Agriculture, 
<2> the term "person" shall have the 

meaning given to such term by section 1 of 
title 1, United States Code, 

<3> the term "tobacco" means all the kinds 
of tobacco listed in section 30l<b><l5> of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 <7 
u.s.c. 130l(b)(15)), 

<4> the term "to market" means to sell or 
exchange in a commercial market, 

<5> the term "United States", when used 
in a geographical sense, means the several 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com­
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Common­
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
and the territories and possessions of the 
United States, and 

(6) the term "student" means any individ­
ual who during each of 5 months of calen­
dar year 1983-

<A> was a full-time student at an educa­
tional organization described in section 
170<b><l><A><ii> of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954, or 

<B> was pursuing a full-time course of in­
stitutional on-farm training under the su­
pervision of an accredited agent of an edu­
cational organization described in such sec­
tion 170(b)(l)(A}(ii} of such Code or of a 
State or political subdivision of a State. 

EFFECTIVE DATES; SCOPE OF APPLICATION 

SEc. 208. <a><l> Except as provided in para­
graphs (2) and <3>, this title shall take effect 
on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

<2> Section 206 and the amendment made 
by section 206 shall take effect January 1, 
1984. 

(3) Section 207 shall take effect October 1, 
1983. 

(b) The amendments made by sections 201 
through 205 of this Act to any other provi­
sion of law shall not apply with respect to 
crops of tobacco before the 1984 crop of to­
bacco and shall not affect the authority of 
the Secretary of Agriculture under any such 
provision, or the force and effect of any re­
quirement of, or any regulation or agree­
ment under or pursuant to, any such provi­
sion, on and after the date of the enactment 
of this Act to the extend such provision ap­
plies to crops of tobacco before the 1984 
crop year. 

<c> The Agriculture Department shall pro­
vide all necessary technical assistance to to­
bacco farmers through fiscal year 1986 to 
provide, to the extent possible, a transition 

period for said farmers following the termi­
nation of the tobacco support program. 

IMPORTED TOBACCO 

SEc. 209. <a><1> Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, all tobacco offered for im­
portation into the United States shall be-

<A> inspected for grade and quality as to­
bacco marketed through a warehouse in the 
United States is inspected for grade and 
quality; and 

<B> accompanied by a written certification 
by the importer, in such form as the Secre­
tary of Agriculture may prescribe, that none 
of the pesticides the registration of which 
has been cancelled or suspended for use on 
tobacco in the United States under the Fed­
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act, has been used in the production of the 
tobacco offered for importation into the 
United States. 

<2> The Secretary of Agriculture shall es­
tablish grade and quality standards for the 
purposes of paragraph < 1 ><A> that are, inso­
far as practicable, the same as those appli­
cable to tobacco marketed through a ware­
house in the United States. 

(3) Any tobacco that is not accompanied 
by the certification required by paragraph 
<l><B> shall not be permitted entry into the 
United States. The provisions of section 
1001 of title 18, United States Code, shall be 
applicable with respect to any such certifi­
cation made by an importer under such 
paragraph. 

(b) The Secretary shall enforce the provi­
sions of subsection <a> at the point of entry 
of tobacco offered for importation into the 
United States. The Secretary shall by regu­
lation fix and collect from the importer fees 
and charges for inspection under subsection 
<a><l> which shall, as nearly as practicable, 
cover the costs of such services, including 
the administrative and supervisory costs 
customarily included by the Secretary in 
user fee calculations. "The fees and charges, 
when collected, shall be credited to the cur­
rent appropriation account that incurs the 
cost and shall be available without fiscal 
year limitation to pay the expenses of the 
Secretary incident to providing services 
under subsection (a)(l)." · 

Amend the title so as to read: "A bill to 
stabilize a temporary 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 repeal provi­
sons of law concerning price support for to­
bacco, and for other purposes.". 

MATTINGLY AMENDMENT NO. 
2298 

Mr. MATTINGLY proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1529, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 45, line 9, strike out "1989" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1986". 

On page 45, lines 17 and 18, strike out "for 
the 1984 through 1986 crops of such tobac­
co". 

On page 46, line 5, delete the colon and all 
that follows through "pounds" on line 10 
and insert in lieu thereof". The Secretary 
shall promulgate rules which establish a 
similar requirement for Fall payment of any 
rental of Flue-cured tobacco allotment acre­
age and quota, and further shall require 
that any seller of a Flue-cured tobacco allot­
ment and quota grant to the buyer on 
option to make payment therefor in equal 
annual installments payable each Fall for a 

period not to exceed five years from the 
year in which the sale is made." 

On page 46, line 10, strike out "1990" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1987". 

On page 48, strike out line 21 and all that 
follows through line 25. 

On page 49, line 1, strike out "(c)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(b)" and strike out 
"1990" and insert in lieu thereof "1987". 

On page 49, line 3, strike out "subsections 
<a> and (b)" and insert in lieu thereof "sub­
section (a)". 

METZENBAUM AMENDMENT NO. 
2299 

Mr. METZENBAUM proposed an 
amendment to the billS. 1529, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 53, following line 15, insert the 
following: 

IMPORTED TOBACCO 

SEc. 216<a><l> Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, all tobacco offered for im­
portation into the United States shall be-

<A> inspected for grade and quality as to­
bacco marketed through a warehouse in the 
United States is inspected for grade and 
quality; and 

<B> accompanied by a written certification 
by the importer, in such form as the Secre­
tary of Agriculture may prescribe, that none 
of the pesticides the registration of which 
has been cancelled or suspended for use on 
tobacco in the United States under the Fed­
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act, has been used in the production of the 
tobacco offered for importation into the 
United States. 

<2> The Secretary of Agriculture shall es­
tablish grade and quality standards for the 
purposes of paragraph < l)(A) that are, inso­
far as practicable, the same as those appli­
cable to tobacco marketed through a ware­
house in the United States. 

(3) Any tobacco that is not accompanied 
by the certification required by paragraph 
<l><B> shall not be permitted entry into the 
United States. The provisions of section 
1001 of title 18, United States Code, shall be 
applicable with respect to any such certifi­
cation made by an importer under such 
paragraph. 

(b) The Secretary shall enforce the provi­
sions of subsection <a> at the point of entry 
of tobacco offered for importation into the 
United States. The Secretary shall by regu­
lation fix and collect from the importer fees 
and charges for inspection under subsection 
(a)( 1) which shall, as nearly as practicable, 
cover the costs of such services, including 
the administrative and supervisory costs 
customarily included by the Secretary in 
user fee calculations. The Fees and charges, 
when collected, shall be credited to the cur­
rent appropriation account that incurs the 
cost and shall be available without fiscal 
year limitation to pay the expenses of the 
Secretary incident to providing services 
under subsection <a><l>. 

BENTSEN <AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2300 

Mr. BENTSEN (for himself, Mr. 
TOWER, Mr. BOREN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. RAN­
DOLPH, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
MELCHER, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. BURDICK, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. MATTINGLY, Mr. 
NICKLES, and Mr. WALLOP) proposed 
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an amendment to the bill S. 1529, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new title: 

TITLE III-EMERGENCY FEED 
ASSISTANCE 

SHORT TITLE 
SEC. 301. This title may be cited as the 

"Emergency Feed Assistance Act of 1983". 
SEc. 302. <a> As used in this section-
<1> the term "damaged corn" means corn 

that is classified as U.S. No. 4, U.S. No. 5 or 
U.S. Sample grade under section 810.353 of 
title 7, Code of Federal Regulations; and 

<B> the term "eligible farmers and ranch­
ers" means farmers and ranchers who are 
eligible to receive loans under section 321 of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop­
ment Act <7 U.S.C. 1961>. 

<b> To assist eligible farmers and ranchers 
in areas that have been adversely affected 
by the drought, hot weather, or related dis­
aster to preserve and maintain foundation 
herds of livestock and poultry <including 
their offspring) and secondary livestock, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall make dam­
aged corn held by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation available to such farmers and 
ranchers in accordance with section 407 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1970 <7 U.S.C. 1427>. 

<c> In making damaged corn available to 
such farmers and ranchers under this sec­
tion, the Secretary shall offer the damaged 
com held by the Corporation at a price that 
is equal to 75 percent of the current basic 
county loan rate for such corn in effect 
under the Agricultural Act of 1949 <or a 
comparable price if there is no such current 
basic county loan rate>. 

(d) The Secretary shall make damaged 
corn available for sale, as provided under 
this section, until September 30, 1984, or the 
date, as determined by the Secretary, on 
which any emergency created by the 
drought, hot weather, or related disaster no 
longer exists. 

<e> Effective for the period beginning on 
the date of enactment of this Act and 
ending September 30, 1984, the fifth sen­
tence of Section 407 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1427> is amended by insert­
ing "and secondary livestock," after "sheep, 
and goats, and their offspring,". 

MATSUNAGA <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2301 

Mr. MATSUNAGA (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. MUR­
KOWSKI) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1529, supra; as follows: 

On page 22, strike out lines 16 through 19 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: "<L> 
the term "United States" means the forty­
eight contiguous states in the continental 
United States." 

HUMPHREY <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2302 

Mr. RUDMAN (for Mr. HUMPHREY, 
Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. CHAFEE, and Mr. 
D' AMATo) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1529, supra; as follows: 

On page 4, line 11, insert after the period 
the following new sentence: "This para­
graph does not apply to any of the milk pro­
duced by a producer who produces any 
quantity of milk, processes such quantity 
into consumer packages, and markets such 
packages.". 

On page 6, line 2, insert after the period 
the following new sentence: "This para­
graph does not apply to a producer who pro­
duces any quantity of milk, processes such 
quantity into consumer packages, and mar­
kets such packages.". 

NUNN <AND MATTINGLY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2303 

Mr. NUNN <for himself and Mr. 
MATTINGLY) proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1529, supra; as follows: 

On page 41, line 2, strike out "subsection" 
and insert in lieu thereof "subsections". 

On page 43, line 11, strike out the quota­
tion marks and the second period. 

On page 43, lines 11 and 12, insert the fol­
lowing: "(g) Notwithstanding the provisions 
of subsection (d) and section 403, the Secre­
tary, if requested by the board of directors 
of the association through which price sup­
port for Flue-cured tobacco is made avail­
able to producers, may (1) designate for any 
crop certain grades of Flue-cured tobacco 
that are eligible for price support <but rep­
resenting in the aggregate not more than 25 
percentum of the total quantity of the Flue­
cured tobacco crop that the Secretary esti­
mates will be produced) that the Secretary 
determines are of such quantity or quality 
as to impair their marketability, and <2> 
without regard to the weighted average of 
the support rates for eligible grades of Flue­
cured tobacco determined under the proviso 
to the first sentence of subsection (d), fur­
ther reduce the support rates for such 
grades to the extent the Secretary deems 
necessary to reflect their market value, but 
in no event by more than 17 percentum of 
the respective support rates that would oth­
erwise be established under this section.". 

DOMENICI AMENDMENT NO. 2304 
Mr. DOMENICI proposed an amend­

ment to the bill S. 1529, supra; as fol­
lows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow­
ing new language: "The Secretary shall es­
tablish a marketing order for pecans dealing 
with promotional activities.". 

HEFLIN AMENDMENT NOS. 2305 
AND 2306 

Mr. HEFLIN proposed two amend­
ments to the bill S. 1529, supra; as fol­
lows: 

On page 19, line 11, insert "(a)" after "Sec. 
103.". 

On page 19, between lines 18 and 19, 
insert the following new subsection: 

(b) Not later than one hundred and 
twenty days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall-

< 1> review in light of current economic 
conditions all regulations governing, and 
provisions of, milk marketing orders issued 
under section Be of the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act, as amended and reenacted by the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937 <7 U.S.C. 60Bc>. that have not been re­
viewed by the Secretary at any time during 
the ten year period preceding the date of 
the enactment of this Act; 

<2> take such actions as the Secretary de­
termines are necessary to revise such regula­
tions and provisons in light of such review; 
and 

(3) submit a report on such review and ac­
tions to the Committee Agriculture of the 

House of Representatives and the Commit­
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
of the Senate. 

AMENDMENT N 0. 2306 
On page 53, after line 15, insert a new title 

as follows: 
"TITLE III-EGGS 

"SEc. 301. This title may be cited as the 
"Egg Adjustment Act of 19B3". 

"SEc. 302. The Agricultural Adjustment 
Act <7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), reenacted with 
amendments by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, is amended in the 
first sentence of section Bc<2> by striking 
out "poultry <but not excepting turkeys), 
eggs <but not excepting turkey hatching 
eggs)," and inserting in lieu thereof "poul­
try <but not excepting turkeys and not ex­
cepting poultry which produce commercial 
eggs),"; and in subsection <I> of section Bc<6> 
by inserting after the word "pecans," and 
before the word "avocados,", the word 
"eggs,". 

BAUCUS AMENDMENT NO. 2307 
Mr. BAUCUS proposed an amend­

ment to the bill S. 1529, supra; as fol­
lows: 

On page 4, line 11, insert after the period 
the following new sentence: "At the discre­
tion of the Secretary this paragraph applies 
only to a producer who produces any quan­
tity of milk in a production area specified in 
a marketing order issued under section Be of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amend­
ed and reenacted by the Agricultural Mar­
keting Agreement Act of 1937 <7 U.S.C. 
60Bc>.". 

On page 6, line 2, insert after the period 
the following new sentence: "At the discre­
tion of the Secretary this paragraph applies 
only to a producer who produces any quan­
tity of milk in a production area specified in 
a marketing order issued under section Be of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amend­
ed and reenacted by the Agricultural Mar­
keting Agreement Act of 1937 <7 U.S.C. 
60Bc>.". 

FEDERAL SUPPLEMENTAL 
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1982 

DOLE AMENDEMENT NO. 2308 
Mr. DOLE proposed an amendment 

to the bill <H.R. 4101) to extend the 
Federal Supplemental Compensation 
Act of 1982, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert the following. 

EXTENSION OF PROGRAM 
SECTION 1. <a> Paragraph <2> of section 

602(!) of the Federal Supplemental Com­
pensation Act of 19B2 is amended by strik­
ing out "September 30, 19B3" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "October 1B, 19B3". 

(b) Paragraph <2> of section 605 of such 
Act is amended by striking out "October 1, 
19B3" and inserting in lieu thereof "Novem­
ber 1, 19B3". 
EXTENSION OF PROVISION ALLOWING PAYMENT 

OF DISABILITY BENEFITS DURING APPEAL 
SEc. B. Section 223(g)(3)(B) of the Social 

Security Act is amended by striking out 
"October 1, 1983" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "December 7, 19B3". 
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EXTENSION OF PROVISIONS RELATING TO DE· 

PENDENT CHILDREN VOLUNTARILY PLACED IN 
FOSTER CARE 

SEc. 9. <a> Section 102<a><l> of the Adop­
tion Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 
1980 is amended by striking out "October 1, 
1983" and inserting in lieu thereof "October 
1, 1984". 

<b> Section 102<e> of such Act is amended 
by striking out "October 1, 1983" each place 
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof in 
each instance "October 1, 1984". 

SOCIAL SECURITY COVERAGE OF RETIRED 
FEDERAL JUDGES ON ACTIVE DUTY 

SEc. 10. Notwithstanding section 10Hd> of 
the Social Security Amendments of 1983, 
the amendments made by section 101<c> of 
such Act shall apply only with respect to re­
muneration paid after December 31, 1985. 
Remuneration paid prior to January 1, 1986 
under section 37Hb> of title 28, United 
States Code, to an individual performing 
service under section 294 of such title, shall 
not be included in the term "wages" for pur­
poses of section 209 of the Social Security 
Act or section 312Ha> of the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1954. 

CLARIFICATION WITH RESPECT TO REPAYMENT 
OF LOANS 

Sec. 12. <a> Section 1202<b><2> of the 
Social Security Act is amended-

< 1 > in the matter preceding subparagraph 
<A>. by striking out "advance" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "advance or advances"; 

<2> in subparagraph <A>, by striking out 
"advance is" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"advances are"; 

<3> in subparagraph <A>. by striking out 
"advance was" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"advances were"; and 

(4) in subparagraph <B>. by striking out 
"advance" the second place it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof "advances". 

(b) The amendments made by this section 
shall apply to advances made on or after 
April1, 1982. 

PUBLIC LANDS AND NATIONAL 
PARKS ACT OF 1983 

THURMOND AMENDMENT NO. 
2309 

Mr. BAKER (for Mr. THURMOND) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1213, to amend certain provisions 
of law relating to units of the national 
park system and other public lands, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 4, line 21, strike the period, insert 
in lieu thereof a semicolon, and add the fol­
lowing: and by striking out "$500,000" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$2,000,000". 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the 
Senate Small Business Committee will 
hold a hearing on October 12, 1983, in 
Buffalo, N.Y., on the impact of crime 
on small business. The hearing will 
begin at 10:30 a.m. in room 226, second 
floor conference room, Federal Build­
ing, 111 W. Huron Street. Senator 
D'.AMATO will chair. For further infor­
mation, please contact Mike Haynes of 
the committee staff at 224-8487. 

Mr. President, I would like to an­
nounce that the Senate Small Busi­
ness Committee will hold a hearing on 
October 17, 1983, in Sioux Falls, S. 
Dak., on the impact of interest rates 
on the small business and agricultural 
sectors. The hearing will begin at 10 
a.m., Augustana College, Morrison 
Commons Lounge, 29th and South 
Summit Street. Senator PRESSLER will 
chair. For further information, please 
contact Mike Haynes of the committee 
staff at 224-8487. 

Mr. President, I would like to an­
nounce that the Senate Committee on 
Small Business will hold a hearing on 
October 17, 1983, in Nashville, Tenn., 
on the obstacles faced by small busi­
ness in Federal procurement. The 
hearing will begin at 1:45 p.m., in room 
29, Legislative Plaza. For further in­
formation, please contact Bill Mon­
talto of the committee staff at 224-
3099. 

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 to consider the 
nomination of Danny J. Boggs, of Vir­
ginia, to be Deputy Secretary of 
Energy; and the nomination of Ray­
mond J. O'Connor, of New York, to be 
a member of the Federal Energy Reg­
ulatory Commission. 

The hearing will be held on Monday, 
October 17, beginning at 10 a.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. David Doane of the committee 
staff at 224-7144. 

In addition, I would like to announce 
the scheduling of a public hearing 
before the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources to consider S. 1678, 
to amend the Energy Policy and Con­
servation Act to strengthen our Na­
tion's energy emergency preparedness 
consistent with the policy set forth in 
section 271 of said act, and for other 
purposes. The hearing will be held on 
Wednesday, October 19, beginning at 
10 a.m. in room SD-366 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building. 

Those wishing testify or who wish to 
submit written statements for the 
hearing record should write to the 
committee at the above-listed address. 

For further information regarding 
this hearing you may wish to contact 
Mr. Richard Grundy of the committee 
staff at 224-2564. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND MINERAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor­
mation of the Senate and the public 
that the Subcommittee on Energy and 
Mineral Resources will hold another 
hearing in a series of oversight hear­
ings on the condition of America's coal 
industry. The hearing will look at the 
competitiveness of American coal in 
both the domestic and the internation­
al energy market. The focus will be on 
America's coal railroad transportation 
system-specifically how recent regu­
latory actions have impacted the 
movement and utilization of coal, both 
domestically and internationally. 

The hearing will be held on Tues­
day, November 15, beginning at 9 a.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, Subcommittee on Energy and 
Mineral Resources, U.S. Senate, Wash­
ington, D.C. 20510. 

For further information regarding 
this hearing you may wish to contact 
Mr. Roger Sindelar of the subcommit­
tee staff at 224-5205. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY CONSERVATION AND 
SUPPLY 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom­
mittee on Energy Conservation and 
Supply, of the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, October 6, at 9:30 
a.m., to hold a hearing to consider S. 
1366, a bill to implement the recom­
mendations of the Interim Report of 
the Northern Mariana Islands Com­
mission on Federal Laws and to amend 
the Revised Organic Act of the Virgin 
Islands and the Organic Act of Guam, 
and for other purposes; and S. 1367, a 
bill to repeal certain provisions of law 
relating to the territories and insular 
possesions of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS AND RESERVED 

WATER 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom­
mittee on Public Lands and Reserved 
Water, of the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, October 6, at 9 
a.m., to hold a hearing to consider 
Senate Joint Resolution 139, a resolu­
tion to commemorate the centennial 
of Eleanor Roosevelt's birth; S. 1868, a 
bill to add $17,996,558 to the budget 
ceiling for new acquisitions at Sleeping 
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Bear Dunes National Lakeshore; S. 
1775, a bill to repeal the designation of 
the Georgia O'Keefe National Histori­
cal Site; S. 1790, a bill to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to enter into 
a contract or cooperative agreement 
with the Art Barn Association to assist 
in the preservation and interpretation 
of the Art Bam and Pierce Mill locat­
ed in Rock Creek Park within the Dis­
trict of Columbia; S. 806, a bill to pro­
vide for a plan to reimburse the Oke­
fenoke Rural Electric Membership 
Corporation for the costs incurred in 
installing electrical service to Cumber­
land Island National Seashore; S. 1389, 
a bill to transfer administration of cer­
tain lands in California and Nevada to 
the Bureau of Land Management; S. 
1654 and H.R. 451, bills to validate 
conveyances of certain land in the 
State of California that form part of 
the right-of-way granted by the 
United States to the Central Pacific 
Railway Co.; S. 1547 and H.R. 1191, 
bills to amend the conditions of a 
grant of certain lands to the town of 
Olathe, Colo., and for other purposes; 
S. 1860, a bill to clear title to certain 
lands along the California-Nevada 
boundary; and S. 1688, a bill to amend 
the act of October 18, 1972, to modify 
the authorization of appropriations 
for Sitka National Park, Alaska, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom­
mittee on East Asian and Pacific Af­
fairs of the Committee on Foreign Re­
lations be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 
October 6, to hold a hearing on the 
Pacific Air Frontier. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit­
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, October 6, to 
consider the nomination of Ronald 
Spiers to be Under Secretary for Man­
agement of the Department of State. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

BIBLE TRANSLATION DAY 
e Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
more than 400 people met Thursday, 
September 29, here in the Nation's 
Capital to honor the quiet, unsung 
heroes of the Christian movement: 
Bible translators. 

Anyone who reads a Bible should 
offer their heartfelt thanks to these 
translators. Without them, the Word 

of God, as expressed in the Bible, 
would not be available to us in our 
native language. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues, 
and anyone reading these remarks to 
think about their favorite Scripture 
passage, the passage that offers the 
greatest personal meaning. Then I ask 
you to think about what your life 
would be like if that passage were not 
available in English. 

You can now begin to understand 
the great role that these people have 
played in transforming the world by 
translating the Word. 

Senators, Congressmen, ambassa­
dors, top White House staff, Cabinet 
officials, military officers and hun­
dreds of others gathered for an hour 
in the U.S. Senate Caucus Room 
Thursday to pay tribute to Bible 
translators. The occassion was held on 
the feast of the death of St. Jerome, 
the first Bible translator, and a day 
that has been selected by Congress as 
Bible Translation Day. The event fea­
tured greetings from President 
Reagan, remarks by Senator HATFIELD, 
Dr. Richard Halverson, Senate Chap­
lain, Rev. Roy Oesch, Lutheran Bible 
translators, Dr. Barclay Newman, 
American Bible Society, Mr. David 
Cummings, and Wycliffe Bible Inter­
national. 

The highlight was the presentation 
of the 200th Bible translation pre­
pared by Wycliffe Bible International 
to the Ambassador of Ghana, Eric 
Otoo. This 200th translation was in 
the Hanga dialect, the language of a 
tribe living in Ghana. This translation 
was more than a decade in the making, 
and represented the life's work of 
Geoffrey and Rosemary Hunt, who 
were on hand to make the presenta­
tion. But as Geoffrey Hunt said yes­
terday: 

I am only one translator. My wife, Rose­
mary, is only one other. And there are thou­
sands of people out there right now working 
for Bible translation, struggling, some of 
them having great difficulties. But we are 
only representatives. If we had been number 
199 or number 201, you would not have 
known anything about us. 

Mr. President, in recent years there 
have been great achievements in the 
field of Bible translation in recent 
years. In fact, the progress made in 
the last 20 years equals the progress of 
the preceding 400 years. The Bible has 
now been translated into 1,763 lan­
guages and dialects and is available to 
95 percent of the world's population in 
their native tongue. 

But more remains to be done. Some 
3,000 languages remain either unwrit­
ten or untranslated. So yesterday's 
gathering both honored past achieve­
ment in translation and encouraged 
further progress. 

It is the goal of the Bible translation 
societies represented yesterday to de­
liver a transcript of the proceedings 
into the hands of every translator now 
working in this field. To help achieve 

this goal, Mr. President, it is my honor 
to ask that the transcript from the 
proceedings of Bible Translation Day 
be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

The transcript follows: 
BIBLE TRANSLATION DAY RECEPTION, 

SEPTEMBER 29, 1983 
PROCEEDINGS 

Senator ARMSTRONG. This is an historic oc­
casion in many ways, not the least of which 
is, this is probably the only meeting to take 
place on Capital Hill this year, that is start­
ing on time. 

[Laughter.] 
Senator ARMSTRONG. And I don't know 

about you but I am enthusiastic. Praise the 
Lord. To think of a gathering like this, in 
this setting, and an overflow crowd, and it's 
just great. 

I want to recall a story told by a constitu­
ent of Mark Hatfield, a pastor from Oregon, 
who related that when Vince Lombardi was 
the coach of the great Green Bay football 
team that just won week after week after 
week after week and got into such a habit of 
it, that one time they lost. And those of 
you-I don't know if there are any football 
fans in the room, but those of you who 
know anything about football will recall 
that he didn't take well to losing football 
games. 

And after it was over, so the story goes, he 
just bundled his people up into a bus, took 
them right out after the game to the prac­
tice field, he lined them up, and he said, 
"All right, it's back to basics. This is a foot­
ball." 

[Laughter.] 
Senator ARMSTRONG. Now, the point of the 

story is that what this meeting is all about, 
aside from honoring some people who have 
given such dedicated and effective service to 
the Lord, is to hold up this document for all 
the world to see, and say to them, "This is 
the Holy Scripture. This is the word of 
God." And I think that is the real symbol­
ism of this occasion, and I'm just excited 
and proud and pleased that so many of you 
are able to be with us today. 

One of those who we're honored to have is 
Herb Ellingwood, who comes here from the 
White House where he serves the President, 
and I'm wondering, Herb, would you come 
forward and open us with a word of prayer? 

Mr. ELLINGWOOD. Our Father in Heaven, 
in the name of Jesus, it's the most delight­
ful thing to be here where you allowed us to 
live, in the most exciting time in history, 
when people around the world are accepting 
Jesus as Savior, in numbers unheard of. And 
we thank you, God, for the servants that 
you've placed here, not only in the Capitol, 
but in Wycliffe translators and everywhere 
else, God, that they've given to you their 
lives, that what you want to have happen 
can happen, and happen in a way, God, that 
the world can recognize that there's a validi­
ty in the process here, when the President 
of this country will name this year, at the 
request of the Congress, the year of the 
Bible. 

What a fabulous thing, God, to live in this 
time. And we thank you for that. Each of us 
here just thank you for this opportunity to 
be alive now and to be a part of your family. 
And now we ask that your blessing would be 
upon all those that are here, especially the 
leadership of the building that are here, the 
leadership of the Congress. But also for all 
of the guests that are here, and we give you 
the praise for that. Amen. 
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Senator ARMSTRONG. As we gather here 

today, people throughout the world are 
dedicating themselves to the task of trans­
lating the Bible, the Word of God, into 
every language and dialect. Nothing that we 
can say or do will begin to match or even 
compare with the reward that will be theirs 
in the life to come, as a result of their serv­
ice. 

But it does seem to me to be particularly 
appropriate that we gather here in the very 
shadow of the Capitol, in the nation's cap­
ital city, to pay our respects to them, to the 
thousands of people who have participated 
so effectively in this effort. 

The Bible has been translated into 1, 763 
languages and dialects. Some 95 percent of 
the world's population now have the oppor­
tunity to read the word of God in their 
native language and, if they choose, to act 
upon its promises. 

Apart from the spiritual significance of 
this program which, of course, is the pri­
mary emphasis, this work has also fostered 
literacy and communications through-out 
the world. Often, whole nations and tribes 
who have had only spoken, not written, 
communication, have gained the opportuni­
ty of a written language through the work 
of Bible translators. 

Bible translators go to these countries, 
dedicate a decade or more of their life to 
the task of mastering the language, develop­
ing the alphabet, committing it to paper, 
building a vocabulary, and finally, then, the 
work of Bible translation can begin. There 
are many examples of this work. 

For example, Marianna Slocum and Flor­
ence Gerdel have brought literacy, commu­
nication, and the spirit of God to 80,000 
Mexican and Colombian people who before 
they came had no written language. These 
two women dedicated 15 years of their lives 
developing an alphabet and bilingual educa­
tion materials for the Tzeltal tribe in 
Mexico, including a complete copy of the 
New Testament in their language. 

Their work, literally, transformed that 
tribe. When Marianna and Florence began 
their work, there were only 12 churches 
among the 45,000 people. Today there are 
more than 263 congregations where 30,000 
new believers worship. This morning we're 
going to hear more about the great progress 
that has occurred in this field. 

We will learn firsthand of the work of 
Geoffrey and Rosemary Hunt who translat­
ed the New Testament into the dialect of a 
tribe living in Ghana. We'll hear about the 
work of the Lutheran Bible Translators who 
just completed their first New Testament 
translation for people living there. 

These are exciting times for Bible transla­
tors. The progress they have achieved in the 
past 20 years exceeds the progress of the 
preceding 400 years. Right now there are 
more than 1,000 language and Bible transla­
tion projects underway all over the Globe. 
And yet despite this tremendous progress 
much remains to be done. 

About 3,000 languages and dialects still 
need translation. Some 200 million people 
are represented by these dialects. And until 
we have completed the translation of the 
Bible into these remaining languages, we 
will not have fulfilled the task of the Great 
Commission. 

So, we are gathered here today to express 
appreciation for the work already complete 
and to encourage progress in the work that 
remains. 

Let me mention just a few of the organiza­
tions actively involved in the work of Bible 
translation: Wycliffe Bible Translators, the 

World Home Bible League, Evangel Bible 
Translators, New York International Bible 
Society, Mission to the World, American 
Bible Society, Living Bibles International, 
Pioneer Bible Translators, Christian & Mis­
sionary Alliance, Logos Translators, Luther­
an Bible Translators, and for those of you 
who may be as surprised as I was when I 
learned this, I just want to share, before we 
begin our program, one fact that I must say, 
really took me by complete surprise when I 
learned it yesterday, that the persons who 
show the most natural aptitude for the 
work of Bible translation are musicians and 
scientists, musicians because of their keen 
ear for tonal values, and scientists and 
mathematicians because of their inherent 
and trained appreciation for logic. 

Now, as one who has a tin ear­
[Laughter.l 
Senator ARMSTRONG [continuing]. And no 

background in science whatsoever, I must 
say I stand not only in appreciation but in 
awe of those who have performed and are 
performing this extraordinarily important 
work. 

Now, my dear brothers and sisters, it is my 
great privilege to present to you a beloved 
person here on Capitol Hill, and a man who 
is known and respected and admired and 
loved all over the world, our dear brother, 
Dr. Richard Halverson. Dick, would you 
come and read to us from the scripture? 

[Applause.] 
Dr. HALVERSON. Thank you. I just want to 

say before I start reading this, these select­
ed verses, that in the brief time I've been in 
the Senate I've learned to love all of the 
senators, and I really mean that. I have 
fallen in love with them. There are some of 
them who, in my mind, are beloved sena­
tors, and I always address them that way, 
and one of the most beloved is the one who 
is unable to be here today, and because of 
which I am asked to read these scriptures, 
Senator Jennings Randolph. It's a real 
honor to try to take his place. I am sorry 
that he can't be here. 

Let me just read a few scriptures which I 
am sure are familiar, but perhaps in the 
context of this meeting can have special 
meaning. I was interested in Paul's word in 
his first letter to the Corinthians. He was 
actually talking about the spoken word, but 
it appeared to me as I read this that this is 
precisely what the Wycliffe Bible Transla­
tors are doing. Paul exhorts: "So likewise 
ye, except ye utter by the tongue words easy 
to be understood, how shall it be known 
what is spoken, for ye speak into the air?" 
And, of course, Wycliffe Translators are­
have dedicated themselves through the 
years to first of all putting language into 
writing and then translating into the New 
Testament and giving to that people a word 
easy to be understood. 

Here's an interesting statement from the 
Psalms. "The Lord gave the Word. Great 
was the company of those that published 
it." And our Lord Jesus Christ reminded us, 
"Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my 
words shall not pass away." And, of course, 
Wycliffe is the instrument of God, among 
others, to fulfill that prophecy. 

Isaiah wrote: "So shall My Word be that 
goeth forth out of My mouth. It shall not 
return unto me void, but it shall accomplish 
that which I please and it shall prosper in 
the thing whereto I sent it." 

It's interesting to think of the Wycliffe 
Translators, often in their loneliness of 
going to a new tribe, and identifying there 
with the language in order to give them the 
Bible, the word of God. 

Here's an interesting comment about the 
word from the Hebrew epistle, the third 
verse, "And he upholdeth all things by the 
word of his power." 

James admonishes: "Wherefore lay apart 
all filthiness and superfluity of naughtiness 
and receive with meekness," and then this 
interesting phrase, "the engrafted word 
which is able to save souls." 

And Peter reminds us in his first epistle 
that we are "born again, not of corruptible 
seed, but of incorruptible, by the Word of 
God which liveth and abideth forever." He 
also reminds us in the second chapter of his 
first epistle: "As newborn babes desire the 
sincere milk of the word." 

One of the exciting experiences I've had 
on a number of occasions is being some­
where in the world when a translation of a 
book of the New Testament has been com­
pleted, not even yet published. And I have 
been able to be part of the dedication of 
that translation in manuscript form. And 
it's wonderful to think of this statement of 
Peter's, the milk of the word, as it is given 
to these people. 

In his second epistle, Peter writes, "We 
have also a more sure word of prophecy 
whereunto ye do well that ye take heed," 
and then this clause, "as unto a light that 
shineth in a dark place." Think of the lights 
that are being turned on all over the world 
by Wycliffe. 

A test that has come to mean a great deal 
to me, perhaps one of the first I memorized 
in my pilgrimmage with Christ, but has 
come to mean a great deal in these last 
couple of years to me, the very familiar pas­
sage from II Timothy 3:16 and 17. "All scrip­
ture is given by inspiration of God, and it is 
profitable," "It is profitable for doctrine, for 
reproof, for correction, for instruction in 
righteousness, that the man of God may be 
perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good 
works." 

And finally, listen to these ways the word 
is described in the New Testament. James 
refers to the word as-in this way: "Of his 
own will be begat us with the Word of 
truth." John refers to the word as "the 
words of eternal life." 

Paul, in his Second Letter to the Corinthi­
ans, refers to the "word of reconiliation". In 
his letter to the Philippians Paul speaks to 
"holding forth the word of life," and finally, 
in his first letter to Timothy, Paul says to 
this young pastor: "Nourish up in the words 
of faith." The word of truth, the word of 
eternal life, the word of reconciliation, the 
word of life, and the word of faith. Amen. 

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Dick. My 
friends, it is now my pleasure to present 
Senator Mark Hatfield, who brings with 
him greetings from the President and a 
word of thanks for Bible translators world­
wide. Receiving the greetings from the 
President is Mrs. William Cameron Town­
send, wife of the founder of Wycliffe. 

You know, ladies and gentlemen, there are 
only a handful of men in America who bear 
the political responsibility that my col­
league, Mark Hatfield, bears. This very day, 
and in fact I think I am correct in saying at 
this very instant, the Appropriations Com­
mittee, of which he is the Chairman and 
leader, is marking up a bill of enormous 
dollar amount, to keep the government op­
erating beyond midnight, September 30th. 
And day after day, week after week, he 
shoulders this responsibility, an immense 
political responsibility. But he does it in a 
way that I think is a tremendous to the love 
and saving power of Jesus Christ. 
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And it is really a privilege for me to 

present to you a great man of God, Senator 
Mark Hatfield. Mark? 

[Applause.] 
Senator HATFIELD. Thank you very much, 

Bill. Senator Armstrong, Senator Jepsen, 
distinguished ambassadors, ladies and gen­
tlemen, as we gather here today for the rec­
ognition of the marvelous scholarship and 
work of translations for the scripture. I am 
mindful of the fact that when we speak of 
the Bible we could speak of it as a book of 
history, a book of beautiful literature, a 
book of lilting poetry. But I think the great 
gospel of John states it most succinctly to 
delineate it from all other publications in 
his first chapter when he speaks of the 
word of God, and the word becoming flesh. 

It's so easy to see the beauty of a leather­
bound book, and being a bibliophile, I can 
especially appreciate beautifully bound 
books. But unless we understand that it is a 
part of the continuing incarnation of our 
own lives, to represent the truth of that 
book, and live our life in relationships to 
others as a testimony to the incarnation, for 
the word to be made flesh, it is but just an­
other book. 

And I think the thing that's inspired and 
motivated these people throughout the ages 
to spread and to share this unique word of 
God is because it is different from any other 
book. 

I have received from the White House, the 
President of the United States, an envelope 
containing a letter that he has written 
to--

[Laughter.] 
Senator HATFIELD. I guess their machine, 

their typewriter, got it. 
[Laughter.] 
Senator HATFIELD. "I am delighted to send 

my warm gretings to all who are gathered 
for the congressional reception honoring 
Bible translators. This special occasion pro­
vides a fine opportunity to recognize and 
show appreciation for the individual work of 
our nation's Bible translators. Through 
their endeavors the Bible has been translat­
ed into more than 1, 700 languages and dia­
lects. These translations serve as a powerful 
force fostering literacy, greater communica­
tion, and better understanding throughout 
the world. 

"The Bible still remains to be translated 
into some 3,000 languages. By addressing 
that need. your enthusiastic and dedicated 
efforts serve to heighten the commitment of 
all who are working to achieve that goal. 
Because the Bible serves as a foundation for 
so many faiths, it is most fitting that we 
honor those who pursue this work for such 
devotion. 

"I especially want to congratulate the 
Wycliffe Bible Translators for completing 
successfully the 200th translation of the 
New Testament. Just as I took great pride in 
proclaiming 1983 as the year of the Bible, so 
I am honored to join in this tribute to the 
individuals responsible for the translation 
of the scriptures." 

Signed, Ronald Reagan. 
Now, I have to be honest with you. While 

this is such a magnificent letter-well, I'll 
make a xerox of the letter and give that to 
Mrs. Townsend, and then my conscience got 
the better of me, and so I decided to present 
her the original copy of it. 

[Laughter. Applause.] 
Mrs. ToWNSEND. Senator Armstrong, Sen­

ator Hatfield, Your Excellencies, Honorable 
Members of Congress, Representatives of 
the Cabinet and the White House, distin­
guished guests and friends of Bible transla-

tion, on behalf of Wycliffe Bible Transla­
tors and the Summer Institute of Linguis­
tics, and all Bible translators and organiza­
tions and devoted support persons, I really 
am highly honored to respond to this spe­
cial message from our President Reagan on 
this occasion of Bible Translation Day, first 
celebrated in this beautiful Ca}Jital of 
Washington, D.C. 

It's been my pleasure as a member of 
Wycliffe Bible Translators and wife of its 
founder, William Cameron Townsend, to 
know personally many of the Bible transla­
tors and support personnel working in lan­
guage groups in the United States and 
throughout the world. In the Mexican 
Indian village where I lived and worked for 
many years, the Aztecs divided the human 
race into two groups. Those who could read 
and write were classified as "gente de 
raz6n"(?) or rational beings. Those who 
cannot, they classify, unfortunately, as ani­
mals. 

Years ago my late husband, who many of 
you knew as "Uncle Cam," saw one of these 
Aztec Indians in the cornfield picking up a 
newspaper that was flying down the road, 
and held it to his ear. And, you know, these 
people have been-they learned that paper 
could talk. So here he was trying to hear 
this paper talk. But it didn't. For two rea­
sons. One, it wasn't in his own language. 
And, then, he couldn't read it if it was. 

But now, however, that paper does talk 
loud and clear to him. The reason being 
that my own daughter and her husband, 
David and Joy Tuggy(?), finished the trans­
lation for this language group in 1978, and 
now it is in the hands of the people. You 
can imagine what rejoicing it is for us. 

I'm sure that I speak not only for all Bible 
translators and literacy workers, of whom I 
was one for many years, but also for the cul­
tural communities who have been given 
their own alphabets and scriptures through 
the efforts of the translators. They too, I 
am sure, would want ·their heartfelt grati­
tude expressed for the milestone which we 
are celebrating today. 

In accepting this honor on behalf of the 
Bible translators of this country, we hasten 
to assure our colleagues, some of whom are 
here this morning from other lands, that 
the major contributions they have made to 
this effort are profoundly recognized and 
appreciated as well. 

But it would be a mistake to suppose that 
as we thank God for the 200 New Testa­
ments finished in the last 40 years, any feel­
ing of conceit or smugness accompanies this 
ceremony. On the contrary, we recognize 
with greater humility and concern than ever 
the fact that more than 3,000 language 
groups are still without their own alphabets 
and their own scriptures. You're probably 
going to hear this number several times 
before the morning is over, so don't forget. 
There are 3,000 tongues to go. 

As we ponder the plight of these disen­
franchised groups, we are reminded of the 
word of Ezra, to Israel, so many centuries 
ago, at the feast of Yom Kippur, the Day of 
Atonement, which was celebrated, again, 
just this month. 

"Go your way," commanded Ezra, to those 
who had rebuilt the wall of Jerusalem. "Eat 
the fat, drink the sweet, and send portions 
to those for whom nothing has been pre­
pared." We believe the need to translate for 
those still without the scriptures in their 
mother tongue is symbolically specified by 
what Ezra said to the people, to this people. 

And we are here to rededicate ourselves 
anew to completion of this unfinished task. 
Thank you. 

[Applause.] 
Senator ARMSTRONG. Ladies and gentle­

men, we have a roomful of distinguished 
persons and I'm not going to, at this 
moment, seek to introduce in any formal 
way anyone who is here. But I would like 
you to know, and I think you would like to 
know, that a number of members of the 
Senate and of the House of Representatives 
are either in the room or have been here 
earlier and have indicated their desire to 
take part in this occasion. I'm not going to 
ask them to stand, but if there are others 
who I have not noted in the room, I'd like to 
know about it before this is over. 

My colleague, Roger Jepsen, who you will 
meet presently, is here. Senator John East, 
Senator Pell, Senator Slade Gorton, Sena­
tor Ted Stevens, Senator John Warner, and 
Congressman Bill Dannemeyer was here 
earlier and had to return to the House. I be­
lieve Representative Bob McCair is here, 
Congressman Denny Smith, Congressman 
Duncan, Congressman Mack, Congressman 
Claude Pepper, Ambassador and Mrs. Otoo, 
of course, Ambassador Pondi. There may be 
others who I have not noted. 

But I think it is significant and symbolic 
of the occasion that these men and women 
who have important responsibilities here on 
the Hill and elsewhere to think that this is 
an occasion of importance to take part in. 

Now, it is my pleasure to call upon Mr. 
David Cummings, President of Wycliffe 
Bible Translators, International. He is from 
Australia. And I assume it will be his pur­
pose to come forward to give us apologies 
for the recent events of-

[Laughter.l 
Senator ARMsTRONG. I'm sorry. I'm sure 

you hadn't heard about that and I didn't 
want to-1 apologize for bringing it up. But 
if there's anything that he can say at this 
time which will ease the sense of loss that 
we feel, I hope you'll feel called upon to do 
that. 

Mr. Cummings is a Bible translator him­
self. He is trained in the electrical industry, 
but chose instead a career of translation. 
His first assignment was in New Guinea and 
he has worked since on Bible translation 
projects in both Australia and New Guinea. 

In 1981, after 31 years of service, he was 
elected President of Wycliffe Bible Transla­
tors, International. We are hoping that he 
will talk to us about the work of Wycliffe 
and also introduce Geoffrey and Rosemary 
Hunt, who completed the 200th Wycliffe 
Bible translation. 

Mr. Cummings? 
[Applause.] 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Senator Armstrong, Sena­

tor Hatfield, Your Excellencies, Honorable 
Members of Congress, Representatives of 
the Cabinet and the White House, and to 
you distinguished guests and friends of 
Bible translation, it's a privilege to be here. 

I'd like to say, first of all, thank you to 
the three senators who have hosted our 
gathering this morning. I appreciate their 
willingness and their kindness in doing this 
so that we could be together. 

It's a very special opportunity for me to 
introduce the two translators who, in a 
sense, are symbolic of the teams around the 
world. It's been a very marvelous experience 
for me to be in an international organiza­
tion that is truly related to goodwill in 
international relations. 

As an organization we are serving today in 
some 56 different countries and entities 
around the world. We have membership 
today in Wycliffe from some 26 countries. 
So, this means that in many, many ways we 
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are truly international and for those of us 
in the team we're just thrilled at the privi­
lege of working alongside of so many other 
national brothers and sisters dedicated to 
this single cause of giving the scripture. 

And I might say our world view has been 
enlarged greatly. And as an Australian, I 
have enjoyed learning so much from my col­
leagues. 

I enjoyed the Senator's first remarks, if I 
might just go back to them, about the foot­
ball team that hadn't lost in a long time, 
and I couldn't help thinking of a certain-

[Laughter.J [Applause.] 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Actually, we're riding the 

crest of the wave at the moment. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. CUMMINGS. And I've heard that your 

skipper in the United States here has taken 
the men down the wharf, they've lifted the 
boat out and said, "Back to basics, men. 
This is the keel." 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. CUMMINGS. But it's really been a joy 

to be part of this international team. 
We're represented in Sweden to Surinam, 

from Pakistan to Peru, and many, many 
countries in between. This has given us a 
great sense of the need in our world in 
terms of communication, as you will under­
stand. And so a second theme that runs 
through today is undoubtedly the place of 
language, because so often misunderstand­
ings, sad misunderstandings, are because we 
haven't understood the language or the cul­
ture of another group. 

Bible translators in particular are dedicat­
ed to this very factor of recognizing that if a 
person is going to fully and clearly under­
stand, it must be in the language that he 
first learned at his mother's knee. 

There are many barriers in communicat­
ing and the science of descriptive linguistics, 
which is the very tool that the translator 
uses, we have seen over these years be an in­
strument to bring understanding as people 
have moved from their isolation into the na­
tional life of many countries in which we're 
working. 

Today it's true we are looking at a very 
significant point in time as we celebrate the 
completion of the 200th New Testament. 
But it is merely a celebration and a stepping 
stone because we've got so far, still, to go. 
For us we're excited as we move into our fif­
tieth anniversary, the fiftieth commencing 
in November of this year, and during our 
anniversary year we expect to enter the 
thousandth tribe of our work. And that is 
yet another milestone. 

But, that is not good enough either. We 
are praying that in this decade we will see 
3,000 more people recruited into the team. 
In the last two years, since we have set this 
as a faith goal, we have seen almost 300 
each year. So, we feel as though we're on 
target and we're excited to believe that God 
is going to let us fulfill this. 

The work of translation, however, has al­
ready been stated. But I should state it 
again. It is not just done unilaterally by the 
translator. Far from it. We are so committed 
to the help of the nationals where we're 
working, and without their help we couldn't 
do it. Today we honor them for what they 
have done in helping us. For without them 
we would have been impotent. 

Back in 1970, a young British couple left 
Great Britain to go to Ghana. They went 
with their three-month-old baby son and 
went to live in a village some 400 miles 
north of Accra in Ghana. And there, in that 
isolated place, they began to make friends 
with the Hanga people. It was a slow intro-

duction, for the language had never been 
written before. And they had to listen to the 
sounds, and by gesture begin to analyze and 
reduce the language to writing. And then to 
teach the people to read. It wasn't an easy 
language. And today we know that Geoffrey 
and his wife Rosemary, in analyzing this, 
found a very significant thing in the vowel 
system there, of that language, of the 
strong and the weak vowels, which were 
very significant, and in the relations with 
the university, later, in Legon, they accept­
ed this insight and were very grateful be­
cause this was a tool that unlocked other 
languages in that country. 

They worked for the next 13 years, 
amongst these people, learning to love these 
people, and that was reciprocated as they 
lived together there with their little family. 

During this process it was not just the 
work of Geoffrey, but in fact, as most trans­
lation teams, husband and wife worked very 
closely together. And so often, as we see it, 
the way one will complement the other. And 
Geoff's testimony is that his wife had a very 
keen ear to be able to hear the sounds and 
to learn the language well. He, with his 
training, did an excellent job in reducing 
and analyzing the language so that it could 
be very clear as it communicated the mes­
sage. 

Rosemary was a trained teacher, taught in 
Great Britain for four years prior to leaving 
for the field. Geoffrey graduated with his 
Master's Degree at Cambridge University in 
physics and electrical engineering, and that 
training prepared him well for the analyti­
cal work, I can assure you. 

It's my very real privilege and pleasure 
today to introduce the translators of the 
200th New Testament, Geoffrey and Rose­
mary Hunt. 

[Applause.] 
Mr. HuNT. Senator Armstrong, Senator 

Hatfield, Your Excellencies, Members of 
Congress, representatives of the Cabinet 
and White House, distinguished guests, I 
don't really deserve that applause, you 
know. It's a real joy to be here. But I am 
only one. Rosemary is only one other. And 
there are thousands of people out there 
right now working for Bible translation, 
struggling, some of them having great diffi­
culties. But we are only representatives. If 
we had been number 199 or number 201 you 
wouldn't have known anything about us. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. HUNT. We wouldn't, perhaps, never 

would have seen Washington either. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. HUNT. Never met a senator. But we're 

here and we're grateful to be here. And as 
you have heard, I am one of those scientists 
the Lord called to be a Bible translator. My 
wife makes up for my very noticeable inabil­
ity with music. So, we are a team and God 
has used us in the way that he has and it's a 
real honor to be a Bible translator. But, 
again, I would like to say this: that when 
you are even applauding us, you're not just 
applauding the other Bible translators 
around the world. But you're applauding a 
lot of people in a lot of countries, with 
whom we were partners. 

We received great encouragement from a 
lot of people and I'm thinking now of people 
in Ghana. I'm thinking of people in the uni­
versity. Professor Kwesi Dickson (?) of the 
University Institute of African Studies at 
Legon in Ghana, how he has encouraged us. 
I am thinking of illiterate people in some 
villages up in the north of Ghana, and the 
whole range in between, people who have 
encouraged us, people who have helped us, 

without whom this task would not have 
been done. 

This is a question of partnership. This 
transcends the barriers, the international 
barriers, the curtains that we have across 
our world, Bible translation, and the love 
that is spoken of in the Bible. These things 
transcend those barriers. These things bring 
man and another man together across cul­
tural barriers. And I would like to tell you 
some of the things that we have experi­
enced in partnership with Ghanaian people. 

One of the real delights there was to see 
the beginning of an organization called The 
Ghana Institute of Linguistics, Literacy, 
and Bible Translation. And when we started 
it was almost entirely composed of expatri­
ates. But it was a Ghanaian organization 
and it had a majority of Ghanaian on the 
trustees. 

And before I left that body had a majority 
of Ghanaians on the Executive Committee. 
And they were voted to that position by a 
majority of expatriates. And do you know 
why we could do that? Because we loved 
them and we trusted them and we respected 
them. And I really want to say thank you. I 
would like to express it personally to Am­
bassdor Otoo <?>for the privilege we had of 
being in Ghana, for what it meant to us to 
work with people like this, people with 
whom we could work so closely. 

And just a week or two before I left 
Ghana I was traveling through the African 
bush with a Ghanaian friend. He was actu­
ally driving my truck. And he turned to me, 
unprompted, and said, "Geoff, you know, 
there's no other organization in Ghana 
where expatriates and Ghanaians can work 
together like this." And I felt so proud at 
that moment. It meant so much to me that 
we had entered into a partnership that was 
acknowledged by Ghanaians as something 
special. 

And we went into that partnership with 
that one purpose, of giving these people the 
scriptures and all that went with it, with lit­
eracy, people reading. And this has been a 
marvelous experience, since we have been 
away from Ghana, to hear what has hap­
pened. 

While we were there, and in the particular 
language, the Hanga language, very few 
people were literate when we arrived. But 
while we were there we started a literacy 
program and there was one man from a dis­
tant village. His name was Seedu Duwa. He 
had never been to school. His village was 25 
miles from the main road, right in the Afri­
can bush. There was no electricity and no 
television, very few books, and he couldn't 
read anyway. And that man learned to read 
and write in one month and a half. 

Now, I don't know if you have any chil­
dren who have done it as quickly as that. 
With all their abilities, with all the litera­
ture that they have around them, my son 
certainly didn't. In fact, my son was on one 
occasion reading some of the scriptures in 
Hanga and he said to me, "You know, this is 
easier than the English Bible". And it was 
lovely to see this h·appen, and to see the lit­
eracy continue as it spread from village to 
village. If in one village it didn't take off 
very well, well then the village that got hold 
of it, once they started doing better, the 
competition spurred on the other village. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. HuNT. And it bounced backwards and 

forwards like a pendulum oscillating. And 
then we left. We left the work for these 
people, the work to teach them to read, in 
the hands of one local person, or two local 
people. 
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And one of them in particular has carried 

it on during that time. We're not paying 
him to do this. He regards this as his duty 
to God and his duty to his own people. He 
will spend two weeks working as a tailor to 
get some money and then he'll spend a week 
traveling through the bush to teach people 
to read and encouraging-encourage those 
who are also teaching. 

And since we left Ghana a year and a half 
ago, more people have learned to read 
among those Hanga people, than learned to 
read while we were there. And you can un­
derstand how much of an encouragement I 
feel that to be. Because if you are a mission­
ary and you go to a country and you leave 
nothing behind that really lasts, what have 
you done? But we have left behind the 
scriptures and the people appreciate that. 
They have learned to read their own lan­
guage. And that has given many of them a 
new identity, a new respect, and in a way 
that they can go on to learn other lan­
guages. It is for them a stepping stone. 
They have proved they can do it. And we 
don't know what other possibilities will be 
opened up to them because they have taken 
this first step. 

But we thank God for people who are now 
carrying on this work. 

In a sense, we had to get out of the way so 
that the work could continue. We were 
there for the initial stage, and we thank 
God for it. If you like, we sewed and others 
are reaping. And we thank God that others 
are reaping. 

And so you will understand that it's, for 
me, a great privilege to ask my wife to come 
forward and to present a copy of the Hanga 
New Testament. I have written in it a small 
phrase, a proverb, a Hanga proverb, which 
says that you cannot look into a bottle with 
two eyes. And that was told me by a Hanga 
person when he understood that when you 
tum to Christ it has to be with everything. 
And that was how he explained it to me. 
And it is a beautiful memory for me. 

I am now going to invite Ambassador 
Otoo, who with his wife is here this morn­
ing. I am going to ask him to come forward 
and to accept this New Testa.:nent. Unfortu­
nately, it's not in a language that he speaks. 
But I would ask him to come here and re­
ceive this New Testament. 

Mrs. HUNT. Your Excellency, it's a great 
privilege and honor to be able to present 
you with this Hanga New Testament. 

Ambassador 0Too. Thank you. 
[Applause.] 
Ambassador 0Too. Senator Armstrong, 

Senator Hatfield, Your Excellencies, Honor­
able Members of the Congress, Representa­
tives of the government and the White 
House, distinguished guests, ladies and gen­
tlemen, I must confess to some trepidation 
as I stand here before you this morning to 
receive in all humility and on behalf of the 
government and people of Ghana this copy 
of the Bible in Hanga, a native language of 
my own country. 

About a century and a half ago the first 
translation to a Ghanian language of the 
Bible appeared. Prepared by the Basel Mis­
sionary Society which operated in the east­
em part of Ghana. Since then several other 
languages of my country have been-the 
Bible has been translated into several other 
languages of my country. 

There was a time, of course, when it 
became fashionable to belittle the efforts of 
the missionaries, particularly in Africa. This 
was during the time when the whole of 
Africa was engulfed in the struggle for inde­
pendence and so on, and the whole question 

of colonialism was being condemned and ev­
erybody associated with this system were 
also being condemned. 

But when the dust settled down and in 
our hearts of hearts we realized, of course, 
that it was through the missionaries' efforts 
that a great deal of Africa was opened to 
the light and to Christianity, which in tum 
enabled the first generations of the educat­
ed people, almost without exception in 
Africa, to emerge. These were educated in 
what became known as the missionary 
schools. They still exist in many parts of 
Africa. They still contribute to educating 
the masses of the people. But what is more 
important, that through the Bible being 
translated into native languages, the liter­
acy campaign in Africa, and particularly in 
my own country, Ghana, has accelerated. 

Whatever successes we achieve in this di­
rection are due to the humble beginnings in 
the villages and hamlets where these mis­
sionaries, like Geoffrey and Rosemary 
Hunt, give of themselves for the benefit of 
others, to stay with the people and to help 
them to reduce their own language into 
writing. We hope that this will not be the 
last Ghanaian language that we use to 
translate the Bible for more people to read 
the Bible. 

I want to thank them, particularly on 
behalf of the people of Hanga, and on 
behalf of the government of Ghana for 
what they have done and for the nice things 
that Geoffrey has said about the people of 
Ghana and the people he worked with in 
Ghana. We hope that God in his own way 
will bless this type of work and that in good 
time more and more people will be able to 
read the Bible in their own languages. 

Thank you very much, Senator. 
Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Am­

bassador. 
[Applause.] 
Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Am­

bassador. Thank you very, very much. 
When I announced earlier the names of a 

number of my colleagues who have come 
here this morning I did not note in the 
room at that time my colleague from the 
House, Congressman Frank Wolf, and 
Frank, we're delighted that you could join 
us, and I see Lindy Boggs has arrived as 
well. Thank you for coming, Lindy. Good to 
have you with us. And my colleague, John 
Warner from Virginia is here. Senator 
Warner, we're very grateful to you for 
coming to be with us. 

It may have crossed your mind to wonder 
why this program is being recorded on vid­
eotape. You might like to know that it is 
the intention and goal of the Bible translat­
ing organizations represented here that a 
videotape or an audio tape or a transcript 
will be made available to translators around 
the world so that they will know that we are 
thinking of them and that this occasion has 
occurred in their honor, on behalf of and in 
recognition of the work and service and tes­
timony and lives of so many people who 
could not be with us here this morning. 

It was our intention and hope this morn­
ing, as many of you know, to present a copy 
of the first translation of the Lutheran 
Bible Translators to the Ambassador of 
Sierra Leone. Unfortunately, however, the 
Ambassador was called at the very last 
minute to New York to meet the President 
of his country who has come to the United 
Nations on urgent business, and therefore it 
is impossible for him to be with us this 
morning. A copy of this translation will be 
formally transmitted in a ceremony later 
this week at the embassy. 

But we are glad to have with us, at this 
time, Reverend Roy Oesch <?> of the Lu­
theran Bible Translators who will tell us 
about the work which they have just begun. 

Reverend? 
Reverend OESCH. Senator Armstrong, Sen­

ator Hatfield, Your Excellencies represent­
ing other countries, honored guests of the 
Senate and of the House, of the White 
House, and also my good friends, and Wy­
cliffe and others who are really concerned 
about Bible translation, and in that I par­
ticularly also include the representatives of 
the United and American Bible Societies, I 
really do appreciate the opportunity to say 
a word to you, because it does give me a 
chance to say two things that I really would 
like to say. 

First of all, I would like to express on 
behalf of our organization, and I know I am 
re-echoing some things that Dave Cum­
mings and others of Wycliffe have said, and 
this is addressed to you, honorable ambassa­
dors of other countries, and other represent­
atives of other countries. We owe you so 
much thanks. I know that our people, for 
example, in the countries in which they are 
working, not only love and feel very close to 
the people who are doing the work, and I 
want to emphasize this. We are not doing 
the work. Your people are doing the work. 
But we have the joy of working with them. 

But we also owe a tremendous debt of 
gratitude to your governments and to the 
many people who are in high places in your 
country who make it possible for this work 
to go on. We appreciate you. We thank you. 
And we hope that you can relay this to your 
countries also. 

The second thing that I'm very happy to 
say is addressed particularly to those of you 
who are involved in Bible translation work. 
I feel a little bit as if I'm an interloper here 
from the standpoint that being a relatively 
young organization and having a first com­
pleted New Testament doesn't seem like 
much. And as you look and say "Lutheran 
Bible Translators, why in the world would 
anybody want a Lutheran Bible?" 

[Laughter.] 
Reverend OESCH. Except for Senator Arm­

strong and me. 
[Laughter.] 
Reverend OESCH. But the fact is that our 

organization, which began-it's getting close 
to 20 years ago now-it doesn't seem possi­
ble. But it also began with a realization, par­
ticularly on the part of a missionary in Ni­
geria and encouraged by other missionaries 
from Nigeria, to pursue this idea because 
you cannot really share the gospel of Jesus 
Christ unless you make it possible for 
people to have the word in their own lan­
guage. That was the dream. 

But the realization of it came about 
through our good friends in Wycliffe, and 
we must say this, that neither we nor any 
other Bible translation organization is a 
competitive organization. There is no room 
for competition in Bible translation. We all 
have the same dream, the same desire, and 
that is to share the life-giving word of the 
Lord. So, we work together. 

Up until a few years ago all of our people 
were working on Wycliffe fields. Now we 
have fields of our own in West Africa. But 
by the same token, we are working hand-in­
hand and Wycliffe and we, about every 
other month, we get together to discuss, to 
pray together, and to work so that we make 
sure that nobody is competing, but that 
we're strengthening each other and helping 
each other. 
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And so I say to all of you, on behalf of a 

young organization, or at least a little 
younger, thank you. Thank you and God 
bless you. 

Now, I have-1 think I am not exaggerat­
ing if I say this is the newest New Testa­
ment that's existing in the world today. Be­
cause I just got the first copy off the press 
yesterday. 

[Laughter.] 
Reverend OESCH. This is the Limba New 

Testament, and I am so sorry that Ambassa­
dor Kamara <?>could not be with us today, 
because he was overjoyed as he told me on 
the telephone last week. He said, "I speak 
Limba," and this is his. However, as was ex­
plained, he's in New York. 

Mr. Willie Bonglo <?> of the embassy was 
to be here. But there is no one here from 
Sierra Leone Embassy, is there? Then I 
have the great joy of presenting a New Tes­
tament to no one today. 

[Laughter.] 
Reverend OEscH. I also have the sadness 

that we had hoped the actual translator, 
who happens to be in Michigan at the 
present time, could be here for this also. He 
could not. 

But this is it. Thank God with us. It's the 
beginning of what we pray will be many 
also. And thank all of you. 

[Applause.] 
Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you very 

much. 
Our final speaker is Dr. Barclay Newman 

of the American Bible Society. The Ameri­
can Bible Society is the largest Bible trans­
lation and distribution, and publishing, soci­
ety in the world. And to summarize their 
work and to talk about the future of their 
work is Dr. Barclay Newman. He is here 
today with his wife, Jean. He is a Baptist 
minister, a college professor who has lec­
tured, among other places, at the University 
of Malaysia. He is also a translation consult­
ant for the United Bible Society and a 
member of the Society for Biblical Litera­
ture. 

Dr. Newman, we are looking forward to 
hearing from you. 

[Applause.] 
Dr. NEWMAN. Senator Armstrong and Hon­

orable Ambassador, and other distinguished 
guests, including my wife, who got me here 
with a map, because I was driving, I am very 
happy to be here, especially after what hap­
pened yesterday. We went to Mt. Vernon, 
and at 4:00 o'clock in the afternoon started 
driving back toward Arlington, where we are 
staying. At 4:30 I looked up and there was 
the Bureau of Engraving, downtown here in 
Washington. We ended up a little later, get­
ting home, than we expected. 

We drove here from Springfield, Missouri. 
I guess most of you have heard of Missouri, 
but not of Springfield. Some of you may not 
want to admit to knowing Missouri. But in 
any case, they asked me there, "Does it not 
bother you to go up to Washington to speak 
to all those dignitaries?" I said, "Well, it's 
very much like speaking to the folks in our 
Baptist church here, of which I'm a 
member. The same people have heard the 
same thing for so long that no one listens 
anyhow." 

[Laughter.] 
Dr. NEWMAN. So, I hope it will be some­

thing different. 
I want to emphasize two or three things. 

One is what was emphasized just a moment 
ago, and that is that in all of our translation 
work we need to cooperate. Within the Bible 
societies, ourselves, we cooperate. As a 
matter of fact, most of you may not know 

that the American Bible Society is a sister 
Bible society with more than a hundred 
other Bible societies scattered throughout 
the world. 

And it used to be that we kind of compet­
ed. The American Bible Society did the 
work in the Philippines. The British and 
Foreign Bible Society did the work in Hong 
Kong. The Indonesian Bible Society was 
under the guardianship of the Bible Society 
from the Netherlands. And we found out 
that we were losing effort and it was costing 
us more than it ought to, not good steward­
ship of our funds. 

And so we set up this program by which 
we cooperate within our Bible societies and 
have a cooperative effort that we call the 
United Bible Society, through which we 
pool our money and our resources or person­
nel. 

Also, I think there needs to be an empha­
sis that was made by Brother Oesch, and 
that is that we cooperate not only within 
the Bible societies, but the Bible society co­
operates with other groups of translators, 
the newest group, the Lutherans, and this 
very active group, the Wycliffe Bible Trans­
lators. 

And so we need to emphasize this aspect 
of cooperation in order that we might get 
the best use of our resources and might 
become good stewards of our finances and 
of our personnel. 

We are fortunate in the Bible societies to 
be able to work in places where other 
groups cannot work. For example, we have a 
Bible society in Burma. No one, no expatri­
ate, can go into Burma for more than seven 
days at a time. But we do have a Bible socie­
ty there which is active in translation work 
in a number of languages in Burma. Some 
of us who are consultants go in there for a 
week at a time twice a year in order to give 
technical help. I'll be there for a week next 
month. 

But in the main we are working with na­
tionals there in the Bible Society of Burma 
who, under their own auspices, are translat­
ing the Bible into languages in which we, as 
expatriates, cannot work. 

We also are grateful to Ghana. We have a 
man by the name of Dr. Gilbert Ansre <?> 
who taught for a number of years at the 
University of Lagon, who is one of our 
translation consultants in the program of 
the United Bible Society. And I had the 
privilege of working with him in Ghana for 
the month of April-rather, it was July, last 
July I was there in Ghana. 

And so we have, in the Bible societies, a 
program by which we try to cooperate and 
invest our funds in a way to get the most 
out of our personnel and our money. 

We also intend to produce quality transla­
tions. For us this means the training of na­
tionals to do the translation work. The 
native speaker of a language can do a much 
better translation work, job of translating, 
than any of us can. I worked on one transla­
tion project myself into this exotic language 
called English, on the Good News Bible. 
And I have worked with a number of trans­
lators, especially in Asia, in other languages, 
and I discover that no matter how well you 
may know a language, no matter how well I 
may speak Indonesian or Malay, there is an 
emotional value about a language that can 
be captured only by a native speaker of a 
language. 

I remember once, in giving these lectures 
at the University of Malaysia, a young lady 
said that, "When my husband and I argue 
we like for it to be in English because it 
doesn't leave scars." 

[Laughter.] 
Dr. NEWMAN. Well, my wife and I can 

argue in Indonesian and it doesn't leave 
scars, until some of the Indonesians tell me 
what the words really mean. I told an Indo­
nesian once I liked his wife. We were talking 
there. And I did not realize that the word 
meant, "I want your wife." 

[Laughter.] 
Dr. NEWMAN. So, the dictionary and the 

emotional value of the word meant two dif­
ferent things. 

So, one emphasis that we are making in 
the United Bible Society is that we train na­
tionals to do the work. We select them, we 
try to give them as much Biblical back­
grounds as we can, but we are looking for 
native speakers of the language who are cre­
ative in their own language. And we will 
guide them in understanding the Hebrew 
and the Greek text and we will try to help 
them in translation principles. But they are 
the ones who must have the final say in 
what is done. 

Also, in gaining quality translation, we are 
trying to develop a program of translation 
consultants throughout the world. We al­
ready have this program, as a matter of 
fact, but we are trying to get Asians to work 
in Asia, trying to get Africans to work in 
Africa, so that we who are not indigenous to 
those areas can leave and go back and 
produce the kinds of written help to transla­
tors that also are necessary in order to 
produce quality translation. 

We feel like a person who is an Asian can 
work much better in the Asian climate than 
can someone who is non-Asian, no matter 
how well he may know the situation, no 
matter how adaptable he may be. 

One of our best consultants, Danny Ara­
chea <?>, is a Filipino with a Ph.D. from 
Duke University, now working in Indonesia. 
He works there much better than I could 
because he is indigenous to the area. 

So, we are trying, therefore, to develop a 
program of translation consultants, persons 
who can give linguistic and Biblical help to 
individuals who are working on these pro­
grams. We are far short of what we ought to 
be and some persons in Africa have as many 
as 30 language projects to oversee, and you 
can imagine that you cannot do very much 
with that. 

I spent close to 10 years working very 
closely with one language and a number of 
other languages, but with one language in 
particular, with Malay, and also with Indo­
nesian, I should add, in Asia. And a person 
working with 30 languages can do very little, 
and so we need more translation consultants 
from Africa and from Asia in particular. 

And then the Bible societies, in order to 
obtain quality translation, is in the process 
of preparing a number of written helps. We 
prepared a technical Hebrew text, a Greek 
text. Also, we've prepared commentaries on 
all books on the Bible. We are in the process 
of doing that now, and that is my major re­
sponsibility, to write handbooks for transla­
tors. 

We publish "The Bible Translator" which 
comes out quarterly, twice a year technical 
papers, and twice a year non-technical 
papers. Of course, the Wycliffe and other 
groups of translators publish helps in order 
to enable their translators to do better jobs. 

And so we also cooperate at the level of 
these publications because we share these 
with others and with Wyckliffe and other 
groups of translators share their written re­
sources with our translators to enable them 
to do a better job. 
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A third thing I want to say is that we are 

now aiming at specific communities of read­
ers in our translation program. 

One might ask, "What is the best transla­
tion in English?" Well, I have to ask an­
other question. "For whom?" Because we 
are aiming our translations at particular au­
diences. The Good News Bible, on which I 
worked, was aimed at persons who are non­
church and maybe who do not speak Eng­
lish as a first language. It caught on among 
others, of course, but that was our inten­
tion, to aim it at these people. 

There are other translators which are 
done for scholars, other translations which 
are more aimed at liturgical uses. And then 
we're working on a childrens' Bible which I 
find more difficult than anything else. We 
need a child translator, but there's some dif­
ficulty in developing a good child translator. 

I'm almost to the point of senility but I 
don't know if that will qualify me to work 
on that or not, going into my second child­
hood. 

So a translation for children is still a dif­
ferent kind of translation. 

One program that we have that's a very 
active program, especially in Africa, is a 
translation program for new readers, in 
which we are supplying scripture, some­
times in conjunction with governments, in 
order to teach people to read, and they 
learn to read by having in their hand attrac­
tive publications of scripture at a level that 
they can understand, that adults can read in 
these literacy programs. 

And so we are aiming our translations at 
different levels of people, at different audi­
ences, so that everyone may have the word 
of God in their language. And I don't want 
to fail to emphasize what I have been asked 
to emphasize, and what has already been 
emphasized, that there are between 2,500 
and 3,000 languages in which translation 
work has not been done before. The Bible 
Society at present is working in some 574 
languages. this last year we published com­
plete Bibles in two languages, which had 
never before had Bibles published in those 
languages, 34 New Testaments, which have 
never had New Testaments, and over 20 lan­
guages. We have published books which 
never before have had books in those lan­
guages. 

The intention, the major thrust, of our 
translation, at present, is to translate in 
what we call a common language, a lan­
guage which is not looked down upon by the 
educated, but yet which can be read by per­
sons who know a-have a minimum amount 
of education. And so we are aiming at wide 
audiences and at specific audiences as well. 

I think our aim ought to be that of Martin 
Luther, if you don't mind a Baptist quoting 
a Lutheran. And that is when we translate 
we "Want to make Moses sound so German 
that no one would believe he was a Jew." 

[Laughter.] 
Dr. NEWMAN. We want to translate the 

Bible in such a way that everyone would 
say, "Well, God must speak my language. 
The Bible must have been written in my 
language originally. This doesn't sound like 
a translation. This sounds like God speaking 
my language to me, here and now." 

Thank you very much. 
Senator ARMsTRONG. Thank you very 

much. 
[Applause.] 
Senator ARMsTRONG. Thank you very 

kindly. 
My colleagues, a vote is in progress on the 

floor of the Senate. Someone from my 
office has called to let them know that we 

will be leaving here in one or two minutes. 
And let me explain, friends, that Senator 
Warner and Senator Jepsen and I are going 
to duck out the door just almost instantly 
because a vote on the war powers measure is 
occurring and it had been my plan and hope 
to stay and chat, but when this program 
ends in about 90 or 120 seconds, we must 
excuse ourselves. 

Finally, before we close in prayer, I just 
want to say that there are a lot of people 
who have had a big part in making this 
event possible this morning. I do not know 
who all of those people were. I do know that 
Ed Davis, Ron Gluck, Dave Witmer, and 
Brian Waldmann had a lot to do with it, and 
gentlemen-and others whose names we 
may not know, or at least are not known to 
me-we are very grateful to you. 

To close us in prayer, I'm going to call a 
dear friend of mine, the senior senator from 
Iowa, to come forward, He's an authority on 
agriculture matters, but that is not why I've 
asked him to close us in prayer. He is an 
expert on military affairs, particularly those 
related to military personnel. But, of course, 
that's not why I've asked him to come for­
ward. 

I've asked Roger Jepsen to close this 
meeting in prayer, recalling the promise of 
scripture that the prayer of a righteous man 
availeth much. And Roger walks very close 
with the Lord. Would you come and close 
us, Roger? 

Senator JEPSEN. Let's bow our heads. 
Father, we adore you. We lay our life 

before you. We love you. We thank you for 
your son, our savior, Jesus Christ, who you 
gave to the world so that all of us might 
have everlasting life. 

And Father, and we call you Father be­
cause we are your children, we thank you 
for letting each of us come to you just as we 
are, and we thank you for the strength that 
you give us to serve you in meeting the re­
sponsibilities that each of us have. Forgive 
us if we childishly look the other way some­
times, thinking that we accomplish these 
things all by ourself. 

Lord, bless us as we leave here today and 
go our separate ways, and we ask a special, 
special blessing on Geoffrey and Rosemary 
Hunt, and all those who give of their talents 
and their work so that people of all nations 
may come to know and serve you. 

And now all glory be to God, who by his 
mighty power at work within all of us en­
ables all of us to do much more than we 
ever did ask or even dream of, infinitely 
beyond our highest hopes and thoughts and 
desires. Amen. 

Senator ARMsTRONG. Thank you, ladies 
and gentlemen. Thank you for coming to be 
with us today.e 

STRATEGIC MYTHS MISLEAD 
REAGAN ADMINISTRATION 

• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, one 
of the continuing concerns about the 
Reagan administration's arms control 
policies, as well as its foreign policy in 
general, is whether it has an accurate 
perception of the threat posed by out­
side forces to the United States. The 
difficulty of seeing events as they ac­
tually are, not just as one thinks they 
are, is a serious problem for decision­
makers. This is particularly true when 
basic conceptions are inaccurate. 

In a recent article in the Washing­
ton Post, Alton Frye, Washington di-

rector of the Council of Foreign Rela­
tions, and a valued adviser to many of 
us in the Senate, describes convincing­
ly the present administration's inaccu­
rate assessment of the strategic posi­
tion of the United States. Despite 
President Reagan's stated desire to 
achieve meaningful reductions in nu­
clear weapons, his administration's 
misperception of the true strategic sit­
uation reduces the chance for those 
reductions. I ask that Dr. Frye's im­
portant article, "Strategic Myths Mis­
lead Reagan," appear at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
STRATEGIC MYTHS MISLEAD REAGAN 

WRONG ASSESSMENTS OF OUR STRENGTH LEAD 
TO BAD POLICIES 
<By Alton Frye> 

"It ain't what a man don't know that 
makes him a fool, but what he does know 
that ain't so." Josh Billings' insight, spoken 
in the last century, endures. Misinformation 
is often more dangerous than ignorance, es­
pecially when it comes to the great issues of 
state. 

Mistaken notions and incorrect data are 
troubling in any realm of policy, but they 
are especially pernicious in cases involving 
the nation's security. Policy makers may not 
be able to filter out the dubious claims and 
spurious numbers which are commonplace 
in debates on national security. They are 
vulnerable to the selective use of evidence 
chosen to play upon their predilections 
about defense issues. 

These potential problems have become 
real in the Reagan presidency. Neither the 
president nor his senior colleagues came to 
office with significant backgrounds in de­
fense policy. There is reason to worry that 
they have been systematically misinformed 
on key issues which have shaped the scale 
and direction of the administration's nation­
al security posture. 

Ronald Reagan has been a victim of his 
administration's penchant for assertions 
which, it turns out, "ain't so." Consider 
three themes advanced by various officials 
to support the administration's strategic 
weapons programs: 

U.S. strategic forces are many years older 
than Soviet strategic forces. Secretary of 
Defense Caspar Weinberger has stated as 
"simple fact" that "we haven't done any 
strengthening or any modernization of our 
strategic systems virtually since they were 
built." 

Soviet strategic forces pose a vastly great­
er threat to U.S. forces than the United 
States poses to the Soviets. Weinberger told 
Congress in May that ". . . at the heart of 
the current U.S.-Soviet strategic force im­
balance is the Soviet monopoly of prompt 
hard target kill capability." 

The United States has drastically and uni­
laterally reduced its nuclear capabilities 
over the last 20 years. "Ironically," says As­
sistant Defense Secretary Richard Perle, 
"it's been roughly a two-for-one build­
down"-i.e. two warheads were eliminated 
for every new one deployed, he claimed. 

Each of these assertions is marshaled to 
buttress the claim that the United States 
must modemize its strategic forces rapidly. 
Unfortunately, each is either wrong or ut­
terly misleading. The valid case for force 
modernization rests on more measured 
premises. 
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American strategic weapons are hardly so 

ancient or obsolescent as some aver. At 
West Point recently, a Defense Department 
official evoked sharp criticism when he de­
clared that "three-fourths of U.S. warheads 
are on systems that are 15 years old or 
more." That same line recurs in current 
interdepartmental analyses of strategic 
arms control options. It is a dreadful distor­
tion. 

Most U.S. strategic weapons are now de­
ployed on ballistic missiles. Of the 7,000-
8,000 warheads those missiles can carry, less 
than 500 are on missiles 15 years old or 
older <the Minuteman II and Titan II). The 
550 Minuteman III missiles < 1,650 war­
heads> were deployed from 1970-1975, as 
were the 304 Poseidon seabased missiles 
(3,040 warheads). Furthermore, some Min­
utemen III were built as late as 1978, with 
new guidance and warheads installed on 300 
missiles in the late 1970s. The Trident mis­
siles in the late 1970s. The Trident missiles 
(264 boosters with 2,112 warheads> began to 
enter service in 1979 and are currently in 
production. 

Thus, most U.S. strategic weapons (about 
6,800 warheads) are mounted on missiles 
from one to 13 years of age-thousands on 
missiles five years old or less. The newest 
Minuteman III and Poseidon are about the 
same age as the oldest SS-17, SS-18 and SS-
19 missiles which carry the bulk of Soviet 
warheads. And our confidence in the longev­
ity of these missiles is well placed. The Air 
Force has just successfully fired a rocket 
motor from a Minuteman I built in 1963 and 
decommissioned in the mid-seventies. We 
need not disparage our forces in order to 
recognize that Soviet weapons are indeed 
modem and dangerous. 

Exasperated with Weinberger's erroneous 
description of the age of U.S. missiles, stra­
tegic analyst Richard Garwin says: "It's in­
credible that a business executive [as Wein­
berger used to bel would tolerate in his staff 
. . . persons providing demonstrably wrong 
information for his public speeches and pre­
sumably for his program decisions." 

The thesis that the Soviet have a far 
greater ability to strike our missiles in their 
silos than we have to strike theirs also re­
quires qualification. Under plausible as­
sumptions, Soviet missiles could destroy vir­
tually all the U.S. strategic missiles based in 
silos. But those silos hold less than one­
fourth of U.S. warheads, meaning that the 
Soviets would still face retaliation from the 
overwhelming forces at sea and on aircraft. 
This is why the Scowcroft Commission­
whose main findings the administration em­
braced-said we ought not worry to much 
about the once-trumpeted "window of vul­
nerability," because we have many more 
weapons than the land-based missiles that 
some analysts put in that window. In reali­
ty, because we have more balanced strategic 
forces, the United States is far less vulnera­
ble to a "counterforce" strike <an attack on 
enemy weapons systems> than the Soviet 
Union. 

According to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization's official comparison of NATO 
and Warsaw Pact forces, we have a potent 
capability to attack Soviet forces. NATO 
credits the present Minuteman III force 
with the capacity to destroy over 800 "hard 
targets" (missiles in silos). The Soviet Union 
has concentrated well over 5,000 warheads 
in fewer than 800 ICBMs. Thus, even with­
out the MX missiles, NATO data show that 
the United States already holds hostage a 
larger number of Soviet warheads-over 60 
percent of their total force-than the Soviet 

Union threatens by placing American land­
based missiles at risk. <Those missiles carry 
about one-fourth of total American war­
heads.> 

Testimony by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in­
dicates that the United States already has 
rough parity with the Soviet Union in over­
all capacity to attack hardened targets, al­
though it has only about one-third the 
Soviet ability to strike such targets quickly. 

Some analysts argue that NATO over­
states present U.S. capabilities-maybe our 
missiles aren't quite so accurate and Soviet 
silos are harder than ours. But even if the 
NATO calculation were in error by a factor 
of two, even if the United States could de­
stroy only 400 silos, the conclusion holds: 
Soviet warheads are more vulnerable in ab­
solute and percentage terms than are U.S. 
weapons. 

Marshal Nikolai Ogarkov, the Soviet com­
mander has not missed the point. There are 
clear signs that he and his colleagues are 
trying to move toward a less vulnerable pos­
ture in the coming decade. Ambassador 
Edward Rowny has said that he detects 
keen Soviet interest in moving toward de­
ployment of smaller, mobile ICBMs. The 
awareness that both sides have serious vul­
nerabilities could be a crucial advantage in 
mapping a mutually acceptable path toward 
more survivable and stable forces. But nei­
ther military planning nor diplomacy bene­
fits from the myth that the United States is 
worse off than the Soviet Union when it 
comes to land-based missile vulnerability. 
The Soviets are in comparable jeopardy, 
and they know it. 

One also needs to dissect the contention 
that the United States has made major cuts 
in forces over the last two decades. That is 
absolutely untrue with regard to strategic 
offensive forces. While many nuclear war­
heads for air defense systems, theater forces 
and similar weapons have been retired by 
the United States, both Soviet and Ameri­
can strategic offensive forces have acquired 
thousands of additional warheads. Since 
1968, Soviet offensive warhead totals quad­
rupled from about 1,800 to over 8,000; U.S. 
totals have more than doubled from about 
4,000 to around 10,000. Current moderniza­
tion progams on both sides could move each 
country to 15,000 or more strategic war­
heads in the early 1980s. 

Partly because they deal with technical 
and complex issues, these three false asser­
tions have received little critical appraisal. 
Such contrived figures and arguments 
appear in many administrations. They stem 
not from malice but from understandable 
pressures to dress up the case, to put the 
best face on favored policies. Yet sound 
policy requires more than mere debating 
points. 

How might the president react to this 
challenge to the evidence on which the ad­
ministration is basing its strategic programs 
and arms control proposals? He could ignore 
it, denounce it, rebut it-or he could wel­
come it as a caution to scrutinize more close­
ly information he receives from subordi­
nates. 

In particular, the president should ask 
whether the administration is actually 
meeting his oft-repeated pledge to seek deep 
reductions in strategic forces. On April 17, 
1982, Reagan declared that "It must be the 
objective of any negotiations on arms con­
trol to reduce the numbers of nuclear weap­
ons." In February 1983, he reiterated "our 
willingness to seek reduction to sigificantly 
lower levels of nuclear forces based on 
equal, balanced levels of comparable sys­
tems." 

Yet, Congressional Budget Office studies 
indicate that, even if the Soviets accepted 
the American proposals at the Strategic 
Arms Reduction Talks, the United States 
would have more strategic nuclear weapons 
in the 1990s than it has today. The dramatic 
cuts called for in missile-borne weapons­
where the Soviets have most of their war­
heads-would be more than offset by the 
massive expansion planned for U.S. bomber 
weapons. Such proposals directly contra­
vene Reagan's commitments to the nation 
as candidate and incumbent. And many of 
his own associates admit privately that the 
proposals are non-negotiable. 

Perhaps, as congressional leaders are 
urging, President Reagan will see merit in 
broadening his circle of advisers, relying 
more on retired Gen. Brent Scowcroft, 
chairman of the strategic forces commis­
sion, and other independent figures. 

In his eloquent address to the United Na­
tions on Sept. 26, Reagan made the "un­
equivocal pledge" to seek and accept "any 
equitable, verifiable agreement that stabi­
lizes forces at lower levels than currently 
exist." To devise-or even to recognize­
such an agreement requires precise and ju­
dicious analysis. 

Knowing things "that ain't so" serves nei­
ther the president's nor the nation's inter­
est.e 

SOVIET SALT VIOLATIONS-U.S. 
UNILATERAL BUILD-DOWN 

• Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I ask 
that an article entitled "The Soviets 
Are Violating Arms-Control Accords," 
by Edgar Ulsamer, Air Force maga­
zine, October 1983, be printed in the 
REcORD. This article is a very good 
summary of the status of the Soviet 
SALT violations and I wish to make it 
available to all my colleagues. The ar­
ticle contains several important quota­
tions from my distinguished colleague, 
the senior Senator from Idaho, JIM 
McCLURE. Senator McCLURE, Senator 
HUMPHREY, Senator GARN, Senator 
JEPSEN, Senator HELMS, and myself 
have been in the forefront of exposing 
Soviet SALT violations as threats to 
American national security. 

I also ask consent that another Air 
Force magazine article also by Edgar 
msamer from the October edition, en­
titled "Early Retirement for B-520," 
be printed in the RECORD. This article 
shows how the United States is con­
tinuing its unilateral build-down of 
strategic forces. 

[From the Air Force magazine, October 
1983] 

THE SoviETs ARE VIOLATING ARMs-CoNTROL 
AccoRDs 

(By Edgar Ulsamer> 
At President Reagan's behest, the Nation­

al Security Council is reviewing the Soviet 
track record of compliance with all major 
arms-control and other pertinent interna­
tional accords. The findings of this compre­
hensive analysis are bound to have broad 
impact on the country's defense program 
and arms-control policy. 

The National Security Council's review is 
to summarize Moscow's general perform­
ance with regard to creating and exploiting 
loopholes, willingness to breach treaty pro-
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visions either blatantly of subtly, and prow­
ess in tilting the terms of treaties toward 
long-term unilateral advantages. The proc­
ess is likely to be drawn out, to result initial­
ly in several individual reports clustered 
around specific issues, and to culminate 
eventually in a central document. 

The overall conclusions are to serve as a 
guide through the mine-fields of negotiating 
with the Soviets, such as in the START 
<Strategic Arms Reduction Talks> and INF 
<Intermediate-range Nuclear Force> talks 
under way in Geneva. Two of the key areas 
the analysis is to illuminate are verifiability 
and enforceability. Obviously, evidence of 
circumvention or violation of treaty provi­
sions that can't be documented in unassail­
able fashion tends to generate discontent 
and media attention. Similarly, treaty provi­
sions that mean one thing to the Soviets 
and another to the United States are bound 
to impinge on this country's national securi­
ty interests and polarize public opinion 
about the merits of arms control. 

The primary fallacy that has shaped US 
views in the past concerning strategic arms­
control accords is that they are essentially 
self-enforcing, meaning that the conse­
quence of any significant violation would be 
so severe that a potential transgressor is 
automatically deterred. Arms-control ex­
perts in Congress and the executive branch 
suggest plausibly that the weight of the evi­
dence confirms the reverse: There is consid­
erable bias within the US governmental 
structure against finding the Soviets guilty 
of violating arms-control accords, even in in­
stances where the evidence is reasonably un­
ambiguous concerning Soviet noncompli­
ance. 

Fostering this bias is the fact that once an 
administration has-on the basis of substan­
tial evidence-charged the Soviets with a 
violation, the American people understand­
ably expect their government to take correc­
tive action. Yet the mechanism for response 
and the nature of the responses open to the 
US discourage rather than encourage such 
action. As a result, the decision to level a 
charge of noncompliance against the Soviets 
has been extremely difficult, painful, and, 
hence, rare. 

SALT LOOPHOLES 

As assistant Secretary of Defense for 
International Security Policy Richard N. 
Perle recently told this writer, the main dif­
ficulty is that past accords are riddled with 
loopholes and ambiguities. Concomitantly, 
Soviet behavior that the US finds inconsist­
ent with bilateral arms accords is usually 
defended by Moscow as being consonant 
with the accords because of the loopholes 
its negotiators succeeded in weaving into 
the treaty language. 

Mr. Perle complained that, as a conse­
quence, the Soviets assert that these ambig­
uous provisions permit them "to go forward 
with programs that we thought they would 
terminate when the agreements were 
signed. It's not a neat set of rights and obli­
gations against which one can [evaluate] 
Soviet behavior." 

In spite of the obvious dilemma that re­
sults from the fact that whenever the US 
wants to go to the mat with the Soviets over 
their violations of arms-accord treaties, the 
Russians pull the rug out from under the 
US agrumentation, the Administration has 
requested a special session of the SALT 
Standing Consultative Commission <SCC>. 
The senior US member is Gen. Richard 
Ellis, USAF <Ret.), who holds the rank of 
ambassador. Purpose of the SCC's special 
session, according to Sen. James A. McClure 

<R-Idaho), is to "discuss probable Soviet 
non-compliance with the SALT II treaty 
and also with the SALT I treaty." 

The two key issues the US plans to air, ac­
cording to a formal letter by the Idaho Sen­
ator to President Reagan, are the new 
Soviet PL-5 ICBM and the "new Soviet 
ABM [anti-ballistic missile] battle manage­
ment radar." 

Terming the new Soviet radar "the most 
flagrant Soviet SALT violation yet," one 
that runs afoul of as many as five provisions 
of the SALT I ABM Treaty, Senator 
McClure requested both the President and 
the Senate leadership "to arrange for the 
Vice President to conduct a special briefing 
of the entire Senate in closed session as 
soon as possible so that the Senate can be 
[made] aware of the evidence of Soviet 
SALT violations and your intended course 
of action in dealing with these grave threats 
to US national security." 

Senator McClure charged on the floor of 
the Senate that the new Soviet ABM battle 
management radar system is located some 
500 miles north of the Mongolian border 
and, in clear-cut violation of the ABM 
treaty, is "pointed inside the USSR toward 
Alaska, rather than outward toward the 
nearest border." That treaty prohibits the 
deployment of radars "for early warning of 
strategic ballistic missile attack except at lo­
cations along the periphery of [its signato­
ries'] national territory and oriented out­
ward." 

The Idaho lawmakers told the Senate 
that "large radars of the battle manage­
ment type are clearly the long-term element 
of an ABM system [that, with the exception 
of one site, the treaty prohibits]. They are 
the basis for a Soviet breakout from the 
ABM treaty, together with the following in­
terceptor 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." 

Two years ago, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
warned in their Military Posture Statement 
that "Soviet phased-array radars, which 
may be designed to improve impact predic­
tions and target-handling capabilities for 
ABM battle management, are under con­
struction at various locations throughout 
the USSR. These radars could perform 
some battle management functions as well 
as provide redundant ballistic missile early 
warning coverage. The first of these radars 
is expected to become operational in the 
early 1980s." 

Senator McClure argued that the five or 
six ABM battle management radars now in 
operation "constitute a base for an ABM de­
fense of the territory of the USSR. More­
over, when coupled with SAM-5s, SAM-lOs, 
and SAM-12s in an ABM mode, and with 
the mobile ABM-3 now reportedly in mass 
production and being deployed around 
Moscow, it can be argued that the Soviets 
already have more than a base for nation­
wide ABM defense." 

In spite of its size-its transmitter build­
ing is almost 500 feet long and 300 feet 
wide-the new Soviet ABM radar has been 
under construction for about a year before a 
US satellite was able to spot it after US in­
telligence received clues about its existence 
and location. The new system resembles 
closely large ballistic missile tracking radars 
undergoing test elsewhere in the Soviet 
Union and, in the view of US intelligence 
analysts, closes the gap in coverage against 
this country's ICBMs and SLBMs targeted 
against eastern Soviet territory. Combined 
with existing Soviet radar capabilities, this 

new network provides the USSR with a solid 
foundation for a comprehensive ABM 
system. 

The White House has let it be known that 
a senior-level verification committee is re­
viewing Soviet ABM activities along with 
other acts that put in question Soviet com­
pliance with existing treaties. 

A PATTERN OF SOVIET INFRACTIONS 

Among other indications of Soviet viola­
tions of existing treaties known to be of con­
cern to the White House are tests of a new 
ICBM on at least three occasions this 
spring. The design characteristics of this 
missile, in concert with those of another 
new ICBM-the SS-X-24-tested in October 
1982, suggest strongly a Soviet violation of 
SALT. 

As Secretary of State George P. Shultz re­
cently told the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, Moscow continues "the practice 
of stretching a series of treaties and agree­
ments to the brink of violation and beyond. 
The Soviet Union's infringement of its 
promises and legal obligations is not con­
fined to isolated incidents. We have to ex­
press our concerns about Soviet infractions 
on one issue after another-human rights 
and the Helsinki Final Act, 'yellow rain,' 
and biological warfare. We are becoming in­
creasingly concerned about Soviet prac­
tices-including the recent testing of 
ICBMs-that raise questions about the va­
lidity of their claim of compliance with ex­
isting SALT agreements. Little else is so cor­
rosive of international trust as this persist­
ent pattern of Soviet behavior." 

US intelligence analysts, according to Ad­
ministration spokesmen, are "convinced by 
detailed, independent, and scientific analy­
sis of evidence that the Soviets are using 
chemical and toxic weapons in Afghanistan 
and are involved in their use by Vietnamese 
and [Laotian] forces in Southeast Asia in 
violation of human rights, international 
law, and existing arms-control agreements." 
Secretary Perle affirmed that there is not 
the slightest doubt about the use of Soviet 
chemical and biological weapons in South­
east Asia and Afghanistan in "which thou­
sands of people have been killed." The use 
of these chemical and toxin weapons in Laos 
dates from the mid-1970s, in Kampuchea 
from 1978, and in Afghanistan from 1979. 
The 1925 Geneva Protocol prohibits the use 
of these weapons, and the 1972 Biological 
and Toxin Weapons Convention prohibits 
possession, as well as use, of toxin weapons. 
The USSR is a signatory of both agree­
ments. 

US diplomatic efforts to dissuade the So­
viets and their allies from further use of 
these outlawed weapons have remained sin­
gularly unsuccessful. Other efforts by this 
country to gain Soviet support for an effec­
tive, comprehensive ban on chemical weap­
ons have also been rebuffed so far. 

ICBM VIOLATIONS 

Discussions with the Soviets about the le­
gality of the PL-5ICBM involving diplomat­
ic channels rather than the sluggish sec, 
not too surprisinlgly, have only produced 
the claim that this ICBM is permissible, 
Secretary Perle said. The Soviet contention 
is seemingly that the PL-5 represents a de­
rivative of an authorized new missile and 
hence is covered by the provisions governing 
such modifications. This tactic, he intimat­
ed, is in line with the traditional Soviet 
habit of sidestepping U.S. cmplaints about 
Russian treaty violations by stocially assert­
ing that "everything [we] are doing is in full 
compliance with [our] obligations." He 
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added that "it takes forever to get a reply 
from them. I would guess that the average 
time that an issue is under sec consider­
ation comes to between two and a half and 
three years." 

He acknowledged that, in the case of the 
PL-5ICBM, the U.S. does not yet have the 
total picture in terms of how the Soviets 
plan to deploy the weapon, and other rami­
fications. In this context, he complained 
about U.S. media proclivity to ferret out in­
telligence information extremely rapidly 
and the subsequent "degradation in some 
important techniques of intelligence collec­
tion." The result, he explained, is "that the 
Soviets have learned what we collect, what 
use we make of it, and how rapidly we get 
and analyze" such intelligence information. 

The ambiguities of SALT II, in Secretary 
Perle's view, exceed the worst fears of those 
who warned against them at the time the 
treaty was being negotiated. Saying that 
four or five new Soviet missiles are under 
development, he predicted that a "whole 
new generation of Soviet ICBMs will be ex­
ploiting the SALT II loopholes." The U.S. 
SALT II negotiators had through the ac­
cord's language permitted the deployment 
of only one new ICBM. 

A related area of possible Soviet noncom­
pliance with SALT II, he told this writer, in­
volves the encryption of telemetry data pro­
duced during Soviet ICBM test flights. 
SALT II stipulates in a curious way that 
neither side will encrypt telemetry data the 
other side needs for verifying compliance 
with the accord's provisions. It seems hard 
to envision Soviet, or for that matter even 
US, rectitude sufficient to abstain from en­
crypting information that documents a vio­
lation of the accord. Heightening the ab­
surdity of this "honor code" is the fact that 
certain test flights involve only self-con­
tained data, meaning there is no telemetry 
the other side can listen in on. 

The Soviets have been encrypting their 
ballistic missile tests, approaching "in some 
cases 100 percent," according to Secretary 
Perle. Consequently, the US has in effect 
been deprived of information "we need in 
order to evaluate Soviet compliance" with 
key provisions of the SALT accords. Encryp­
tion leads to one of the principal ambigu­
ities "that trouble us with regard to the 
build-down proposals" that have been es­
poused by influential elements of the 
Senate. 

THE BUILD-DOWN ISSUE 

Early in August of this year White House 
National Security Advisor William P. Clark 
reported to Sen. Larry Pressler <R-S. D.)-in 
response to a Senatorial mandate-about 
"our ongoing assessment of how we could 
implement the build-down concept in the 
US START proposals." Explaining that the 
concept of a "guaranteed mutual build­
down has been the subject of intensive 
interagency study," Judge Clark said that 
"our detailed technical work is essentially 
complete. We have now begun the process 
of developing specific recommendations." 
He promised that the Administration's rec­
ommendations concerning how a mutual 
build-down could be entwined with START 
would be made available to the Senate by 
the time that body holds hearings on this 
subject in mid-September. 

The build-down concept was germinated 
early in 1983 by Senate Resolution 57, 
which called on the US and the USSR to 
agree-while START is being negotiated-to 
dismantle two warheads for every new one 
they deploy. Sponsored by Sens. WilliamS. 
Cohen <R-Me.) and Sam Nunn <D-Ga.), 
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along with forty-three other members of 
the Senate, Resolution 57, as first con­
ceived, was flawed seriously because it 
seemed to make little allowance for the fact 
that the Soviets are close to completing a 
stem-to-stern modernization of their ICBM 
force while the US force is approaching ob­
solescence. Hence the Soviets could wait 
years to start their build-down, while the 
US could not. 

Since then the concept has matured to 
what its principal sponsors call "bounded 
flexibility," meaning the option to use vari­
able build-down ratios consonant with fun­
damental US START objectives, such as a 
general reduction in the two countries' nu­
clear arsenals to 5,000 warheads. As Sec­
retary Perle told this writer, the US over 
the past fifteen years has dismantled rough­
ly "two older nuclear weapons for each new 
one we deployed." The Soviets responded to 
the US build-down by building up, however. 
As a result, the Administration is chary of 
any "mechanistic two-for-one build-down 
measure," he said, and instead is looking for 
ways to implement the spirit of build-down 
mitigated by "flexibility, variable ratios, 
floats, ceilings, and the like." 

Senator Cohen, claiming that a coalition 
extending from longstanding proponents of 
strategic force modernization to strong sup­
porters of the nuclear freeze favors build­
down, recommends that "to assure negotia­
bility of the principle, each side should be 
free to deploy its new warheads on launch­
ers of its own choosing, and to retire older 
warheads on launchers of its own choosing, 
subject to previously negotiated strategic re­
straints." 

The sponsors of the build-down resolution 
envision also that each side would build 
down under agreed ratios until it reaches a 
negotiated floor at which it would hold until 
the other side reaches the same "plateau." 
The build-down would then resume. The 
sponsors also claim that their build-down 
"would not undermine the US START posi­
tion. Indeed, it would be wholly consistent 
with reduction ceilings [such as President 
Reagan's proposed] cut in ICBM and SLBM 
warheads to 5,000 on each side. The build­
down floor might include that number plus 
a suitable allowance for warheads ascribed 
to other strategic launchers." 

BUILD-DOWN AND MODERNIZATION 

Clearly one of the most contested aspects 
of the build-down concept is the possibility 
that the Soviets might defer moderniza­
tion-assuming of course that they would 
sign a build-down accord in the first place­
to avoid having to reduce their nuclear arse­
nal. Senators Cohen and Nunn argue that if 
the Soviets chose to stand still, "they would 
then not add the thousands of new war­
heads" that the US intelligence community 
reports are programmed for deployment in 
the coming years. Senator Cohen believes 
that " it is most improbable that the Soviet 
leaders would direct their military to sus­
pend development and deployment of the 
Typhoon submarines and the SLBMs [they 
carry], the new Blackjack bomber, and the 
two new ICBMs reportedly already being 
tested." 

The sponsors of Resolution 57 claim fur­
ther that "because the Soviets have a great 
number of single-warhead SLBMs and a rel­
atively small bomber force, their ongoing 
modernization programs would have to 
induce substantial reductions in their exist­
ing ICBM force." This assumption is based 
on the Senators' belief that "each Typhoon 
submarine added to their fleet would re­
quire elimination of 360 warheads-more 

than the total number of warheads on all 
existing Yankee 1-class submarines. After 
the first 1,000 or so new warheads added by 
the Soviets, each additional warhead would 
require reductions in their existing MIRVed 
ICBMs-the forces of greatest concern for 
stability." 

Citing as supporters of the build-down 
concept President Reagan; Gen. David C. 
Jones, USAF <Ret.), the past Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff; the present and 
most recent Under Secretaries of Defense 
for Research and Engineering, Dr. Richard 
DeLauer and Dr. William Perry; and the 
past USAF Deputy Chief of Staff for Re­
search, Development and Acquisition, Lt. 
Gen. Kelly Burke, USAF <Ret.), Senator 
Cohen told the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee that the "concept should be 
looked at as a complement to but not a sub­
stitute for START." 

The mechanism for negotiating a build­
down, the sponsors believe, should be a U.S.­
Soviet working group meeting in Geneva 
that reports to the START delegations. 
Once this group has agreed on a build-down, 
the proposed accord should then be for­
warded to Washington and Moscow for rati­
fication. Once in effect, it would serve as an 
interim measure while negotiations proceed 
on the broader and more complex START 
agreement. 

While it is possible to question the merits 
of a build-down as a prelude to START-es­
pecially Soviet willingness to participate in 
such an exercise-there is little doubt about 
the importance of this concept to the shaky 
coalition that has so far kept the strategic 
force modernization program, especially 
MX production, alive in Congress. 

Typical of the quid pro quo character of 
the issue was this statement on the floor of 
the Senate by Senator Cohen: "I do not 
intend to permit the build-down to become a 
meaningless link in the process of procuring 
the MX missile. In this regard, without a 
clear and constructive formulation of a 
build-down proposal by the Administration, 
I do not intend to continue supporting the 
MX program." Strangely absent from this 
kind of reasoning is consideration of the 
need to modernize the U.S. strategic deter­
rence forces in the face of age creep and the 
massive, steady growth in Soviet capabili­
ties. 

ON THE ROAD TO START 

The head of the U.S. START delegation, 
Ambassador Edward Rowny, reported at the 
end of Round IV of the negotiations early in 
August that the U.S. had tabled a complete 
treaty text that shows maximum flexibility. 
He explained that "reducing the warheads 
of each side by about a third to 5,000 re­
mains the central element of our position. 
We are also determined to reduce, over time, 
the three-to-one Soviet advantage in nucle­
ar destructive capability and potential. Our 
goals are two-fold: deep reductions and a 
more stable strategic relationship." 

The new U.S. approach, he said, meets the 
two main complaints lodged previously by 
the Soviets: "That we were prescribing how 
the Soviets must restructure their forces 
and that we were not being comprehensive­
that is, not including from the outset all our 
strategic forces." While there have been 
suggestions that the Soviet position as of 
late has shown some "give," there are ques­
tions about whether this represents atmos­
pherics or substance. 

A key point here is that the Soviets have 
backed off from their original demand that 
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the US hold the deployment of Trident sub­
marines to four boats. This "concession" is 
probably not too significant since the US 
never took this demand seriously and con­
sidered it a transparent tactical move de­
signed for negotiating leverage. The US 
plans to deploy at least fifteen Trident 
SSBNs and treats them as replacements for 
older boats. 

In Secretary Perle's view there has not, as 
yet, been any "significant movement" by 
the Soviets so far as the principal START 
issues are concerned, with their basic posi­
tion revolving around the general SALT II 
structure. The latest Soviet proposals are 
somewhat below the SALT II levels, he said, 
but still too high in terms of what the US 
considers stabilizing reductions. 

"We believe a useful, stabilizing agree­
ment can be reached [involving substantial­
ly lower levels of weapons], in particular 
lower levels of accurate high-yield ICBM 
warheads," he stressed. While the US origi­
nally favored a two-phased approach to 
START, Secretary Perle explained, the em­
phasis is now on a single-phase accord in 
order "to speed up the negotiations." 

Press reports to the contrary, neither the 
US nor the Soviet Union favors combining 
the START and INF negotiations at this 
time, he said. 

The question of how to bring about a re­
duction in total usable yield, or throw­
weight, of the arsenals of the two sides con­
tinues to divide the US experts. One group, 
which includes Secretary Perle, favors set­
ting a specific, discrete thrown-weight limit, 
while other members of the interagency 
group setting START policy prefer to con­
trol throw-weight by setting limits for the 
various categories of delivery vehicles that 
carry nuclear warheads. 

The issue is being argued with "emotional 
fervor" by both sides even though there is a 
common goal, a sharp drop in the number 
and yield of strategic nuclear weapons. He 
said that "I see no reason why we should 
not limit throw-weight directly-so many 
kilograms on each side distributed as one 
likes." 

The other way is to set numerical limits 
for various delivery systems and "when you 
add it all up it produces a throw-weight limi­
tation that is essentially the same," he ex­
plained, adding "it really isn't the big issue 
that it's being made out to be and it certain­
ly should not cause people to divide along 
ideological lines. It's a technical question 
but, like other arms-control questions, it 
elicits inexplicable emotions." 

While both the US and the Soviets are 
chary of discussing their various proposals 
and counterproposals in detail at this time, 
the White House has disclosed certain basic 
elements of the US position. These include 
that "the US will continue to propose con­
straints that indirectly get at the throw­
weight problem, while making clear to the 
Soviets our readiness to deal directly with 
destructive capability, if they prefer." 

While stressing the importance of reduc­
ing ballistic missile warheads, the US 
START proposal "also calls for reductions 
in heavy bombers to equal levels and for 
limitations on the number of air-launched 
cruise missiles carried on heavy bombers. 
Thus, the US START approach would lead 
to comprehensive reductions in all three ele­
ments of the US and Soviet strategic arse­
nals." 

The START negotiations will resume this 
month. 

[From the Air Force Magazine, October 
1983] 

EARLY RETIREMENT FOR B-52G 
<By Edgar Ulsamer> 

WASHINGTON, D.C., September 1.-The De­
fense Department's central arbitrating 
body, the Defense Resources Board <DRB>. 
has ordered the phaseout-effective in 
1988-of all B-52G models from the coun­
try's strategic nuclear, or SlOP <Single Inte­
grated Operational Plan> forces. The Air 
Force has recommended retention of the 
some ninety aircraft involved until the Ad­
vanced Technology Bomber <ATB>. known 
also as Stealth, enters the operational in­
ventory and pick up some of the slack. 

Prompting the DRB's decision was an im­
mediate cost saving of several hundred mil­
lion dollars resulting from not modifying 
the G models to the extent originally 
planned. The impact of this accelerated 
phaseout on the SlOP force level is major, 
especially since it compounds the effect of 
the previously announced retirement of the 
Titan ICBMs. 

The ninety Gs are designated ALCM <air­
launched cruise missile) carriers, with each 
aircraft nominally carrying twelve missiles. 
The result is the elimination of 1,080 ALCM 
stations. The scrapping of these aircraft will 
not impinge on the transfer of sixty-one 
other B-52Gs to SAC's Strategic Projection 
Force <SPF> and their availability for con­
ventional warfare missions. 

The DRB's insistence on retiring the 
ninety B-52Gs was based in part on earlier 
Air Force willingness to drop these aircraft 
from the SlOP inventory in the late 1980s. 
At that time, however, the Air Force expect­
ed that 200 MX ICBMs would be deployed. 
Since then that number has been scaled 
back to 100 missiles. 

Also, the B-1 program, as currently struc­
tured, calls for the acquistion of no more 
than 100 aircraft. These strategic bombers 
are to be augmented by around 125 ATB's 
that should enter the inventory in the early 
1990's. Because of these schedules, the Air 
Force had planned to retain the B-52Gs, 
along with the Hs, until a significant 
number of Stealth bombers became oper­
ational. 

Meanwhile, the just-released Senate/ 
House Conference Report contains an iron­
clad prohibition against diverting any funds 
earmarked for the ATB program to any 
other purpose. The implication is that the 
conferees enjoin the Defense Department 
and the Air Force in the FY '84 authoriza­
tion bill from siphoning off funds from ATB 
to expand the B-1 program. 

Sen. Sam Nunn <D.-Ga.>. along with other 
prominent Democrats in Congress, has ex­
pressed concern that the sheer momentum 
of the B-1 program will lead to a production 
run in excess of 100 aircraft and deferral of 
the ATB. As the Georgia lawmaker recently 
claimed, the B-1 program, as presently 
structured, reaches a peak production of 
forty-eight aircraft-involving a work force 
of about 60,000-in 1986, its last year. 

Explaining that "I know something about 
human nature in Congress," Senator Nunn 
suggested that there "isn't any way in the 
world that you are going to shut down that 
production line flat out-from forty-eight to 
zero." Even though in reality the forty­
eight aircraft entering production in 1986 
would not be completed for several years 
thereafter-and hence the B-1 work force 
would remain on the job correspondingly­
Senator Nunn and many other members of 
Congress claim that the schedule and struc­
ture of the B-1 program-especially its mul-

tiyear procurement feature-stack the deck 
against the ATB: "We may or may not build 
the ATB, but I don't think it a coincidence 
that the B-1 production is geared like it is. 
We are making fateful decisions right now 
on A TB, and if the decisions the Senate has 
made so far stick through the appropria­
tions process, then I think the changes of 
the ATB go down, no matter how good the 
technical data might be." 

Senior USAF personnel recently briefed a 
group of Senators on the status of the ATB 
program under top-secret conditions to allay 
their fears that the Defense Department 
and the Air Force were pursuing the project 
at less than an expeditious rate. Senator 
Nunn told this writer afterward that the 
evidence presented indeed indicated that 
the Air Force was pursuing the A TB pro­
gram vigorously and without favoritism 
toward the B-1. Nevertheless, the political 
facts of life militate against the ATB. he 
claimed. 

NEW STRATEGIC PENETRATION AID 
REQUIREMENTS 

The concept of "salvage-fuzing" nuclear 
warheads is getting a second hearing. The 
notion of equipping penetrating nuclear 
weapons with sensors that cause them to 
detonate in the face of otherwise disabling 
action by the enemy's nonnuclear or nuclear 
defenses is far from new. The reason why it 
might make sense to cause the warheads of 
ICBMs, SLBMs, and cruise missiles that are 
about to be intercepted by a defender to ex­
plode with full force is that in doing so they 
can cause grave damage to the defender's 
ground-based sensors and command and 
control system. 

Rather than "wasting" the warhead that 
the defense is about to put out of commis­
sion, the weapon might deal a mortal blow 
to the radars and other "soft" elements of 
the enemy's strategic defense systems. 

In the past, both the US and the USSR 
have shied away from deploying salvage­
fuzed weapons-at least so far as is known­
because of two potential drawbacks. For 
one, the salvage-fuzed weapon might cause 
fratricidal effects on the attacker's other 
warheads that were arriving in the same 
area at about the same time. Another prob­
lem might ensue if the defender succeeds in 
causing the salvage-fuzed warhead to go off 
at a point and time of his choosing. Sophis­
ticated sensor technologies can probably 
pre'Vent this from happening, especially if 
contact fuzes are used that simply react to 
the impact of a nonnuclear interceptor. 

The advantage of such an approach is es­
pecially pronounced in the case of air­
launched cruise missiles <ALCMs> that pen­
etrate the defender's territory at low alti­
tude and, therefore, preclude him from 
intercepting them by nuclear means. In the 
case of ICBMs and SLBMs, it might be pos­
sible to send in salvage-fuzed warheads as 
"precursors" to disable the ballistic missile 
defenses <BMD> or disrupt the command 
and control system, thereby paving the way 
for the main attack. Careful timing might 
avoid fratricide. There are indications that 
the Soviets-who in contrast to the U.S. rely 
heavily on strategic defenses-are quite con­
cerned about the possibility of the U.S. de­
ploying salvage-fuzed weapons since they, in 
effect, represent a special form of penetra­
tion aid. 

Because of mounting concern about grow­
ing Soviet strategic defense capabilities, in­
cluding putative violations of the SALT 
ABM accord, the Pentagon is examining the 
potential for a wide spectrum of penetration 
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aids. As the result of studies of Soviet ABM 
capabilities that in turn prompted the so­
called Scowcroft Commission on Strategic 
Forces to delve into this issue, the Defense 
Resources Board has just arranged for a 
joint Air Force-U.S. Navy study of advanced 
penetration aids. 

While OSD originally wanted to include 
MaRVing <maneuvering reentry vehicles, 
which avoid interceptors by descending in 
corkscrew or other irregular fashion on 
their targets> in this study-and eventually 
to develop them on a joint basis-the serv­
ices insisted on confining their work to vari­
ous types of decoys. The services feared that 
a uniform approach to MaRVing would fa­
cilitate the Soviets' BMD task by enabling 
them to cope with both ICBMs and SLBMs 
at once. 

The Scowcroft Commission's concern 
about Soviet ABM capabilities drives in part 
the need for MX and its substantial throw­
weight: "As Soviet ABM modernization and 
modern surface-to-air missile development 
and deployment proceed-even within the 
limitation of the ABM treaty-it is impor­
tant to match any possible Soviet breakout 
from that treaty with strategic forces that 
have the throw-weight to carry sufficient 
numbers of decoys and other penetration 
aids; these may be necessary in order to 
penetrate the Soviet defenses which such a 
breakout could provide before other com­
pensating steps could be taken. Having in 
production a missile that could . . . counter 
such a Soviet step should help deter them 
from taking it." 

SOVIET ARMS-CONTROL GAMBITS 

The Soviet Union is seemingly getting on 
US political bandwagons to gain military ad­
vantage. One ploy seems designed to erode 
US domestic support for MX by hinting at 
Soviet intentions to build and deploy small, 
mobile ICBMs to increase the survivability 
of its strategic nuclear force. The word from 
the US START negotiator in Geneva is that 
the Soviet delegation let it be known there 
that Moscow had plans to transform at least 
a part of its ICBM force to small, mobile 
systems. 

The Administration and influential mem­
bers of Congress-at the recommendation of 
the bipartisan Presidential strategic force 
modernization panel, the so-called Scow­
croft Commission-are committed to the de­
velopment and deployment of a small, 
single-warhead ICBM that could probably 
be reasonably mobile. 

Such a weapon offers a number of advan­
tages, in the view of the Commission. For 
one, since the small ICBM <SICBM> carries 
only a single warhead, it represents a far 
less attractive target for a potential attacker 
than does a large ICBM carrying many 
MIRVs. Undeniably, if both sides shifted to 
SICBMs, a more stable strategic balance 
would exist than is the case with large, 
MIRVed weapons. An SICBM can also be 
deployed in a mobile mode-and hence 
made more survivable-more readily than 
can large, heavy missiles. These factors, in 
combination, create conditions conducive to 
sharp arms reduction. As a result, sizable 
constituencies that favor bypassing MX and 
concentrating on SICBMs are forming in 
Congress and elsewhere. The expression of 
Soviet intent to move toward such a design 
is bound to feed the aversion to MX of these 
groups. 

Another Soviet move in the field of arms 
control that presumably is designed mainly 
to influence the US political climate was the 
announcement by President Yuri Andropov 
of a "unilateral moratorium" on the deploy-

ment of ASAT <antisatellite> weapons. The 
Soviet leader made the offer to nine visiting 
Democratic US Senators headed by Clai­
borne Pell of Rhode Island. 

The Soviet Union has had an operational 
ASAT for several years. The Defense De­
partment credits this weapon with the "ca­
pability to seek and destroy US space sys­
tems in near-earth orbit" and reports that 
the Soviets conduct yearly tests to practice 
satellite interception and to refine the 
system. The Soviets are also known to be 
working on follow-on ASAT weapons. 

Since their ASAT uses an SS-9 ICBM as 
launcher, verification of such a moratorium 
is basically impossible. In addition, since the 
USSR has a space-tested operational system 
and the US as yet has no comparable capa­
bility, Moscow could well afford to forego 
further ASAT flights if that were to cause 
this country to halt its nascent ASAT pro­
gram. 

Here, too, the Soviets are capitalizing on 
US congressional sentiments, specifically 
the fear of an arms race in space. Notwith­
standing that the Soviets are running such 
a race already, more than 100 House mem­
bers recently petitioned the Administration 
to "immediately propose to the Soviet 
Union a mutual moratorium on the testing 
of antisatellite weapons in space." 

The petition argues with odd logic that 
since the present Soviet ASAT is limited to 
near-earth orbits and hence can't attack US 
satellites in geostationary altitude, a 
"mutual ban on ASAT testing would not 
place the US at a disadvantage." From this 
premise the signers of the petition leap off 
to the startling conclusion that "since the 
American ASAT is much more advanced and 
capable than the Soviet ASAT, there are 
compelling incentives for Soviet compliance 
with the mutual test moratorium." 

Curiously disregarded in this reasoning is 
the fact that a weapon that does not yet 
exist-and has not been tested-is a weak 
means for ensuring compliance. Similarly, 
the fact that the Soviets are working on 
follow-on ASATs, including a system prob­
ably capable of direct ascent to geostation­
ary orbits, is also swept under the rug. 

Yet a third move by Moscow to accelerate 
the U.S.-and European-political momen­
tum toward arms control at any price in­
volved a vague but highly touted promise by 
President Andropov, carried in the Commu­
nist Party newspaper Pravda, that Moscow 
is willing to scrap some of its intermediate­
range ballistic missiles <IRBMs), including 
the formidable SS-20, if the U.S. agrees not 
to deploy its Pershing II and ground­
launched cruise missiles in Europe later this 
year. 

The catch is that this offer covers only 
Soviet IRBMs currently deployed in Europe. 
Moreover, it does not change the fact that 
the Soviets insist on retaining 162 of these 
missiles-ostensibly to offset French and 
British nuclear weapons-while denying the 
United States the right to deploy any 
IRBMs at all. 

Bolstering this maneuver to prevent the 
scheduled deployment of 572 U.S. Pershing 
lis and GLCMs, beginning in December of 
this year, are preparations in Western 
Europe for massive antinuclear demonstra­
tions this fall. As Assistant Secretary of De­
fense for International Security Policy 
Richard N. Perle observed recently, "The 
buses have been chartered already, and the 
concessionaires are ready to go. But we 
don't think that any of the [European] gov­
ernments involved will allow their parlia­
mentary process to be subverted by demon­
strations on the streets." 

The Administration, he explained, does 
not expect the Soviets to begin serious nego­
tiations at the INF <Intermediate-range Nu­
clear Force> talks in Geneva until the Sovi­
ets become convinced that the Pershing II/ 
GLCM deployment "becomes inevitable. 

·Their proposals so far have all entailed the 
complete abandonment of any Western de­
ployment and freedom for the Soviets to 
retain hundreds and possibly thousands of 
warheads on their SS-20s. . . . I would be 
surprised if the last-ditch Soviet effort to 
stop the deployment of [U.S. INF weapons] 
does not consist of negotiating ploys as well 
as continuation of the threats and intimida­
tions that have characterized their actions" 
in the past. 

Although he did not rule out the possibili­
ty that the Soviets might make good their 
oblique threat to put Soviet IRBMs into 
Cuba if the U.S. goes ahead with the Per­
shing 11/GLCM deployment in Europe, Sec­
retary Perle did not consider such an action 
likely. Violation of the Kennedy /Khru­
shchev understanding of 1962-which ended 
the Cuban missile crisis of that year by com­
mitting the US to put out and keep out its 
nuclear missiles-he said, "would be totally 
unjustified and have serious ramifications." 
He pointed out also that the Soviets have 
threatened to do things as a reprisal against 
U.S. INF deployments "that they have al­
ready done, such as putting nuclear missiles 
in Eastern Europe." 

The U.S. negotiating stance at the INF 
talks revolves around what Secretary of 
State George P. Shultz termed "equal rights 
and limits" for the principals. The central 
U.S. goal, announced by President Reagan 
in November 1981, is the complete elimina­
tion of longer-range, land-based INF mis­
siles. After more than a year of negotiating, 
the Soviets continue to resist this so-called 
"zero-zero" option. 

In an effort to break the stalemate, the 
U.S. has proposed an interim agreement 
whereby, according to Secretary Shultz, "we 
would reduce the number of missiles we 
plan to deploy in Europe if the Soviet Union 
will reduce the total number of warheads it 
has already deployed to an equal level. This 
would result in equal limits for both sides 
on a global basis. President Andropov's 
latest offer of scrapping only missiles the 
Soviets have deployed in Europe obviously 
circumvents the U.S. principle of "equal 
rights and limits." 

WASHINGTON OBSERVATIONS 

The differences between the Air Force 
and some elements of OSD over how to con­
duct the deep interdiction mission, known as 
Counter Air '90, remain pronounced. The 
principal issue under contention is OSD's 
penchant for using ballistic missiles to per­
form a major portion of the deep interdic­
tion mission. Air Force analyses do not sup­
port the cost-effectiveness of such an ap­
proach. Much of the dispute-which has at­
tracted congressional attention and parti­
sanship-is taking place behind closed doors 
because of the heavy involvement of classi­
fied Stealth technologies in terms of both 
the platforms and munitions under consid­
eration. 

Typical of the divergent trends now at 
play is the question of what kind of replace­
ment should be picked for the Medium­
Range Air-to-Surface Missile <MRASM> 
that was dropped, largely because it lacked 
Stealth qualities. OSD and the Navy appar­
ently favor an extremely expensive cruise 
missile that incorporates the full range of 
low-observable technologies. The Air Force, 
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on the other hand, favors a far cheaper 
"stealthy" cruise missile that could be ac­
quired in far larger quantities. 

The Defense Resources Board recently en­
dorsed development of an advanced, follow­
on version of the Strategic Air Command's 
Short-Range Attack Missile <SRAM>. The 
first-generation SRAM is aging, lacks ade­
quate nuclear hardening, and lags behind 
the performance that could be built into a 
modem missile of this type. Among the ad­
vantages accruing to a new, advanced 
SRAM are nuclear hardness, greater range, 
greater compactness that would enable car­
rier aircraft to accommodate more of them, 
and an improved capability to deal with im­
precisely located targets. 

Some senior USAF leaders believe that an 
advanced SRAM system can be tied to the 
carrier aircraft's and other external sensors 
to provide the system with a near real-time 
targeting feature. 

There are indications that influential ele­
ments of the Air Force prefer the advanced 
SRAM over the Advanced Cruise Missile 
<ACM>. The latter is thought to be less suit­
able for adaptation to near real-time target­
ing. 

Meanwhile, the joint conference report on 
the 1984 Defense Authorization Act sup­
ports the acquisition of 240 ALCM-B cruise 
missiles. The Defense Department had 
wanted to terminate the ALCM-B program 
now and to concentrate instead on ACM, a 
longer-range, "stealthy" follow-on to 
ALCM-B. 

Due to damage to essential test equipment 
caused by lightning, a series of crucial tests 
of the hardness of various transporters asso­
ciated with the small CBM <SICBM> have 
been delayed until October 1983 or later. 
Known as "Direct Contact," these tests by 
the Defense Nuclear Agency <DNA> are 
counted on for pivotal information concern­
ing what forms of mobile basing of SICBMs 
show maximal promise. 

The degree of dispersal and, hence, the 
size of the areas within which SICBM can 
roam without becoming vulnerable to Soviet 
barrage attacks are determined largely by 
the hardness level and speed of the trans­
porter. Another area to be probed by DN"A 
tests involves the hardness of advanced 
ICBM silo designs. 

White House officials have hinted that 
this fall the Administration plans to an­
nounce, with considerable fanfare, a general 
commitment to an advanced strategic de­
fense system centered on the eventual de­
ployment of directed-energy and space­
based weapons. This announcement would 
be in extension of the President's speech on 
March 23, 1983, when he hinted at the even­
tual feasibility of leak-proof strategic de­
fenses. 

By pulling together all Defense Depart­
ment and Department of Energy programs 
that have, or might eventually have, impact 
on strategic defense, the Administration is 
expected to show that it will be investing 
about $5 billion annually in this field.e 

A TRIBUTE TO LECH W ALESA 
e Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the Nor­
wegian Nobel Committee has acknowl­
edged what the Polish people have be­
lieved for several turbulent years: 
That Lech Walesa is an inspiration 
and an example of the struggle for 
peace, freedom, and human dignity. 
He deserves the Nobel Peace Prize 
both as a tribute for what he has ac-

complished and as an encouragement 
for him to continue his work for the 
Polish people. 

Perhaps there would have been a 
Solidarity movement even without 
Lech Walesa, for the Polish people for 
centuries have yearned for national in­
dependence and personal liberty. But 
he provided the magnetic spark which 
galvanized the nation and forced the 
government to grant some long-denied 
basic human rights. When Polish aspi­
rations for greater freedom proved too 
strong for their Communist masters, 
the brutal leadership imposed martial 
law and imprisoned Lech Walesa for 
11 months. He emerged, still strong 
and resolute, and remains the embodi­
ment of the dreams of the Polish 
people for a better life. 

Walesa became a leader by virtue of 
his personal courage, personal sacri­
fice, and genuine humility. Those 
qualities are rare in any nation, but es­
pecially in one where power and privi­
leges go to the self -chosen few and the 
rest of the people struggle just to sur­
vive. As a man of profound faith and 
hard work, he represented the authen­
tic Polish citizen-and the people re­
sponded with their trust and support. 

Even today, despite the ominous 
shadow of Soviet troops and martial 
law, Poland remains free in spirit, 
though caged in body. And as we join 
in honoring Lech Walesa, let us hope 
that he can continue to guide the 
Polish people to a rebirth of freedom 
and solidarity. 

Mr. President, I ask that the official 
citation of the Nobel Committee and a 
profile of Lech Walesa from the New 
York Times be printed in the RECORD. 

The citation and profile follow: 
NOBEL COMMITTEE STATEMENT 

OsLo, October 5.-Following is the text, in 
official translation, of a statement by the 
Norwegian Nobel Committee today: 

The Norwegian Nobel Committee has 
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for 1983 to 
Lech Walesa. 

In reaching this decision the committee 
has taken into account Walesa's contribu­
tion, made with considerable personal sacri­
fice, to insure the workers' right to establish 
their own organizations. 

This contribution is of vital importance in 
the wider campaign to secure the universal 
freedom to organize-a human right as de­
fined by the United Nations. 

Lech Walesa's activities have been charac­
terized by a determination to solve his coun­
try's problems through negotiation and co­
operation without resorting to violence. 

He has attempted to establish a dialogue 
between the organization he represents­
Solidarity-and the authorities. The com­
mittee regards Walesa as an exponent of 
the active longing for peace and freedom 
which exists, in spite of unequal conditions, 
unconquered in all the peoples of the world. 

The committee has on several occasions 
when awarding the Peace Prize emphasized 
that a campaign for human rights is a cam­
paign for peace. Furthermore the commit­
tee believes that Walesa's attempt to find a 
peaceful solution to his country's problems 
will contribute to a relaxation of interna­
tional tension. 

In an age when d~tente and the peaceful 
resolution of conflicts are more necessary 
than ever before, Lech Walesa's contribu­
tion is both an inspiration and an example. 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 5, 19831 
LABOR ORGANIZER WITH A TALL DREAM 

<By John Kifner> 
WARSAW, Oct. 5.-For Lech Walesa, this 

has been a difficult year. 
The one-time unemployed electrician who 

rose to become an international figure, the 
embodiment of the dreams of millions of 
Poles for a better life, emerged from 11 
months of solitary confinement last fall to 
find his Solidarity union crushed by martial 
law. He had thrilled crowds and negotiated 
with the Government; he had even met, vir­
tually as an equal, with the heads of the 
two institutions that dominate Poland-the 
Communist Party and the Roman Catholic 
Church. Now, the government said he was a 
has-been, the "former head of a former 
union." 

Yet his allure has not entirely faded. 
During the eight days of Pope John Paul 
II's visit last June, the crowds once again 
unfurled their red and white Solidarity ban­
ners and shouted, "Lech Walesa! Lech 
Walesa!" 

For those Poles, as well as for Mr. Walesa, 
the awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize to 
the founder of the first-and last-free 
trade union in the Soviet bloc was a vindica­
tion. To the Communist authorities it was a 
slap in the face. 

HOW HE GOT THE NEWS 

The news of his Nobel Prize came to Mr. 
Walesa-the name is pronounced vah­
WENN-sah-as he was picking mushrooms 
in the woods, a very Polish activity at this 
time of the year. His wife, Danuta, said later 
that he had become so worked up by the 
knowledge that he was a candidate for the 
award that he could not sleep and had gone 
to the country north of Gdansk with friends 
to try to relax. 

The word was brought by the Western tel­
evision crews, whose attendance on Mr. 
Walesa is a constant irritant to the authori­
ties. The mushroom-hunting party prompt­
ly grabbed the new laureate, who wore 
his ever-present badge of the Black Madon­
na of Czestochowa on his gray cardigan 
sweater, and tossed him in the air. 

"The world recognizes Solidarity's ideals 
and struggles," he said when he got his 
breath back. 

Leszek Michal Walesa was born Sept 29, 
1943, in the village of Popowo, near the Vis­
tula River north of Warsaw, the son of a 
carpenter who was to die in a Nazi concen­
tration camp. He was trained as an electri­
cian at a state agricultural school, served 
two years in the army and in 1967 moved to 
the Baltic seaport of Gdansk and a job in 
the sprawling Lenin Shipyard. 

His introduction to political opposition 
came in the turbulent days of December 
1970 when workers in Gdansk took to the 
streets to protest rising food prices and were 
gunned down. The demonstrations toppled 
the Government of Wladyslaw Gomulka, 
but, ultimately, the bloodshed brought little 
but broken promises. 

A MONUMENT TO THE DEAD 

The experience so burned Mr. Walesa that 
one of his obsessions was the unlikely 
project of building a monument to honor 
the more than 100 slain workers. The tower­
ing monument of three crosses, whose dedi­
cation was attended by party leaders, stands 
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now at the shipyard gate, a constant re­
proach to the authorities. The police come 
at night and take away flowers people place 
at its base. 

Mr. Walesa was on the strike committee 
that briefly shut down the shipyard in the 
next round of protests in 1976. Dismissed 
from his electrician's job, he became a full­
time agitator, editing and passing out an un­
derground newspaper, The Coastal Worker, 
and helping to organize the illegal Baltic 
Free Trade Union Movement. In this period, 
too, he made contact with the newly formed 
organization of dissident intellectuals called 
the Workers' Self-Defense Committee, 
which became important in guiding and 
speading Solidarity. 

In 1980, Mr. Walesa led the strike that 
drove Mr. Gomulka's successor, Edward 
Gierek, from power. When he climbed over 
the fence of the Lenin Shipyard on Aug. 14, 
the short and slightly pudgy Mr. Walesa 
became very much the right man at the 
right moment. 

The week-old strike he took over had been 
touched off by the dismissal of Anna Walen­
tynowicz, a grandmotherly looking crane op­
erator. Feeding on long-held grievances, it 
spread like a bushfire along the Baltic coast, 
to the Nowa Huta steel mill, the coal mines 
of Silesia, engulfing most of Poland. Bus 
drivers, writers, peasant farmers, trainee 
firemen, even party members joined the 
strike. 

Neither an intellectual nor a profound 
strategist, Mr. Walesa nevertheless pos­
sessed a magnetism that set him apart from 
the other Solidarity leaders. What he had 
was a shrewdness, a keen sense of the dra­
matic and a flair for summing up the feel­
ings of the workers in an earthy phrase. 
"You and I, we eat the same bread," he told 
a room overflowing with grimy, blue-jacket­
ed steelworkers. He did not have to com­
plete the thought-that there were others, 
the privileged party elite, who ate much dif­
ferently. 

LEADERSHIP IS CHALLENGED 

While the authorities tend to portray him 
as wild-eyed public enemy, Mr. Walesa spent 
much of his efforts during the hectic 16 
months of Solidarity trying to calm striking 
workers, staving off confrontations. Indeed, 
he was sharply challenged from within his 
own ranks as being too willing to compro­
mise with the authorities. Mr. Walesa and 
others kept insisting that theirs was a "self­
limiting revolution," that they meant to 
reform the system, not overthrow it, but the 
Poles and their rulers understood that, in­
evitably, the challenge was more profound 
than that. 

Mr. Walesa lives in what is by Polish 
standards a relatively luxurious six-room 
apartment in a vast housing project with his 
wife, a former florist's assistant whom he 
married in 1969, and their three daughters 
and four sons, the last born while he was in­
terned. The apartment was given to him 
during his days of recognized prominence. A 
portrait of the Pope dominates the living 
room. 

The authorities have been trying for 
months to discredit Mr. Walesa. The latest 
step was a special television program, titled 

_"Money," broadcast last week. It centers on 
a purported tape recording in which Mr. 
Walesa is reputed to speak of squirreling 
away a million dollars abroad, to complain 
that the Pope was edging him out of last 
year's Nobel Prize and to use foul language. 

The effort appears to have had little 
effect. The next day Mr. Walesa went to a 
World Cup soccer match in Gdansk, the 

home team playing an Italian squad, and 
when he was recognized the stadium burst 
into cheers.e 

THE ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
SENIOR CITIZENS NUTRITION 
PROGRAM 

• Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, on Oc­
tober 7, Indiana will celebrate the lOth 
anniversary of the senior citizens nu­
trition program. 

I bring this to the attention of my 
colleagues because I count the consoli­
dation and expansion of senior citizen 
nutrition programs in Indianapolis as 
one of my key accomplishments as 
mayor of Indianapolis. 

Prior to the passage of comprehen­
sive Federal legislation many private 
and public organizations had worked 
valiantly to meet the nutritional needs 
of older citizens. At the time, the 
needs were critical. I recall working 
with the Northeast Side Community 
Organization, the United South Side 
Community Organization, and the rest 
of the Neighborhood Congress to find 
ways to focus money and attention on 
the problem. 

Finally in 1973 we were able to uti­
lize new Federal programs and the 
Greater Indianapolis Progress Com­
mittee to consolidate these efforts. We 
were on our way to maintaining the 
health and dietary needs of older Hoo­
siers. 

The program in Indianapolis and 
across the State has been tremen­
dously successful. We now serve over 
18,000 meals a day in over 415 meal 
sites. Meal service which also brings 
fellowship and activity to people who 
might otherwise remain lonely and iso­
lated. 

Of course, these 415 meal sites are 
supplementary by a massive Meals-on­
Wheels program. Our homebound el­
derly have benefitted from the efforts 
of many, many volunteer organiza­
tions, churches, and agencies on aging. 
I am proud of the success of the nutri­
tion program in Indiana and of all 
those individuals who have devoted 
their time, effort, and money to make 
these programs work. 

In spite of the tremendous progress 
that has been made, since those days 
in the early seventies, when funding 
was so short and the needs so great, 
much more needs to be done. Housing, 
nutrition, and health care remain as 
high priorities for further attention 
and work. We must and we will contin­
ue our work. I am committed to fur­
ther progress and I know that I can 
count on the area agencies, the senior 
centers, the nutrition programs, and 
the Indiana Department of Aging to 
help make that progress.e 

STUDENTS OF WENDELL, IDAHO, 
COMPLAIN ABOUT DOWNED 
KAL FLIGHT 007 

• Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, it has 
been just over a month now since the 
world listened in shock to the news 
that a Korean passenger plane, which 
had strayed off course into Russian 
airspace, had been savagely shot down 
by a Soviet fighter jet. 

Many countries of the free world, to 
no avail, have asked for an explana­
tion and apology from the Kremlin, 
and reparations for the families of the 
269 victims of that flight. The Soviet 
system is such that admits to no 
wrongdoing, and its power such that 
we have little leverage to exert to pre­
clude the recurrence of future atroc­
ities. 

As one writer in the Washington 
Times aptly commented, after the 
downing of KAL flight 007: 

Whatever is left of the disarmament 
movement in this country and in Europe is 
probably permanently discomfited. The 
Korean 747, after all, was "disarmed" and 
has been turned into a giant metaphor. Do 
you want to tum your country, it is now 
proper to ask the peace movement, into a 
Korean 747? 

Certainly, the unilateral disarma­
ment movement has suffered a set­
back, but it is far from dead. We 
cannot afford, therefore, to let this 
barbarous and revealing deed slip from 
our national consciousness. We must 
not forget what the Soviet leadership 
is capable of, and what the future por­
tends if we fail to insure that America 
maintains a strong deterrent force. 

Mr. President, as the following arti­
cle details, the people of Idaho have 
not forgotten this massacre. It has 
served to strengthen their commit­
ment to our President's defense pro­
gram and foreign policy initiatives. I 
request that this item from the Twin 
Falls, Idaho, Times-News, which re­
flects the deep concerns of one Idaho 
community about this outrage, be in­
cluded in today's REcoRD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Twin Falls <Idaho> Times News, 

Sept. 24, 1983] 
WENDELL STUDENTS COMPLAIN IN WRITING TO 

SOVIET LEADER 

<By Terrell Williams> 
WENDELL.-Russia soon will be hearing 

from Wendell High School students and 
other residents of Wendell. 

The seventh-grade world geography stu­
dents of Gay Petersen have compiled a 
letter to Yuri Andropov, the Soviet head of 
state, stating that they strongly disapprove 
of the Russians' destruction of a Korean 
commercial airliner. 

"The students think it's a good idea to 
send it," Petersen says of the 3-by-6-foot 
letter. "They think (President Ronald) 
Reagan did all he could do, but they wish 
we could have done something in retalia­
tion." 

Each week, the geography class brings 
world news articles to class. On Fridays, the 
students discuss the articles and voice their 
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opinions. To protest the downing of the air­
liner, students decided to send Andropov a 
letter. 

"The kids in the high school here are very 
patriotic," Petersen says. "They really stand 
behind their government. They're upset at 
what the Russians did." 

None of the students believe the airliner 
was a spy plane, says the teacher, and she 
adds, when the Russians said the plane was 
accidentally fired upon, "all of them 
thought that was just ridiculous." 

Their letter reads: 
Dear Mr. Andropov: We are seventh-grad­

ers in the small town of Wendell, in the 
state of Idaho, U.S.A. We decided to write 
you a letter and have as many students and 
members of our community sign it as wish 
to do so, to let you know how angry we are 
that the leaders of your country killed 269 
innocent people when the Korean aircraft 
passed accidentally over your country this 
month. We think that you should at least 
apologize for this act of murder, and that 
you should pay back the families for their 
grief. We also ask that you never let such a 
terrible tragedy hap~en again. 

Sincerely, 
THE WENDELL SEVENTH GRADE. 

This letter, Petersen admits, probably will 
get no reaction or results. 

"It's just a way of doing something to 
show our disapproval." 

The large letter now is being signed by 
WHS students and will be at the Wendell 
post office on Monday, Tuesday and 
Wednesday to collect the signatures of resi­
dents who agree with the students. 

At the advice of Sen. Steve Symms' office, 
the letter then will be sent to the Russian 
Embassy in Washington, D.C., rather than 
directly to the Russian leader.e 

THE IMPENDING 
CONFRONTATION 

e Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I ask 
that an article by Patrick Buchanan 
entitled "The Impending Confronta­
tion" from the Washington Times of 
October 5, 1983, be printed in the 
REcoRD. This excellent article rein­
forces the points which Senator 
HELMS made in his recent Senate 
speech "Paralysis In The Face of 
Soviet SALT Breakout." Mr. Buchan­
an has rightly pointed out that the 
world faces a major crisis just months 
away in December, when they have 
threatened to walkout of the INF and 
START negotiations and to create a 
new threat to the United States in the 
Caribbean. 

The article follows: 
THE IMPENDING CoNFRONTATION 

<By Patrick Buchanan> 
The Cold War is getting colder-and is 

likely to get colder still by autumn's end. 
Charging that the United States' "special 

services" engineered the KAL massacre, 
Yuri Andropov has decried America's "mili­
tarist course" and warned that any U.S. 
effort to shift the balance of power will be 
offset by the Soviet Union. 

Andropov's threat comes after reports 
that the Soviets are violating both the 
SALT II agreement-by testing two new 
strategic missiles-and the ABM treaty that 
was at the center of SALT I-by construct­
ing an ABM battle management radar in 
Central Asia. 

The reflexive response of the American 
left is already in: Reagan is responsible. He 
has challenged the legitimacy of the Soviet 
regime; now we are in for it. The same crit­
ics who, one month ago, were congratulat­
ing Reagan for confining his response to the 
Soviet air massacre to rhetoric, are now de­
nouncing the rhetoric. 

But rhetoric is not the problem; this im­
pending confrontation with the Kremlin 
was a long time coming. It was made inevita­
ble by Reagan's determination not to allow 
the Soviet Union to maintain an absolute 
monopoly on modern theater nuclear weap­
ons. Within weeks, American Pershing II 
missiles will be en route to West Germany 
for deployment, and the Soviet monopoly 
will be broken. It is this prospect that has 
enraged the Communist Party of the 
U.S.S.R. and its generals and marshals. 

To understand the origins of the gather­
ing storm, we need to go back to Moscow, 
1972. 

At SALT I, both the United States and 
the Soviet Union agreed to strict limits on 
the number of long-range strategic-weapons 
launchers-land-based and sea-based. The 
Soviets were conceded advantages in missile 
size and number-the latter roughly 3-2-
and those numbers were fixed by treaty. 

Then, in 1977, there began deployment of 
two new weapons systems-the Backfire 
bomber and the SS-20 missile-both de­
signed to fall just outside, by virtue of their 
range, the strategic arms limits. Since the 
late '70s, the Soviets have been building and 
deploying these weapons at the rate of one 
new Backfire bomber every 12 days, one new 
SS-20 each week. 

Threatening Europe and Asia, there are 
now hundreds of Backfire bombers and 350 
mobile SS-20 missiles, each with three war­
heads, each with a reload and refire capabil­
ity. 

These are the weapons of hegemony, the 
weapons that enable the Soviet Union to 
dominate all the countries of the Eurasian 
land mass, from Japan to the Philippines, 
from Pakistan to the Persian Gulf, from the 
Middle East to the Mediterranean, from 
Spain to Iceland to Scotland. These are the 
weapons that enable the Kremlin, occupy­
ing what global strategist Harold Mackinder 
called the Heartland, to dominate the 
World Island. 

To offset this Soviet reach for hegemony. 
Helmut Schmidt and Jimmy Carter decided 
to counterbalance the SS-20s with Ameri­
can missiles deployed in five NATO coun­
tries-lOS Pershing II single-warhead ballis­
tic missiles, and 464 cruise. 

That these Soviet weapons of intimidation 
and terror are fulfilling their purpose seems 
undeniable. The same German Social Demo­
cratic Party that courageously took the de­
cision to deploy the Pershing II and cruise 
missiles is now riven over the issue. So, too, 
are the other socialist parties of Europe. 

As American deployment appears more 
and more certain, however, the repeated 
specific Soviet warnings about putting the 
United States in "an analogous position," 
ought to be taken seriously. 

The administration should be prepared 
for something dramatic from Moscow, not 
excluding the possibility of Soviet Bear or 
Backfire bombers arriving in Cuba, or the 
stationing of SS-20 missiles in the Soviet 
Far Northwest, whence they can reach the 
United States. 

Reagan's real test may be just ahead. Is 
he prepared to declare the Soviet Union in 
violation of the ABM treaty and SALT II, 
and announce that the United States is no 

longer bound by either pact? Is he prepared 
to respond in kind to a strategic provoca­
tion? Is he prepared to tell the American 
people that the strategic arms talks are 
deadlocked, that the Soviets are demanding 
nothing less than a visible superiority the 
United States cannot concede? Are the 
American people prepard to hear, to accept, 
to respond, to such a message? As the Sovi­
ets do not sound as though they are bluff­
ing, we may see.e 

SPEECH BY SENATOR PELL ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

e Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, a 
broad range of environmental pro­
grams and problems will confront the 
Congress in the coming months. The 
distinguished senior Senator from 
Rhode Island, Senator PELL, recently 
addressed a number of these environ­
mental issues in an address to the Nar­
ragansett Group of the Sierra Club in 
Rhode Island. 

Senator PELL has been a strong ad­
vocate and supporter of environmental 
protection programs. He is a cosponsor 
of the legislation which I have pro­
posed to reduce acid rain, which 
causes particularly heavy environmen­
tal damage in the northeastern section 
of our country. 

In his address to the Sierra Club, 
Senator PELL urged a return to a 
strong Federal Government commit­
ment to environmental protection and 
argued cogently for effective action to 
combat acid rain. 

I believe Senator PELL's remarks will 
be of interest to my colleagues and I 
ask that the text of his address be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The remarks follow: 
REMARKS BY SENATOR CLAIBORNE PELL 

I am delighted to be with you today. 
The Sierra Club has a proud and distin­

guished history of effective action and na­
tional leadership on environmental issues. 
For that reason I am particularly pleased at 
this opportunity to discuss with the Rhode 
Island membership of the Sierra Club some 
of the environmental issues, including acid 
rain, which confront us today. 

At the outset let me say that in my view, 
one of the great environmental challenges 
of our day is to ensure that our government 
in Washingtion has renewed its earlier re­
spect for the environmental rights of the 
American public. 

We must ensure that our government in 
Washington has an understanding and con­
viction that government has a basic respon­
sibility to protect the interests of the gener­
al public in clean air, and clean water, in 
public lands, parks and forests, in the pres­
ervation of wildlife and wilderness-to 
assure that those interests are not sacrificed 
routinely, dogmatically and without 
thought, to private interests. 

As all of you know, the decade of the 
1970's was a time of immense progress in 
the United States and throughout most of 
the world in understanding · the threat to 
our environment and in acting to solve envi­
ronmental problems, some of which had ac­
cumulated over a period of decades. 

With that background of a decade of 
strong bipartisan progress in environmental 
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affairs, the record of these first few years of 
the 1980's is disheartening. 

In fact, the environmental record of our 
national government in the past three years 
has been aptly described as a. national catas­
trophe. It certainly has been a. time meas­
ured by public lands lost forever to the 
public; by wilderness areas already scarred 
by mineral prospecting; by an effort to sell 
in three years a. public heritage carefully 
nurtured for decades and decades. And it is 
a. catastrophe measured by lost opportuni­
ties to make progress in meeting national 
goals and objectives for cleaner and more 
healthy air and water. 

And, sadly, none of this was necessary. 
The catastrophe of the past several years 
has occurred because of a. basic philosophi­
cal error by the Administration. That error 
was to assume that if one believes in a. free 
enterprise economic system one must be op­
posed to the public enterprise of protecting 
the environment. The truth is that both of 
these enterprises, public and private, serve 
public needs. 

I believe strongly in our free enterprise 
economic system, and I believe just as 
strongly in the public enterprise of protect­
ing our enyironment through government 
action. 

In my view, the government's responsibil­
ity to protect our environment ranks with 
the government's responsibility to provide 
for the national defense. Both by their very 
nature are public enterprises that must be 
undertaken by government for the public 
good. 

Neither national defense nor environmen­
tal protection can be achieved except 
through government programs, government 
policies and government financing. Neither 
can be turned over to the private sector 
with a blind assumption that free enterprise 
and a free market will provide the answers. 

Sad to say, real progress in solving our na­
tion's environmental problems is unlikely 
until our federal government once again ac­
cepts and embraces the responsibility to 
take positive action to protect and improve 
the environment. 

As a beginning toward that objective, I 
suggest that the President ask for the resig­
nation of his Secretary of the Interior, 
James Watt, and replace him with a good 
Republican who is devoted to the public in­
terest in the environment and in public 
lands. 

The Republican Party, after all, has 
counted among its members through the 
years many outstanding leaders in conserva­
tion and environmental protection dating 
back at least to President Theodore Roose­
velt. And the party today includes many 
outstanding environmentalists, including 
Russell E. Train and Russell W. Peterson, 
both of whom served with great distinction 
as Chairmen of the Council on Environmen­
tal Quality and as Administrators of the En­
vironmental Protection Agency. In addition, 
in the Senate, the Republican membership 
includes such recognized environmentalists 
as Senator Robert Stafford of Vermont and 
our own John Chafee of Rhode Island. 

To be sure, Secretary Watt is only symbol­
ic of the basic faults in this Administration's 
environmental policies, but symbols are im­
portant, and the President does have a pool 
of talent within his own party. 

The Administration, belatedly, understood 
the importance of replacing the embarass­
ing leadership of the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency, which now has an excellent 
Administrator, who does us all proud. How­
ever, it is now time to take similar action at 
the Interior Department. 

Let me turn now to acid rain, as one of the 
most serious environmental problems we 
face. 

As all of you know, acid rain is a problem 
that most heavily affects the Northeastern 
United States. Rain of more than normal 
acidic quality falls regularly in the North­
eastern states, including Rhode Island. The 
acid rain increases the acidity of lakes and 
groundwater, and the increasing acidity is 
environmentally destructive, ultimately 
making lakes uninhabitable by fish. Other 
effects include the destruction of pine for­
ests and damage to buildings and other 
structures. 

The annual economic damage in the 
Northeast, including damage to fisheries 
and loss of tourism, is estimated at $5 bil­
lion. 

There is some controversy over the causes 
of acid rain, but the basic facts are incontro­
vertible. The acid content of rain is in­
creased by the presence of sulfur dioxide 
emissions, and those emissions come primar­
ily from coal-burning electric power gener­
ating plants. 

There is no question, in my view, that the 
federal government should require a reduc­
tion in the amount of sulfur dioxides 
thrown into the atmosphere by power 
plants. For that reason, I have co-sponsored, 
in the 97th Congress and in this Congress, 
legislation offered by Senator Mitchell of 
Maine that would require utility plants to 
reduce sulfur dioxide emissions by 35 per­
cent during the next 12 years. 

Opponents of this proposal argue that we 
just don't know enough about exactly how 
much acidity is caused by sulfur emissions, 
or exactly what are the sources of the sulfur 
emissions that cause the increased acidity in 
specific areas. For example, it is suggested 
that we do not know for certain whether 
the acid rain in Rhode Island is caused by 
power plants in the Midwestern United 
States, or by emissions from Canada, or 
from states closer to us, such as New York 
or Connecticut. 

The truth is that we don't have all of the 
answers we would like to have. But a study 
by the National Academy of Sciences, in my 
view, did resolve the basic question. The 
Academy found that sulfur dioxide emis­
sions do cause increased acidity of rainfall, 
and that decreases in sulfur emissions will 
reduce the acidity of rainfall. The Academy 
agrees that it is not now possible to say 
where the acid rain caused by a particular 
power plant will fall, but there is no doubt 
that if you reduce sulfur emissions there 
will be less acid rain. 

Reducing sulfur emissions will be costly, 
particularly for power utilities in the Mid­
west, and their electric customers, because 
those are the plants that make the greatest 
use of coal with high sulfur content for 
power generation. The costs of a 35% reduc­
tion are estimated by independent studies at 
from $1.5 to $3 billion a year-an amount 
significantly less than the value of the an­
ticipated benefits. 

One may ask if the acid rain problem is a 
serious one for us here in Rhode Island. The 
answer is an emphatic yes. 

In a study conducted by one of your sister 
environmental organizations, the National 
Wildlife Federation, Rhode Island was iden­
tified as one of 15 states that are "ex­
tremely vulnerable" to the harmful effects 
of acid rain. 

Rainfall in Rhode Island averages 4.4 on 
the pH scale. The pH scale, on which zero is 
most acid and 14 is most alkaline, sets the 
neutral level of distilled water at 7, and 

normal rainfall at a slightly acidic 5.6. Re­
member that each numerical decrease below 
the neutral 7 means a 10-fold increase in 
acidity. 

The Rhode Island Department of Envi­
ronmental Management has advised me 
that we are experiencing rainfall in this 
state that is as low as 3 or 4 on the pH 
scale-close to the acidity of vinegar or 
lemon juice. 

Rain of this acidity has a cumulative 
effect on surface waters, such as lakes. The 
Scituate Reservoir measures about 6 on the 
pH scale and other lakes, including one in 
Exeter, have been measured at even higher 
acidity of 4.6. Studies have shown that most 
fish species die at acidities between 4.5 and 
6.0. 

Acid rain is a serious problem here and 
throughout the Northeast, and it is time 
that the Congress bit the bullet and acted 
on the problem. We should see some signifi­
cant developments within the coming weeks. 
The Office of Technology Assessment, an 
arm of the Congress, will be making public 
its report on acid rain within a few weeks. I 
serve on the Congressional Board which di­
rects the activities of the OT A and in the 
field of environmental policy the reports of 
the OTA are extremely helpful to the Con­
gress. 

Also, within a very short time, the new di­
rector of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, William Ruckelshaus, is expected 
to announce the Administration's policy 
proposals on acid rain. I hope very much 
that the policy will go beyond a call for 
more studies. 

From all reports, it appears that Bill 
Ruckelshaus is fighting hard within the Ad­
ministration for a program of action, going 
beyond research, and I hope very much that 
he is able to persuade the President to 
accept his recommendation. 

We do need more studies, particularly in 
developing new and less expensive technolo­
gy to reduce sulfur emissions, but action to 
begin reduc!ng the emissions should not be 
delayed. 

I would like now to mention several other 
environmental projects involving federal 
government policy on which I have been 
working and which I believe will be of inter­
est to you. 

One of these projects is my proposal to 
assure that state and local governments are 
given a real chance to obtain surplus federal 
government lands for public park use. 

This proposal arose, as many of you may 
know, out of the incredible decision by the 
Reagan Administration to sell to the high­
est bidder two parcels of surplus military 
land in Rhode Island-at Fort Wetherill and 
Beavertail-without giving an opportunity 
or preference to the desires of the state gov­
ernment to preserve these properties for 
park use. 

The decision was more than incredible 
since the sites are not only ideal for park 
use but are surrounded entirely by existing 
state parks. The Administration's public-be­
damned sale policy raised the specter of pos­
sible condominium development or other 
commercial development in the very center 
of a carefully planned state park. 

Administration officials ignored the pro­
tests of state and local officials and of our 
Congressional delegation. At that point I de­
cided that legislation was necessary to save 
these Rhode Island lands for public use, and 
to establish a correct policy nationally. 

In that regard, I want to commend and 
thank the Sierra Club for the assistance and 
support it has provided in pursuing this sur-
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plus property legislation. The experts of the 
Sierra Club's Washington offices, who have 
great experience in federal lands policy 
issues, were extremely helpful in preparing 
the legislation which I introduced to give 
state governments preference in obtaining 
surplus lands for park use with a require­
ment that the state governments be given a 
discount of at least 50% of the market value 
of such land. 

As you may know, the Administration, 
faced with clear and strong Congressional 
opposition finally relented last April and 
agreed to make the Rhode Island Properties 
available for state park use. 

The Administration, I think, hoped that 
with this action I would forget about the 
needed national legislation. They are wrong. 
I am continuing to press for enactment of 
my bill and I am happy to report that the 
Senate Committee will hold a hearing on 
this bill and related legislation later this 
year. 

I am pleased to be able to report also that 
the Senate recently approved, as part of the 
State Department Authorization Bill, two 
additional environmental acts which I had 
proposed. 

One of these provisions establishes a pro­
gram for exchanges between American and 
foreign scientists, scholars, leaders and 
other experts in the fields of environmental 
science and environmental management. 

Under this program, the United States 
and other nations could benefit immensely 
from an exchange of experts on the envi­
ronment, just as we have all benefited from 
such exchanges in the health sciencies, and 
other fields. 

A couple of examples I think will make 
clear the great potential advantages of such 
exchanges. 

For one example, American scientists con­
cerned with acid rain could benefit greatly 
by exchanges with scientists in Scandinavia 
who have been observing and studying the 
problem for more than 50 years. 

Similarly, we could benefit greatly from 
exchanges with European experts on dis­
posal of toxic and hazardous wastes. Our 
Rhode Island jewelry industry is confronted 
with a serious problem of handling wastes 
from such processes as electroplating, and 
European countries have long and success­
ful experience in solving these problems. 

So I am hopeful that this new program, 
which I originally introduced with Senator 
Chafee, Glenn and Percy as co-sponsors, 
will soon be enacted into law. 

A second program which I originally pro­
posed as the International Environmental 
Protection Act, also has been included in 
the State Department Authorization Act 
passed by the Senate. 

This second program would encourage and 
assist other nations in efforts to preserve 
endangered plant and animal species. It is 
clear that the extinction of plant and 
animal species is a world-wide problem, and 
that efforts to preserve endangered species 
in the United States will do little good with­
out similar efforts in other nations. 

Experts have testified that 15 to 20 per­
cent of the earth's species may be driven to 
extinction by the end of the century-in less 
than 20 years. That would mean the perma­
nent loss of from 500,000 to 2,000,000 differ­
ent types of living things that would never 
again be seen on this Earth. 

To begin to deal with this problem, the 
legislation I proposed would authorize pro­
grams under the Foreign Assistance Act to 
help other nations protect animal and plant 
species and require that our go-vernment de-

velop a comprehensive strategy to conserve 
biological diversity. 

Here, again, I am grateful to the Sierra 
Club for the national support it has given to 
this proposal, and I am encouraged by the 
recent Senate approval of the proposal. 

I believe it has become increasingly c1ear 
that effective answers to many of the most 
pressing environmental problems require co­
operative actions among nations. Acid rain, 
ocean pollution, and atmospheric and strat­
ospheric pollution are clear examples of 
problems that have no respect for national 
boundaries. 

It is because of this environmental inter­
dependence among nations that I have 
pressed for expanded international agree­
ments on environmental affairs. 

I was proud to be the sponsor of legisla­
tion which authorized United States sup­
port and contributions to the United Na­
tions Environment Program. For similar 
reasons, I proposed a resolution urging the 
United States government to seek the nego­
tiation of a treaty requiring the preparation 
of an International Environmental Impact 
Statement by any nation proposing to un­
dertake any activity which might have an 
adverse impact on the physical environment 
of another nation or on an international 
commons area, such as the oceans. 

And finally, I would be remiss if I did not 
mention to you today a threat to the world 
environment that surpasses all other 
threats in its potential for environmental 
destruction. 

I refer, of course, to the threat and the 
danger of nuclear war. Other environmental 
problems and threats fade into insignifi­
cance when compared to the catastrophic 
destruction of human life, entire species, 
and life-supporting environment that would 
result from a nuclear war. 

For that reason, I believe the highest pri­
ority on everyone's environmental agenda 
must be given to efforts to reduce the 
threat of nuclear war. That is the reason I 
strongly support the movement for a 
mutual, verifiable nuclear freeze leading to 
reduction and ultimate elimination of the 
world's nuclear arsenal. 

I hope I can look forward to your support 
in this effort just as I have enjoyed your 
help and support in so many environmental 
battles.e 

S. 1826, THE HUNGER RELIEF 
INCENTIVE TAX ACT OF 1983 

e Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, al­
though there is no official figure on 
the number of hungry or malnour­
ished Americans, institutions provid­
ing emergency food assistance do 
know the extent to which today's 
numbers compare with those from ear­
lier periods. The number of Americans 
seeking food assistance has increased 
noticeably over the past few years. Fif­
teen percent of the population-a 17-
year high-has fallen below the offi­
cial poverty line, based on a spartan 
food budget. Moreover, the profile of 
those seeking assistance is of particu­
lar importance. Food centers no longer 
serve only the emergency cases and 
the hard-core poor; they are now re­
sponding to the needs of the new poor 
as well. The new poor are people who 
were employed and possibly financial­
ly stable not very long ago. One-third 

of the families seeking food aid these 
days fall into this category. 

The Federal Government has a 
number of programs desighed to aid 
the hungry, but the Government 
cannot, and indeed should not, do 
everything. Presently, our Govern­
ment spends almost $17.8 billion on 
about 10 separate programs. State and 
local agencies, as well as private-sector 
charitable organizations, are necessary 
if costs are to be kept from escalating 
further-and these groups are essen­
tial if hunger in America is to be elimi­
nated. 

It is the purpose of the Hunger 
Relief Incentives Tax Act to encour­
age food contributions through tax in­
centives. With so many undernour­
ished Americans, it is critical that we 
increase food donations by taxpayers 
to organizations which are involved in 
feeding the needy. We must use all of 
the resources available to feed our 
people. This is what the Hunger Relief 
Tax Incentive Act proposes to do. 

This bill seeks to enlarge the food 
distribution system by increasing the 
number of eligible donee organiza­
tions. At present, donations of food to 
certain government operations, such 
as public housing authorities and wel­
fare departments operating emergency 
food programs, are not eligible for tax 
deductions. The Hunger Relief Tax In­
centives Act would change this. It 
would allow institutions already in 
place to be more active and effective 
food distributors. 

The proposed bill also calls for ex­
panding the number of eligible donors 
by granting to cooperatives, individ­
uals, and other noncorporate taxpay­
ers a tax deduction that is already 
available to corporations. The present 
law was enacted because Congress be­
lieved that it was desirable to provide 
a greater tax incentive for contribu­
tions of certain types of property to a 
charity. Congress specified, however, 
that the deduction allowed should not 
place the donor in a better after-tax 
situation by donating the property 
than he would be in if he had sold the 
goods. For this reason, and with this 
stipulation, the present law came into 
existence, and corporations were given 
a tax break for contributions of prop­
erty used for the care of the ill, the 
needy and infants. The Hunger Relief 
Incentives Tax Act of 1983 does not 
offer additional incentives for these 
donors. Instead, it simply seeks to give 
cooperatives, individuals, and other 
noncorporate taxpayers a similar de­
duction. In this way it hopes to in­
crease the amount of food donated. 

Finally, the bill I am introducing 
will make present law more effective. 
A recent Government Accounting 
Office report noted that the lack of 
transportation was a chief obstacle 
confronting public and private organi­
zations seeking to help those in need 
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of food assistance. The lack of trans­
portation is probably ther most signifi­
cant factor inhibiting the effectiveness 
of present law. Emergency food cen- · 
ters face tremendous difficulties get­
ting the food from where it is donated 
to where it is needed. The Hunger 
Relief Incentives Tax Act specifically 
addresses this issue by offering the 
same tax deduction that is available 
for donors of property to qualified tax­
payers transporting food. This provi­
sion is necessary to improve the con­
tributed food distribution process. 
Without such a deduction for trans­
portation, food will continue to be de­
stroyed rather than donated to those 
Americans who are desperately in 
need of it. 

The Hunger Relief Incentive Tax 
Act of 1983 is a crucial piece of legisla­
tion if we are truly serious about feed­
ing our Nation's hungry. This bill 
seeks not only to increase food contri­
butions-it also seeks to utilize more 
effecitvely those resources we have at 
our disposal. Potential donors and 
donees already exist. The utilization of 
transportation facilities can and 
should be increased. Most importantly, 
there is surplus food that could be dis­
tributed to America's undernourished 
citizens. The USDA estimates that 
there was almost 35 million tons of 
food wastage in 1983-excluding the 
fod left in the field after harvesting. 
In a country where the number of 
hungry people may run into the tens 
of millions, this is not just unaccept­
able, it is outrageous. It is imperative 
that we address this problem now. 
This is what the Hunger Relief Incen­
tives Tax Act of 1983 seeks to do.e 

A TRIBUTE TO JOE FRANK, JR. 
e Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, on 
October 15, 1983, The American 
Legion, Department of Missouri, will 
have a homecoming for the newly 
elected Department of Missouri com­
mander, Joe Frank, Jr. 

Joe Frank, Jr. is, in my view, an out­
standing choice for Department of 
Missouri commander. He was inducted 
into the U.S. Army on November 29, 
1966 and served his country with 
honor and distinction as a combat 
engineer with the 39th Engineer Bat­
talion. A land mine explosion on Janu­
ary 14, 1968 caused Mr. Frank to 
become a paraplegic, and he was hon­
orably discharged on April 1, 1968. 

In no way has Mr. Frank's disability 
reduced his desire and ability to serve 
his country and his fellow veterans. 
He became active in Lemay Memorial 
American Legion Post 162 in his home 
town of Lemay, Mo., and served as the 
Post's first Vietnam veteran com­
mander. 

Seeing the need for an American 
Legion Post in his neighboring com­
munity of Crestwood, Mr. Frank was a 
founder of Crestwood Memorial Post 

777 in 1979 and has been a charter 
member since that time. 

Also in 1979, he began working with 
the Paralyzed Veterans of America, 
serving as a full-time national service 
officer. In this capacity, Mr. Frank 
was responsible for developing, sub­
mitting, and pursuing claims for Vet­
erans' Administration benefits for vet­
erans, their dependents, and survivors, 
among other duties. 

In 1981, he resigned from PVA in 
order to campaign for the office of 
eastern division vice commander of the 
American Legion for the Department 
of Missouri. He was elected to that po­
sition for the term of 1981-82. 

Mr. President, the list of Joe Frank, 
Jr.'s accomplishments goes on and on. 
He was named an "Outstanding Young 
Man of America" in 1982; was named 
1968 "Veteran of the Year" by the 
Combined Veterans Association; and 
has received two Presidential certifi­
cates-one in 1976 in appreciation for 
his service to the Nation and the Se­
lective Service System and another in 
1979 for "Outstanding Community 
Achievement.'' These are just a few of 
the many awards and honors Mr. 
Frank has achieved. 

Joe Frank, Jr.'s dedication to serving 
his fellow man is a inspiration not 
only to disabled veterans, but to all 
disabled and handicapped Americans. 
Missouri and the Nation are proud to 
have him serve as the State's Ameri­
can Legion commander.e 

UKRAINIAN FAMINE MUST NOT 
BE FORGOTTEN 

e Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, 50 years 
ago this year, the Soviet dictator 
Stalin decided to eliminate the politi­
cal, cultural and ethnic identity of the 
Ukraine by starving to death more 
than 7 million Ukrainian men, women 
and children. 

Stalin succeeded in murdering those 
millions by expropriating their crops. 
To subjugate a large and free-thinking 
non-Russian minority within the 
Soviet Socialistic Republics, he delib­
erately created a manmade famine. 
The Ukrainian people were the victims 
of genocide, of the attempted destruc­
tion of a nation to serve Soviet policy. 

But despite the murderous success 
of that ill-intended famine, it did not 
achieve its full purpose. With the 
Soviet Union today, the more than 40 
million Ukrainians still preserve their 
language, their culture and their na­
tional identity. And here in the United 
States, the Ukrainian-American com­
munity, one of our proudest and most 
patriotic ethnic groups, keeps alive the 
memory and the hope of a free and in­
dependent Ukraine. 

They call upon all Americans this 
year to observe the 50th anniversary 
of the Ukrainian famine. It was, in 
fact, one of the great tragedies of 
human history, and it is a melancholy 

anniversary that should be observed 
by every free nation on Earth in recog­
nition of the brutal and inhuman ca­
pacities of despotic government. 

It is all the more disturbing and 
ironic, in this 50th anniversary year, 
to be reminded by the fate of the 
Korean Air Lines passenger plane over 
Sakhalin Island, that the realities of 
Soviet society, Soviet Government, 
and Soviet policy still do not rule out 
such cold-blooded attacks on human 
life and humane values. Even after 50 
years, we are not after all so far 
beyond murder by policy. 

It is, Mr. President, a sobering but 
necessary reminder. The Soviet Union 
and the United States confront each 
other across the world with nuclear ar­
senals capable, in only a few destruc­
tive hours, of inflicting devastation 
and death on a scale so vast that, even 
in our most horrified anticipation, we 
cannot adequately imagine it. 

Possessed of such power, our two na­
tions must find a way to live together 
on this planet. We must negotiate our 
differences with the Soviets, especially 
with regard to arms control. We must 
compose Soviet and American anxi­
eties and aspirations if we are to avoid 
a nuclear holocaust. 

But we must never forget the suffer­
ing of those millions in the Ukraine, 
nor the permanent Soviet contempt 
for human rights and human life that 
decreed their tragic fate.e 

RABBI MENACHEM SCHNEER­
SON, SHLITA, LUBAVITCHER 
REBBE 

e Mr. HECHT. Mr. President, I invite 
the attention of my colleagues to the 
June 23 comments of Rabbi Mena­
chem M. Schneerson, the current 
leader of the Lubavitch movement. 

in his address, Rabbi Schneerson 
emphasizes his deep desire for reli­
gious and moral freedoms throughout 
the world and the right of every 
human being to realize these free­
doms. 

Mr. President, whatever one's views 
may be on these subjects, Rabbi 
Schneerson's remarks stress his strong 
belief in the need to pursue the course 
of quiet diplomacy and the return to 
basic beliefs, practices, and ideals. His 
personal experiences and thoughtful 
comments reflect the overwhelming 
sincerity of a highly learned man. For 
myself and my distinguished colleague 
and friend, Mr. BOSCHWITZ, I ask that 
the statement be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The statement follows: 
SYNOPSIS OF AnDRESS OF RABBI MENACHEM 

M. SCHNEERSON, 8HLITA, LUBAVITCHER 
REBBE, 12 TAMMUZ-JUNE 23, 1983 
We celebrate today the anniversary of the 

liberation in 1927 of my saintly father-in­
law, Rabbi Joseph I. Schneersohn of blessed 
memory, preceding leader of the Lubavitch 
movement. His arrest followed his struggle 
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for religious freedom and the right of every 
individual to act according to his religious 
and moral convictions. 

Prominent among those who intervened in 
his behaU and were instrumental in secur­
ing his release and ultimate permission to 
emigrate, enabling him to continue his ben­
eficial work throughout the world, was the 
then-incumbent President of the United 
States. Together with our humble thanks to 
the Al-mighty G-d, Master of the Universe, 
for His great kindness, we owe a debt of pro­
found gratitude to those fortunate to be the 
human agents of the Divine Hand. We ex­
press our gratitude to this blessed land and 
to its government, to the President then and 
to all who occupied this office to our own 
day, particularly to its present highly hon­
ored incumbent who continues to govern 
this land with wisdom and justice. 

Our Torah teaches that from every occur­
rence, we must derive a practical lesson ap­
plicable to our current situation. From the 
manner in which the previous Rebbe's re­
lease was accomplished, we can gain insight 
as to which approach to international rela­
tions has a greater chance of success. 

There are two possible approaches a super 
power can employ to persuade another 
super power to adopt a given policy. One is 
through open, public confrontation or a 
show of force. The other is through quiet 
diplomacy. 

The successful intervention to secure the 
previous Rebbe's release demonstrates the 
efficacy of the second approach. It was 
quiet, high-level diplomatic efforts which 
facilitated his release and permission to emi­
grate. 

We mention this in regard to a current 
pressing issue which can be resolved in a 
similar manner. Basic to human rights is 
the freedom to choose where one wishes to 
live. This universally recognized right has 
not been fully granted to all citizens of all 
countries. 

Just as silent diplomacy succeeded in 1927, 
so can it succeed today. To succeed, howev­
er, we must separate from this issue any dis­
cussion as to the relative merits or superior­
ity of one economic or social system over an­
other. Varying viewpoints on religion or phi­
losophy are irrelevant to this issue. It is im­
portant to note that both super powers are 
signatories to the Human Rights Conven­
tion which explicitly guarantees freedom to 
emigrate. 

The time is now opportune. The recent 
change in Soviet leadership has brought a 
more positive attitude in this issue, and we 
are convinced that the new leader of the 
U.S.S.R. will be amenable to such overtures 
from high echelons of our government. 

At this point we should address ourselves 
to another issue of vital importance to all 
citizens of our country. The guarantee of 
one's freedom and human rights depends 
upon civilized rules of law and order. The 
imperative to live a life of law, morality and 
ethics cannot be based solely upon the citi­
zen's fear of societal reprisal for wrongdo­
ing. It must essentially be derived from a 
deep awareness of a Supreme Being, an 
everpresent "Eye that sees and Ear that 
hears". This concept is basic to all faiths 
and beliefs, and must be inculcated from 
early childhood on. 

To foster this awareness among all chil­
dren, enabling them to grow into law-abid­
ing, ethically-minded, productive citizens, 
we have advocated introduction of a 
"moment of silence" to start the day in 
every school in the land, including all public 
schools. The benefits of increased awareness 

of the Supreme Being will be reflected in 
commensurate reduced crime and juvenile 
delinquency <which have risen so sharply in 
recent years), and restoration of this great 
land to its ethical moral ideals, thereby en­
hancing the welfare and safety of all citi­
zens. 

Separation of religion and state is not an 
issue here. The Founding Fathers of the 
United States were men who believed in a 
Supreme Being, and often wrote and spoke 
about their trust in Him. It is inconceivable 
that their insistence on freedom of religion 
was intended to exclude all mention of a Su­
preme Being from the educational system of 
the land. 

Even if change is required, the Constitu­
tion contains a built-in apparatus for 
change through amendments, "for the 
People"-for the common good. The Estab­
lishment Clause itself, the basis of religious 
freedom in this land, was such an amend­
ment. New problems, such as the drastic in­
crease in crime, directly attributable to the 
lack of awareness of a Supreme Being, war­
rant new measures to correct them and ben­
efit the people. Since parents today play a 
much-reduced role in their children's educa­
tion, and more responsibility now rests with 
the schools, it is the government's duty to 
ensure that all children be given an oppor­
tunity to become aware of the "Eye that 
sees and Ear that hears." 

We are fortunate to have a President who 
with deep foresight, strongly supports the 
proposal of a "moment of silence" lending 
to it the weight of his prestige and position. 
This bodes well for its adoption by Con­
gress, with the hopeful results that our chil­
dren will grow up to become law-abiding 
citizens of this great country, the United 
States of America.e 

THE POLAR BEARS 
• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, during a 
recent ceremony at Fort Wayne in De­
troit, I had the opportunity to honor 
the survivors of a World War I regi­
ment of Michigan soldiers who were 
known as the Polar Bears. Today, I 
would not only like to honor these sur­
vivors of a long-ago and little-remem­
bered military campaign, I would like 
to honor the lives and spirit of those 
who died, as well. 

On September 12, I presented the 
group, which fought the Communist 
revolutionaries in northern Russia at 
the end of World War I, with docu­
ments that were uncovered in my 
office after 54 years-documents that 
pay tribute to the brave Michigan sol­
diers who died in Russia. Last May, 22 
members of the statewide Polar Bear 
Association, the youngest of whom is 
87 years old, held what was to be their 
last reunion at the Book Cadillac 
Hotel in downtown Detroit. I was 
grateful that several of these same 
veterans were able to attend the cere­
mony at Fort Wayne. 

Mr. President, the uncovered docu­
ments, two 1929 CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD reprints of a Senate tribute to 
the Polar Bears by the late Senator 
Arthur H. Vandenberg, Republican 
from Michigan, were discovered by a 
carpenter who was refurbishing a stor­
age closet in the office suite to which I 

recently moved on the fourth floor of 
the Russell Senate Office Building. 
The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD reprints, 
which had fallen behind a shelf, led to 
the discovery that Senator Vanden­
berg occupied from 1929 to 1940, the 
same offices. 

Senator Vandenberg, who as we all 
know, was a highly respected and dis­
tinguished Member of this Chamber 
remembered for his efforts to forge a 
bipartisan foreign policy, reported to 
the Senate in an eloquent speech on 
October 7, 1929, that "cablegrams 
from the north of Russia this week an­
nounce the successful culmination of 
one of the most poignant pilgrimages 
in American history." Senator Van­
denberg went on to describe the ef­
forts of a Veterans of Foreign Wars 
<VFW> delegation sent to Russia to re­
trieve the bodies of Michigan men who 
died fighting in the Soviet Union in 
1918-19 and listed the names of 175 
Michigan men killed there. He also 
listed the names of nearly 1,300 Michi­
gan casualties of World War I who 
were buried in Europe. 

Senator Vandenberg said: 
There was little romance to soften the 

hard duty befalling these "Polar Bears," as 
they subsequently have become known, 
upon the obscure and dubious errand which 
our World War strategy assigned to them 
far, far from the western front ... It was 
desperate business amid the bitterest expo­
sure. It was patriotism under acid test. If 
ever homage was deserved it is by such pa­
triots as these. 

Mr. President, a polar bear monu­
ment marks the gravesites of 86 De­
troit-area men buried in White Chapel 
Cemetery in Troy, Mich., after their 
remains were returned to Michigan by 
the VFW delegation. 

In 1918, before the November armi­
stice was signed ending the Great War, 
the 5,500 troops of the 339th Infantry 
Regiment-known as Detroit's Own 
because 70 percent of the nearly all­
Michigan regiment were from the 
city-were shipped to England and as­
signed to an Allied Expeditionary 
Force under British command. 

Soon after they sailed for the north 
Russian city of Archangel, inside the 
Arctic circle. Their mission was to 
guard supplies sent to czarist Russia, 
which had fought with the Allies 
against Germany. Instead the Michi­
gan men were ordered into combat 
against the Bolshevik revolutionaries 
who were then fighting the white Rus­
sian counter-revolutionaries. 

The 339th Infantry Regiment 
fought on past the armistice and into 
the winter and spring of 1919, con­
tending with harsh conditions and 
temperatures that fell to more than 
50° below zero. The soldiers dubbed 
their unit the Polar Bears as a remind­
er of the frigid conditions in which 
they served. 

Mr. President, I ask for a somewhat 
unusual request, but one befitting of 
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the bravery and patriotism shown by 
the Polar Bears: I ask to resubmit Sen­
ator Vandenberg's CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD reprint. 

The reprint follows: 
[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Seventy­
First Congress, First Session, Oct. 7, 19291 

MICHIGAN'S WAR DEAD 
BURIAL IN EUROPE OF WORLD WAR SOLDIERS 

FROM MICHIGAN 
<Remarks of Hon. A. H. Vandenberg of 

Michigan, In the Senate of the United 
States, Monday, October 7, 1929> 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, cable­

grams from the north of Russia this week 
announce the successful culmination of one 
of the most poignant patriot pilgrimages in 
American history. Back upon this bleak, 
mysterious, and inscrutable World War 
front the lost graves of our martyred dead 
at last have been found by official groups of 
their own faithful and unforgetting buddies. 

Most of these brave boys who last saw 
their country's flag upon strange and un­
supported battle lines in this far north Rus­
sian country were from Michigan. From 
Michigan largely came the impulse which 
after 10 years has insisted that these hon­
ored dead once more should know the Stars 
and Stripes above their last, long home. The 
precious adventure has succeeded. Back to 
Michigan these sons are coming home. 

I am advised from Archangel, outpost on 
the rim of a far-distant world, that the 
mortal remains of nearly 100 of these mar­
tyrs have been redeemed from unmarked 
and unknown ground. It is a solemn, yet a 
thrilling achievement. 

There was little romance to soften the 
hard duty befalling these "Polar Bears," as 
they subsequently have become known, 
upon the obscure and dubious errand which 
our World War strategy assigned to them 
far, far from the western front. The more 
the honor that is their due for fathful serv­
ice rendered. It was desperate business amid 
the bitterest exposure. It was patriotism 
under acid test. If ever homage was de­
served it is by such patriots as these. 

Under loving escort these dead are now 
bound for the United States. In another 
month they will arrive. I am assured by the 
War and Navy Departments that all honors 
will be paid the sacred pilgrimage when it 
arrives. Michigan similarly will do her full 
share in these sacrificial obsequies. In addi­
tion, I beg the Senate's indulgence for this 
memorial contribution to our own records. I 
ask unanimous consent to print in the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD the names Of these Sons 
of Michigan who died for their country on 
this north Russian front in the World War. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The list is as follows: 

LIST OF NAMES OF SOLDIERS FROM THE STATE OF 
MICHIGAN WHO DIED IN NORTH RUSSIA 

Name Serial 
No. Rank and organization 

~g,:~ := ~~~r~ ~)J ~:r:c ~: 
Auslander, Floyd R ...................... 2052911 Pvt., 1 cl., Co. H, 339th Int. 
Avery, Harley .............................. 2052896 Pvt., Co. H, 339th Int. 
Babinger, William £... .. .. ............. 2021926 Cpl., Hq. Co., 339\h lnf. 
Bayer Arthur C .......................... 2981652 Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Bayer' Charles 2021207 Pvt., Co. F, 339th lnf. 

~~·E~tG~:::::::::::: : ::::::::::: : :: ~~~m~ ~~··~~PF, ~39t~3f~r. Int. 
Berryhill, Chester W ............... .... 2053404 Do. 
Bigelow, John W ........................ 2981826 Pvt., Co. E, 339th lnf. 

LIST OF NAMES OF SOLDIERS FROM THE STATE OF 
MICHIGAN WHO DIED IN NORTH RUSSIA-Continued 

Name Serial 
No. 

Bloom, Helmer ............................ 2031395 
Boreson, John ................ .. ........... 2054102 
Bosel, John J.... ............ .. .. .......... 2050508 
Bowman, William H .................... 2020842 
Brieve, Joseph ............................ 2980123 
Burdick, Andrew T...................... 2984233 
Byles, James B ........................... 2022202 
Campbell, Martin J .. ................... 2021108 
Canniuaro, Rafield .. ............ ....... 2982005 
Carter, James .............................. 2021948 
Carter, William J.. ....................... 2043695 
Christian, Arthur ......................... 2986131 
Ciesielski, Walter ............. ........... 2048968 
Clark, Clyde ................................ 2986001 
Clark, Joshua .............................. 2047349 
Clemens, Raymond C.................. 2981406 
Clish, Frank M ............................ 2053395 
Cole, Elmer B ............................. 2020756 
Connor, Lloyd .............................. 2031408 
Conrad, Rex H ......... ................... 2051613 
Cooll, Clarence R ........................ 2020758 
Cronin, Lewis .............................. 2050691 
Crook Alva .................................. 2982307 
CWenk, Joseph ................ .. .......... 2041692 
Deamicis, Guissepi ...................... 2042211 
Oetzler, Allick F ................... .. ..... 2052170 
Dial, Charles 0 ........................... 2021851 
Dunaetz, Isadore ................. ........ 2051025 
Dusablon, William H ................... 2054247 
Dyment, Schiloma ....................... 2041417 
Easley, Albert H .......................... 2982436 

~~~a:::oo;::::::: : :::: : :: : :::: : :::::: ~~~m~ 
Finnegan, Leo N ......................... 2981495 
foley, Morris J.. .......................... 2020857 
Frank, Arthur A .......................... 2022141 
Franklin, Walter £................. ...... 2985888 
Frucce, John ....................... ........ 2982806 
Fuller, Alfred W .......................... 2980106 

~~::· L~~?.::: ::::: :::::: : :: : :::::::::: mMu 
Gauch, Charles D ........................ 2042972 
Gottschalk, Milton £................... 2020770 
Graham, Claus ............................ 2054401 
Gresser, Joseph A ....................... 2054358 
Grewe, Bernard C ....................... 2042436 
Gutowski, Boleslaw ..................... 2052845 
Hannon, John T .......................... 2986523 
Hendy, Alfred H .......................... 2052558 
Hodgson, Fred L......................... 2054397 
Hunt, Bert .................................. 2980253 
Hutchinson, Alfred G .................. 2047958 
Ida, James T.. ............................. 2019015 
Jackson, Jesse C ......................... 2021991 
Jenks, Stillman V ........................ 2981423 
Jonker, Nicholas .......................... 2981459 
Jordan, Carl B ..... ....................... 2981382 
Kalaska, Joseph .......................... 2052289 
Kenney, Michael !... .................... 2021671 
Kenny, Bernard F ....... .. ............... 2031129 
Kiecz, Andrzci ............................. 2020958 
Kieffer, Simon P ......................... 2043240 
Kistler, Herbert B ....................... 2984321 
Kozlowsky, Mattias ..................... 2021478 
Kreizinger, Edward ...................... 2021767 
Kroll, John Jr .............................. 2980404 
Kukla, Valentin............................ 2986398 
Kurowski, Max J... ...................... 2981544 
Kwasniewski, lgancy, 11 .............. 2021585 
Lauzon, Henry............................. 2984384 
Lehmann, William J.................... 2020786 
Lyttle, Alfred £. .......................... 2031460 
McDonald, Angus ........................ 2982389 
Mclau~hlin, frank L. .................. 2981701 
McTaVIsh, Stewart M .................. 2020790 
Maim, Clarence A....................... 2032894 
Marchlewski, Joseph W .............. 2053164 
Marriott, Fred R ......................... 2020883 
Martin, William J ........................ 2984430 
Maybaum, Harold ........................ 2053222 
Mead, William ............................. 2980033 
Meister, Emanuel ........................ 2022161 
Merrick, Walter A...... .... ............. 2052506 
Mertens, Edward L.. ................... 2021774 
Michel, Louis F........................... 2054385 
Moore, Albert E ..... ..................... 2051357 
Mylon, James !... ........................ 2021164 
Negake, William W ................ ..... 2981541 
Neri, Vincent.. ................... .......... 2020975 
Nichols, Charles .......................... 2054992 
Nunn, Arthur ............................... 2980251 
O'Brien, Raymond A................... 2020891 
O'Connor, Lawrence S .. .......... .... 2054342 
Ozdarski, JosephS ..................... 2021783 
Parrott, Jesse F .......................... 2051820 
Patrick, Ralph M ........................ 2048653 
Pawlak, Joseph .............. .. .......... 2049353 
Pelt om, Henry............................. 2985918 
Peterson, August B .................... 2981777 
Petraska, Oscar H .................... .. 2980235 
Pilarski, Alexander ...................... 2049806 
Pitts. Jay B ................................ 2981795 
Poth, Russell A ....................... .... 2052347 

Rank and organization 

Sgt., 1 cl., Co. A, 310th Engr. 
Pvt., Co. H, 339th In f. 
Cpl., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Sgt., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. E, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Sup. Co., 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. E, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. K, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Hq. Co., 339th lnf. 
Pvt., I d., Co. A, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. L, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Co. E, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. L. 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 

Do. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. A, 310th Engr. 
Cpl., Co. F. 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Co. K, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. M, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Mech., Co. M, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. I, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. M, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. L, 339\h lnf. 
Pvt., Co. I, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. E, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., M. G. Co., 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. E, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. H, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. K, 339th lnf. 
1st sRI .• Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., to. B, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Hq. Co., 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. A, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. H, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Sgt., Co. K. 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Co. A, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. L, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. D, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., 337 Amb. Co., 310th San Tr. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Hq. Co., 339th Int. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Co. A, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. I, 339th Int. 
Sgt. Co. K. 339th Int. 
Cpl., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Pvt. , M. G. Co. 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. I, 339, lnf. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Co. H, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. L, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. D, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. K, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Mech., Co. I, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. L, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. A, 310th Engr. 
Pvt., Co. E, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. I, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., 1 cl. , Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. G, 339th lnf. 

Do. 
Sgt., Co. B, 339th Int. 
Pvt. , Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. E, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. F, 339th lnf. 
Sgt., M. G. Co., 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. M, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. L. 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. E. 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. H, 339th lnf. 
Bug., Co. C, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. M, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Hq. Co., 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. L, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. K, 339th lnf. 
Pvt.. Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 310th Engr. 
Pvt., Co. II, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. K, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. B. 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. G, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th lnf. 

LIST OF NAMES OF SOLDIERS FROM THE STATE OF 
MICHIGAN WHO DIED IN NORTH RUSSIA-Continued 

Name Serial 
No. 

Potulski, John !... ....................... 2054147 
Ramotowske, Josef ..................... 2021507 
Rauschenberger, Albert ............... 2981247 
Redmond, Nathan L.. .................. 2021509 
Richardson, Eugene £.. ............... 2021514 
Richey, August K ........................ 2054442 
Rickert, Albert F......................... 2052928 
Robbins, Daniel ... .. ...................... 2053355 
Rodgers, Yates K ........................ 2020805 
Rose, Floyd H............................. 2983535 
Rowe, Ezra T... ........................... 2981303 
Russell, Archie E ........................ 2981327 
Russell, William H .................. .. .. 2021902 
Ruth, Frank J ............................. 2044788 
Rynbrandt, Raymond ................... 2054853 
Sapp, Frank £.. ........................... 2981189 
Savada, John .............................. 2041678 
Schepel, ftemon .......................... 2054882 
Schroeder, Herbert A .................. 2041747 
Scott, Perry C............................. 2022073 
Shingledecker, Dwight ................ 2980294 
Sickles, Floyd A .......................... 2052492 
Skocclas, Andrew ........................ 2980340 
Smith, George J... ....................... 2051549 
Smith, Wilbur B.......................... 2020990 
Soczkoski, Anthony ..................... 2021620 
Sokol, Philip................................ 2044132 
Speicher, Elmer £.. ............ .. ....... 2042323 
Staley, Glenn P ........... ................ 2052777 
Stier, Vtetor ................................ 2041538 
Slacken, Orville !.. ...................... 2053647 

~~t ~~~ .~:::::::::::::::::::::::::: mm~ 
Syska, Frank .. .. ...... ..................... 2980054 
Szymanski, Louis A ........... .... ..... 2042585 
Tamas, Stanley P ........................ 2984284 
Tegges, William G ...................... 2022093 
Thompson, Henry ..................... ... 2054233 
Van Oer Meer, John ................... 2984234 

~~~~~~j~~ .. c::::::::::::: ~~~~m 
Wagner, Harold H ....................... 2981758 
Waldeyer, Norbert C ................... 2980132 
Weaver, Louis 0 ......................... 2980195 
Weesner, Clifford £.. ................... 2981807 
Weitzel, Henry R ........................ 2053339 
Welstead, Walter J ..................... 2053801 
Wenger, Irvin .............................. 2981444 
Westrhof, John T ........................ 2981337 
Whitford, Jason J.. ...................... 2052695 
Williams, Edson A....................... 2041492 
Wilson, Dale L............................ 2981901 
Wing, Homer ... ...... .. ................... 2042146 
Witt, Louis C.............................. 2043554 
Wood, Stewart W ....................... 2020998 
Young, Edward L.. ...................... 2021418 
Zajackowski, John ....................... 2041939 
Ziegenbein, William J... ............... 2031516 
Zlotcha, Mike.............................. 2052767 

Rank and organization 

Pvt., Co. K. 339th lnf. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Co. H, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. H, 339th lnf. 

Do. 
Cpl., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th Int. 
Sgt., Co. A, 339\h lnf. 
Pvt., Co. I, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., M. G. Co., 339th lnf. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. M, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. D, 339th Int. 
Cpl., Co. M, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. B, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. D, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. B, 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Hq. Co., 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. M, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th Int. 
Sgt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. I, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. L, 339th lnf. 
Cook, Co. C, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. K, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th Int. 

Do. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th Int. 

Do. 
Pvt., Co. D, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339\h Int. 
Pvt., Co. D, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Hq. Co., 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. D, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. I, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Co. E, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. D, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. F, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Pvt., Co. A, 339th Int. 
Pvt., Co. B, 339th Int. 
Pvt., 1 cl., Co. A, 310th Engrs. 
Pvt., Hq. Co., 339th lnf. 
Cpl., Co. C, 339th lnf. 
Sgt., Co. G, 339th lnf. 
Pvt .• Co. B, 339th Int. 
Sgt., Co. A, 310th Engrs. 
Pvt., Co. E, 339th Int. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. At this same time, Mr. 
President, it seems to me that the patriot 
inventory should be made complete. 

There is no "front" on any battle line in 
any war in which the United States has en­
gaged since Michigan entered the sisterhood 
of States that has not been hallowed with 
Michigan's patriot blood. Unfailingly and 
unstintingly our State always has walked 
the Nation's sentry posts, whether in the 
travail of the rebellion, or in the challenge 
of 1898, or in the bitter crisis of 1917- 18 
when Columbia commanded our young 
manhood to put its heart upon the altars of 
the world. 

We pretend no monopoly upon this 
patriotism. On the contrary, we proudly ac­
knowledge that we thus have but done our 
share in the fraternity of a common nation­
al defense. Yet we may be forgiven a special 
and a solemn pride that our "share" has 
been prodigal. 

All sons of Michigan who thus have borne 
their country's colors alike are decorated 
with the affections of their Commonwealth. 
They need no eulogy. It is most eloquently 
provided by their own services. Nor would 
we differentiate between the living and the 
dead. Nor between those who sleep in the 
soil they helped to save and those whose 
long, last home is on a foreign strand. 
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But, Mr. President, there is something 

particularly poignant in contemplation of 
this latter group. It seems to me that they 
have earned a particular and a peculiar em­
phasis so that none who follow after may 
remotely suspect that the seas have separat­
ed them from our grateful memories. Such 
is not the fact. Best evidence to the con­
trary is furnished by this present pilgrimage 
which is searching northern Russia for the 
only graves which our own Government 
heretofore has neglected-Michigan graves 
in large degree, because it was almost exclu­
sively Michigan troops who held this remote 
but fatefully dangerous line. Other evidence 
is eloquently furnished by the tender and 
unremitting care which we give to hallowed 
ground in those Old World cemeteries 
which are peopled with the living spirits of 
those American martyrs whom "taps" gave 
to eternity. Still further evidence is fur­
nished by the recent action of the Congress 
in arranging that our gold-star mothers may 
be the Nation's guests in journey to these 
gold-star shrines. 

No, we have not forgotten. The impulse 
toward universal peace-remembering 
always that the peace and honor of our own 
America is first charge upon our con­
sciences-is one of the memorials to those 
who died that we may live. The impulse to 
democratize our national defense-insisting 
hereafter, in the unforeseen and unhappy 
event of another war, that every material as 
well as human resource shall submit to 
common draft for the common cause-is an­
other very practical memorial. Yet another 
is the practice of the utmost liberality, con­
sistent with our immense resources, not 
only in adequate pensions for the Nation's 
wards from former wars but also and par­
ticularly in the generous and sympathetic 
and understanding administration of Feder­
al aid, shorn of all possible technicalities, 
for those World War veterans who now 
battle life under the handicap of incapacity 
inherited from service and from hazards 
which we civilians never faced. 

We have not forgotten, Mr. President. But 
in the light of this precious reclamation now 
proceeding on that old Russian front, I take 
the occasion to put Michigan's record in this 
general connection into the permanent ar­
chives of the Republic.e 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN THE 
UKRAINE 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
50 years ago the Ukrainian people 
faced the brutally enforced collectivi­
zation program of the Soviet Govern­
ment. In a brave struggle against loss 
of their land and their basic rights, 
millions of Ukrainians perished from 
starvation, physical abuse, and intern­
ment. What was then known as a great 
famine or natural disaster, we now 
know was a broad and orchestrated 
campaign by the Soviet Government. 

I am pleased to join as a cosponsor 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 70 
today to pay tribute to the victims of 
this tragedy and to add to congression­
al expressions of resolve to see basic 
human rights respected everywhere. 
This resolution condemns the policies 
of the Soviet Union, then and now, 
that systematically disregard human 
rights and liberties. It calls upon the 
President to proclaim May 24, 1984, as 

a day to commemorate the 50th anni­
versary of the first congressional con­
demnation of the Ukrainian famine. 
And it also urges a new diplomatic 
effort to press the Soviet Government 
to remove current restrictions on food 
parcels and other necessities sent to 
Soviet citizens by private individuals 
and charitable organizations. 

Earlier this week, Washington was 
the scene of a serious demonstration 
organized by the National Committee 
to Commemorate Genocide Victims in 
Ukraine 1932-33. Thousands, many 
from New Jersey, gathered as close as 
they could to the Embassy of the 
U.S.S.R. here to commemorate the vic­
tims of the famine. But the larger 
message relates to a continuing strug­
gle, by Ukrainians and by others in 
the Soviet Union, for basic human 
rights. It is a struggle that the Con­
gress of the United States will never 
ignore.e 

WILLIAM H. KENNEDY, JR. 
• Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, tomor­
row the American Bankers Association 
begins its annual convention and 
marks the end of the presidency of 
William H. Kennedy, Jr., of Pine 
Bluff, Ark. 

Bill Kennedy has led the ABA 
through 12 critical months, a time 
when the industry was struggling with 
the effects of deregulation and compe­
tition from new, nonbank sources. He 
led the successful fight against the 
withholding of interest and dividend 
payments, the most massive grassroots 
campaign Washington has ever seen, 
and was able to reconcile the interests 
of both large and small banks on a va­
riety of issues. 

Federal Reserve Chairman Paul 
Volcker has said of Kennedy: "His 
calm and commonsense manner in the 
midst of all of the bank turmoil and 
change have been important for bank­
ing and the country at large." 

Bill Kennedy has worn many hats in 
his career. He is president and chair­
man of the board of the National 
Bank of Commerce in Pine Bluff and 
has been active for many years in the 
American Bankers Association. Bill 
has also promoted industrial develop­
ment in our region by serving as direc­
tor of the Jefferson County Industrial 
Foundation, president of the Arkansas 
Basin Association, a trustee of the 
Midwest Research Institute, chairman 
of the Arkansas State Chamber of 
Commerce, the Pine Bluff Chamber of 
Commerce, the Arkansas State Coun­
cil on Economic Education and the Ar­
kansas Waterways Commission. He is 
a retired colonel in the U.S. Marine 
Corps Reserves and a hero of the 
battle at Iwo Jima, with a Purple 
Heart and a Silver Star. 

In a recent poll by U.S. News & 
World Report, Bill was chosen by 
members of the financial community 

as the third most influential financial 
leader in the Nation, behind only the 
chairman of Citicorp and the chair­
man of the Federal Reserve. That is 
not bad for a country banker from 
Pine Bluff, Ark. 

Bill and his wife Marylena have 
done a magnificent job representing 
the State of Arkansas and the banking 
community as a whole during this past 
year, and I am sure my colleagues join 
me in wishing them all the best in the 
days to come.e 

STATECRAFT AND STRATEGY IN 
THE NUCLEAR SHADOW 

e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
recently I received a copy of the state­
ment of policy adopted by the Air 
Force Association at their annual na­
tional convention held here in Wash­
ington last month. This policy state­
ment makes several very good points 
in outlining the breadth and scale of 
our national security mechanism at 
the present time. Not only does the 
statement highlight our capabilities 
but it points out, as a fundamental na­
tional security requirement, that we 
must continue a steadfast national 
commitment to rebuild and maintain 
our essential defense capabilities. We 
have made substantial progress in re­
dressing some errors of the past by re­
building our Nation's defenses in many 
areas. However, unless this progress is 
to continue, we put at risk our pre­
cious freedoms. As quoted in the 
policy statement, in the words of 
President Eisenhower, "In the final 
choice, a soldier's pack is not so heavy 
a burden as a prisoner's chains." That 
statement says something to all of us. 

There are thoughts in this policy 
statement which encompass the spec­
trum of our Nation's current political 
and military activities. I urge my col­
leagues to read this statement and to 
digest the very important messages 
contained therein. 

Mr. President, I ask that the Air 
Force Association's 1983-84 statement 
of policy be inserted in the REcoRD fol­
lowing my remarks. 

The article follows: 
STATECRAFT AND STRATEGY IN THE NUCLEAR 

SHADOW 

United States military policy is, and 
throughout history has been, defensive. Our 
armed forces, and the doctrines that guide 
them, are structured accordingly. We don't 
create huge military arsenals to conquer or 
coerce. Our forces exist to keep others from 
using force against us and our allies. We 
seek to deter rather than fight wars. But 
hollow deterrence based on bluff weakens 
rather than strengthens peace; reliable de­
terrence is achieved only if potential aggres­
sors know clearly that they would confront 
determined, combat-ready forces they 
cannot defeat. Our overriding concern obvi­
ously must be deterrence of the most de­
structive form of conflict, nuclear war. The 
world today lives in the shadow of nuclear 
weapons; we cannot wish them away or dis-
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invent them even though the abhorrence of 
nuclear war and the desire to prevent holo­
caust are shared by rational people. And 
yet, we must remember the last convention­
al global war cost 40,000,000 to 50,000,000 
lives, and that this nuclear shadow has pre­
vented conventional war between major na­
tions for thirty-eight years, the longest 
period in modern history. 
If we want to lower the risk of nuclear 

war, we must build and maintain the forces 
that prevent it. This logic may not be com­
fortable but it is sound, for the principle of 
deterrence is as old as the history of warfare 
and has not been changed by the advent of 
nuclear weapons. What has changed is that 
the stakes of deterrence have increased in 
step with the deadliness of nuclear arsenals. 
The central requirement of effective nucle­
ar deterrence is for the Soviet leadership to 
remain convinced that we have the capabil­
ity and will to respond to aggression by de­
nying Moscow its political and military ob­
jectives and impose on the USSR costs that 
outweigh any potential gain. In turn, this 
requires that we have the capability to hold 
at risk that which the Soviet leadership 
itself values most-military and political 
control, military forces, both nuclear and 
conventional, and that critical industrial ca­
pability which sustains war. Moreover, we 
must maintain this capability, at appropri­
ate countervailing levels, whether the 
Soviet Union consents to equitable arms re­
duction or not. 

This Association's longstanding conten­
tion that the US can no more negotiate 
from a position of weakness than it can 
deter through inferiority is as valid as ever. 
Arms-control objectives and strategic capa­
bilities must be shaped for mutual support 
and serve the common goal of a stable mili­
tary balance and, hence, peace. Effective 
arms control can and should be an essential 
tool for lessening the danger of nuclear war. 
But no negotiations can change the fact 
that this country and the Soviet Union are 
ideological and geopolitical adversaries. 

The Soviet Union regards arms control as 
a competitive process which serves both po­
litical and military objectives. Politically, 
the Soviet Union poses as a champion of 
peace and frequently advances propagandis­
tic arms-control initiatives. Many of these 
are one-sided, impractical, unverifiable, and 
not really intended to control armaments or 
even to be adopted in practice. 

At the same time, the Soviet Union also 
advances proposals that are aimed at 
achieving military as well as political bene­
fits. The Soviets seek to place constraints on 
US technological advantages while protect­
ing their own military advantages. 

If follows that arms-control agreements 
with a highly secretive adversary like the 
Soviet Union cannot be based simply on 
trust. There must be effective means of veri­
fication that enable the US to know with 
confidence whether the terms of agree­
ments are being honored. In practice, this 
means the US must be able to monitor ac­
tivities in the areas covered by these treaties 
in order to detect any violations at a very 
early stage. Arms-control agreements that 
cannot be verified and enforced effectively 
are worse than no accords at all. 

This Association believes also that US 
arms-control policies must not focus on the 
threat of nuclear war to the exclusion of 
the threat of totalitarian imperialism. We 
must prevent the former while containing 
the latter. At the same time arms-control 
policies must not become entangled in do­
mestic partisan politics. The formulation of 

this nation's arms-control policy is not a 
contest between supporters of peace and 
supporters of war, but an issue of statecraft 
that preserves both liberty and peace. There 
is reason to fear that the national discourse 
over arms control is being subverted into 
sloganeering exercises by those who favor 
arms control at any price. Arms-control ac­
cords that do not lessen the danger of war 
and undermine further the strategic bal­
ance-or especially a unilateral nuclear 
freeze-may serve temporarily the propa­
gandists of the peace movement. But they 
do not serve the cause of peace. In fact, 
they increase the risk of nuclear war. 

The positions taken by this Association 
previously on this issue are worth repeating: 
Domestic and international groups promot­
ing simplistically an immediate nuclear 
freeze are achieving ends diametrically op­
posed to their own professed goals of nucle­
ar stability and arms reduction. Such a 
freeze would leave us with a permanently 
weakened deterrent posture and perpetuate 
the very vulnerabilities and inadequacies we 
are making great efforts to correct. 

A nuclear freeze would decrease strategic 
stability and grant the Soviets, without in­
centive to reciprocate, their major objec­
tives in the START <Strategic Arms Reduc­
tion Talks) and INF <Intermediate-range 
Nuclear Force) negotiations. Concurrent 
with the nuclear freeze movement is a cam­
paign against the first use of nuclear weap­
ons, especially so far as NATO is concerned. 
The claimed Soviet "no-first-use" policy is 
deceptive. The North Atlantic Treaty Orga­
nization is a defensive alliance, with a long­
standing policy that no NATO weapon of 
any kind will ever be used for aggressive 
purposes. NATO's doctrine of deterrence 
and flexible response links the U.S. strategic 
forces with NATO's conventional and nucle­
ar forces in Europe to deter aggression of 
any kind. 

The Soviets continue to maneuver toward 
a joint pledge of no first use of nuclear 
weapons, an idea that is finding a sympa­
thetic echo in the U.S. and other NATO 
countries. A no-first-nuclear-use policy 
would undermine the Alliance's strategy of 
flexible response, necessitate large increases 
in expenditures for conventional forces, 
foster the impression that the U.S. commit­
ment to NATO has been reduced, and leave 
entirely to the Soviets the initiative and 
timing of conflict escalation. This Associa­
tion believes that NATO's policy of no first 
use of military force is more effective, credi­
ble, and workable than a promise not to use 
nuclear weapons after an attack has begun. 

Therefore, deployment of the full comple­
ment of US Pershing II and ground­
launched cruise missiles must proceed on 
schedule to offset the destabilizing, one­
sided Soviet advantage in intermediate­
range nuclear forces in Europe. There is no 
inconsistency in deploying these weapons 
while the US and the Soviet Union engage 
in negotiations that seek balanced, equita­
ble, and verifiable reductions in the two 
sides' arsenals. 

The central harsh lesson of past arms ne­
gotiations with the Soviets is that they have 
yet to give up an advantage that they did 
not have to give up. The way to peace is 
through painstaking negotiations from a po­
sition of US strength. In the strategic nucle­
ar sector, recommendations by the Presi­
dent's Commission on Strategic Forces, 
adopted in full by the Administration, pro­
vide the formula for rebuilding this 
strength. This plan provides for an integrat­
ed, mutually reinforcing approach to mod-

ernizing the nation's strategic forces conso­
nant with our arms-reduction policy. We 
urge Congress to adopt the .administration's 
recommendations in their entirety and pro­
vide the long-term funding needed to bring 
these vitually needed forces and weapons 
into being. Deletion of any one element of 
this integrated modernization proposal 
could cause its unraveling. The conse­
quences to the nation's ability to deter nu­
clear conflict could be grave. The Adminis­
tration's five-pronged strategic force mod­
ernization program-consisting of ICBMs, 
strategic bombers, the Trident force, im­
proved, survivable command and control 
systems, and revitalized strategic defenses­
will ensure that the nation's nuclear forces 
could survive a Soviet first strike and retali­
ate. At the same time, this program provides 
essential leverage for equitable arms reduc­
tion; it does not move the world toward nu­
clear war but away from it. 

Modernization of US military capabilities, 
this Association believes, is imperative be­
cause of the scope and tempo of the Soviet 
weapons programs that outdistance this 
country's efforts in vital areas. The Soviets, 
over the past year, have begun testing new 
models in almost every class of nuclear 
weapons. They are dramatically expanding 
their Navy and Air Force. Their ground 
forces are being trained and equipped for 
preemptive attack. And they are using their 
military power to extend their influence 
and enforce their will-directly or with the 
help of surrogates-in every corner of the 
globe. 

Exacerbating the problem is Soviet 
progress in narrowing or eliminating the 
technological gap between us and them. A 
key reason for this advance is that the Sovi­
ets have the world's largest R&D manpow­
er-estimated at more than 900,000 scien­
tists and engineers-compared to fewer than 
700,000 on the part of the United States. 
The percentage of Soviet R&D manpower 
engaged in defense-related work is between 
fifty and seventy-five percent of the total 
number. 

Supporting this force is the world's largest 
military-industrial base that includes more 
than 150 major plants located throughout 
the USSR. In turn, these key facilities are 
supported by a network of thousands of 
feeder plants. In recent years, the military 
has absorbed about fifteen percent of the 
Gross National Product of the USSR, com­
pared to less than seven percent for the US, 
and, if current trends continue, the Soviet 
military share of the GNP will approach 
twenty percent by the late 1980s. Soviet 
military investments over the past decade 
were eighty percent higher than US invest­
ments; in terms of R&D spending, the Sovi­
ets topped the US investment by about sev­
enty percent over the same period. 

The main role of the Soviet war machine 
clearly is to undergird the step-by-step ex­
tension of Soviet influence and control by 
instilling fear and promoting paralysis, by 
sapping the vitality of collective security ar­
rangements, by subversion, and by coercive 
political actions of every kind. 

The latest manifestation of Soviet power 
politics is the crisis they and their surro­
gates are fanning in Central America. En­
lightened self-interest-including our own 
national security requirements and those of 
our allies and friends-necessitates that the 
United States counter by diplomatic, eco­
nomic, and other means Soviet, or Soviet­
aided, efforts to set up Marxist governments 
anywhere, but especially at our doorstep. 
Military assistance, including training of 
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anti-Communist forces, must be intensified 
to keep Moscow and its surrogates from top­
pling non-Marxist governments in that area 
and transforming these countries into 
Soviet satellites. 

Our national security policy seeks to deter 
war at any level and of any kind. It follows 
that our military forces must be structured 
to provide an umbrella of military power 
that extends from strategic nuclear war and 
deterrence of space combat through conven­
tional combat to special operations. In this 
context, this Association has, and continues 
to advocate, vigorous and prudent tapping 
of technological opportunities to provide 
our armed forces with the most potent tools 
and capabilities for deterring or, if need be, 
for winning wars. But the pursuit of tech­
nology must not become a substitute for 
sustainable, field-proven capabilities. Theo­
retical technological feasibilities at some un­
certain future date are no substitute for 
forces in being and prudent development of 
technology that fills requirements estab­
lished and formulated by combat-tested 
military professionals. Shunting aside tech­
nological evolution that builds on sound 
military doctrines and experience in favor 
of speculative approaches of uncertain mili­
tary validity is likely to yield both poor de­
fense and poor technology. The nation can 
afford neither. 

The cause of deterrence is served best by 
increasing the warfighting capabilities of 
the armed forces. There is need for contin­
ued improvements in the readiness and stay­
ing power as well as modernization of the 
general-purpose forces, enhancement of mo­
bility and airlift capabilities, and expansion 
and modernization of tactical forces. In 
turn, these capabilities must be built on the 
bedrock of readiness and sustainability, top­
notch, realistic training, and, first and fore­
most, the dedication, motivation, and pro­
fessionalism of the men and women serving 
in the Air Force and the other services. The 
nation must safeguard the central advan­
tage that underlies our defense posture-the 
well-trained, experienced professionals of its 
armed forces. 

The Air Force Association applauds in­
creased recognition of the total joint char­
acter of national defense and concerted ef­
forts to avoid separate, narrow approaches 
that duplicate capabilities. No service fights 
alone. They must plan and exercise together 
just as they would fight-shoulder to shoul­
der. 

This Association sees, as the overriding 
national security requirement continuation 
of a steadfast national commitment to re­
build and maintain essential defense capa­
bilities. The progress that is being made 
must continue through steady growth in de­
fense funding levels in line with sound, long­
term planning strategies. The preservation 
of America's heritage of freedom and liberty 
is well worth this price for, in the words of 
President Eisenhower, "in the final choice, a 
soldier's pack is not so heavy a burden as a 
prisoner's chains.' 'e 

A MAJOR HOUSING 
AUTHORIZATION BILL 

e Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I am deeply disturbed by the an­
nouncement made last week by the 
chairman of the Senate Banking Com­
mittee that the Senate will not pass a 
housing authorization bill this year. 

If this is so, it will be the third year 
in a row Congress has failed to enact a 
major housing authorization bill. 

For nearly 50 years, this Nation was 
committed to the principle that every 
citizen deserved a decent home and a 
suitable living environment. 

That basic principle was never a par­
tisan issue. 

Consistently, Democrats and Repub­
licans in the Senate and the House 
worked together to meet the housing 
needs of lower income Americans. 

Administrations of both parties 
made low-income housing a high prior­
ity. 

And we made progress. 
The 1940 census revealed that 46 

percent of the Nation's occupied hous­
ing units were without modern plumb­
ing. That figure today is under 5 per­
cent. 

In 1940, 18.1 percent of occupied 
buildings were dilapidated and in need 
of major repair. Today, the figure is 
under 3 percent. 

Nine percent of all housing in 1940 
was described by the census as over­
crowded. Today, it is 0.9 percent. 

In 1981, however, when the Reagan 
administration came to power, the 
Federal Government began to reverse 
its longstanding commitment to low­
income housing. 

This administration has sharply re­
duced virtually all social programs. 
But in housing, the cuts have truly 
been draconian. 

Immediately after taking office, 
President Reagan requested, and re­
ceived, a rescission of $5.2 billion in 
fiscal year 1981 budget authority for 
public housing and section 8 units. 

Less than 2 months after signing the 
$17 billion fiscal year 1982 HUD Ap­
propriations bill, President Reagan at­
tempted to rescind $9 billion of that 
amount. 

The President's January budget re­
quest for additional low-income hous­
ing assistance for fiscal year 1984 is, in 
constant dollars, only 1.2 percent of 
the level proposed by President Ford 
just before he left office. It is one-six­
tieth of the amount appropriated by 
Congress in fiscal 1981 before the 
Reagan cuts, cancellations and rescis­
sions. 

Consider for a moment the effect of 
these cuts on low-income housing pro­
grams. 

Substantial rehabiliation of section 8 
and public housing has been largely 
eliminated. So has new construction. 

Modernization of public housing 
units has been cut back. 

Tenant rents have been raised. 
Eligibility for housing assistance has 

been tightened. 
In addition, the administration has 

recaptured $8.5 billion appropriated in 
previous years for housing construc­
tion. Projects in cities all over the 
country have been canceled. 

In just 3 short years, this adminis­
tration has halted 50 years of progress 
toward housing the poor of this coun­
try. 

But housing is not all bricks and 
mortar. I draw your attention to a 
whole series of rent increases which 
the administration is now attempting 
to impose by regulation. 

These include changes in the defini­
tion of income, which would eliminate 
deductions for medical expenses and 
day care expenses and alterations in 
the method by which fair market 
rents are calculated in the existing sec­
tion 8 program. Only congressional ob­
jection prevented the administration 
from including the value of food 
stamps in the income calculation. 

And I would point out, Mr. Presi­
dent, that all of this comes on top of 
an increase from 25 to 30 percent in 
the percentage of income assisted 
housing tenants are required to pay as 
rent. 

This administration may believe 
that it can make problems go away by 
pretending that they do not exist. But 
the fact is that President Reagan's 
own commission on housing has esti­
mated that there are 20 million Ameri­
can families with incomes below 50 
percent of the median. And only one 
out of every eight of these households 
now lives in subsidized housing. 

The fact is, we cannot continue to 
make cuts on the Reagan scale and 
still expect to have a housing program 
that begins to meet the needs of low­
income families. 

The fact is that housing needs of 
low-income people are desperate and 
growing. 

It is time Congress lived up to its re­
sponsibility to set national housing 
policy. This is why it is so important 
that we bring the housing bill to the 
Senate floor. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
effort. We have a commitment to pro­
vide decent housing for those who 
cannot otherwise afford it. 

We should live up to this commit­
ment.e 

BABI YAR 
e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 42 
years ago this week, over 70,000 Jews 
were machine-gunned by Nazi troops 
at Babi Yar. 

Babi Yar is a ravine on the outskirts 
of Kiev in the Soviet Union which 
became a mass grave for the Jews of 
Kiev in 1941. Today the very name of 
Babi Yar evokes memories of the 
worst of Hitler's Holocaust and is a 
chilling reminder of the many cher­
ished lives lost to Nazi barbarism. 

It is important that we take note of 
the anniversary of this terrible atroci­
ty and that in doing so we remember 
the Jewish community of Kiev that 
was brutally slaughtered. For the 
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monument erected by the Government 
of the Soviet Union at Babi Yar does 
not say a word about the Jews of Kiev. 
The plaque at Babi Yar reads, "Here, 
from 1941 to 1943 the German fascist 
invaders shot and killed more than 
100,000 citizens of Kiev.'' 

This does not surprise. The Soviet 
Union has long followed a policy de­
signed to crush Jewish identity and 
erase Jewish culture. For years, the 
Soviet Government resisted placing a 
monument at Babi Yar as part of its 
effort to remove from the conscious­
ness of Soviet Jews all sustaining ele­
ments of martyrdom. In fact, since the 
early 1970's the Soviets have gone so 
far as to equate Zionism with Nazism 
and have made the outrageous charge 
that the mass murder at Babi Yar was 
a collaboration of Zionist and Nazis. 

By distorting the atrocity that took 
place at Babi Yar, Soviet authorities 
deny the murdered Jews of Babi Yar 
the basic respect of remembrance­
they deny the lost Jewish community 
of Kiev a place in history. 

In 1979 the President's Commission 
for the Holocaust visited Babi Yar. 
The Commission's chairman, the dis­
tinguished author and educator Elie 
Weisel, stated on this occasion: 

When I stood here 15 years ago there was 
no monument at Babi Yar. But we all knew 
what Babi Yar meant. Now there is a monu­
ment at Babi Yar. But what kind of monu­
ment is it? We all had hoped to find a me­
morial for all the Jews who died as Jews, as 
well as for all the others who died here. But 
the Jews are not being remembered. 0 Jews 
of Babi Yar! We shall remember you. For 10 
days in 1941, from Rosh ha-Shanah to Yom 
Kippur you were brought here and shot. We 
shall not forget when we are home and 
when we say the Kaddish we shall remem­
ber you as well. 

We will not forget the Jews of Babi 
Yar. We will not forget this dark 
moment in the history of man when 
Jews were slaughtered for being Jews. 
We will continue to condemn Hitler's 
massacre of the Jews even if another 
nation chooses to obscure it. 

I should like to conclude by submit­
ting for printing in the REcORD a poem 
by the Russian poet Yevgeny Yevtu­
shenko which appeared in Literatur­
naya Gazeta on September 19, 1961. 
Yevtushenko was publicly denounced 
by Premier Nikita Khrushchev on 
March 8, 1963, for having spoken out 
against the Soviet Government's cam­
paign to romote anti-Semitism in the 
U.S.S.R. 

The poem follows: 
BABI YAR 

<By Yevgeny Yevtushenko> 
No gravestone stands on Babi Yar: 
Only coarse earth heaped roughly on the 

gash. 
Such dread comes over me; I feel so old 
Old as the Jews. Today, I am a Jew ... 
Now I go wandering, an Egyptian slave; 
And now I perish, splayed upon the cross. 
The marks of nails are still upon my flesh. 
And I am Dreyfus whom the gentry hound; 
I am behind the bars, caught in a ring; 

Belied, denounced, and spat upon I stand, 
While dainty ladies in their lacy 
Squealing, poke parasols into my face. 
I am that little boy in Bialystok 
Whose blood flows, spreading darkly on the 

floor. 
The rowdy lords of the saloon make sport. 
Reeking alike of vodka and of leek, 
Booted aside, weak, helpless, I, the child 
Who begs in vain while the pogromchik mob 
Guffaws and shouts: "Save Russia, beat the 

Jews!" 
The shopman's blows fall on my mother's 

back. 
0 my own people, my own Russian folk, 
Believers in the brotherhood of man! 
But dirty hands too often dare to raise 
The banner of your pure and lofty name. 
I know the goodness of my native land. 
How vile that anti-Semites shamelessly 
Preen themselves in the words that they 

debase: 
"The Union of the Russian People." 
Now, in the moment, I am Anne Frank, 
Frail and transparent as an April twig. 
I love as she; I need no ready phrases . . . 
Only to look into each other's eyes! 
How little we can sense, how little see ... 
Leaves are forbidden us, the sky 
forbidden ... 
Yet how much still remains; how strangely 

sweet 
To hold each other close in the dark room. 
They come? No, do not fear. These are the 

gales 
Of spring; she bursts into this gloom. 
Come to me; quickly; let me kiss your 
lips ... 
They break the door? No, no the ice is 

breaking. 
On Babi Yar weeds rustle; the tall trees 
Like judges loom and threaten . . . 
All screams in silence; I take off my cap 
And feel that I am slowly turning gray. 
And I too have become a soundless cry 
Over the thousands that lie buried here. 
I am each old man slaughtered, each child 

shot. 
None of me will forget. 
Let the glad "internationale" blare forth. 
When earth's last anti-Semite lies in earth. 
No drop of Jewish blood flows in my veins, 
But anti-Semites with a dull, gnarled hate 
Detest me like a Jew. 
0 know me truly Russian through their 

hate! 
-Translated by Marie 

Syrkin.e 

RUSSIAN IMPORTS TO NEW 
ORLEANS 

e Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
wish to bring to the attention of my 
distinguished colleagues a situation 
that I find to be deplorable with 
regard to one of our most important 
industries. The industry of which I 
speak is the ferroalloy industry, and 
the situation of which I speak is the 
undermining of this industry by the 
Soviet Union. 

On September 1 of this year, I 
learned of a shipment of 5,365 tons of 
50-percent ferrosilicon from the Soviet 
Union to New Orleans destined for use 
by our declining steel industry. This 
material had a declared value of 13.6 
cents per pound plus a 2 cents per 
pound assessed tariff, according to the 
Department of Commerce. This con-

trasted with the prevailing market 
value of 39 to 41 cents per pound is ex­
tremely alarming. 

While this single shipment from the 
Soviet Union of 50-percent ferrosili­
con, in and of itself, may not appear to 
some to be of significance, I was con­
cerned that this was just the begin­
ning of a long term effort by the Sovi­
ets to undermine the last vestige of a 
dying domestic ferroalloy industry. 
Today, I learned of yet another ship­
ment of 50 percent Soviet ferrosilicon 
arriving at the Port of New Orleans 
last Tuesday. This shipment consisted 
of 6,300 tons of 50 percent ferrosilicon 
at the same declared value as the first. 

As many of my colleagues know, I 
have been conducting a series of hear­
ings before the Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee on the subject 
of the geopolitics of strategic and criti­
cal materials. The committee learned 
of the decline of the ferroalloy indus­
try at its hearing on June 20 of this 
year. Not only did the committee learn 
of the plight of the ferroalloy industry 
but of virtually all segments of our do­
mestic mining industry as well. Our 
primary focus in these hearings has 
been the growing U.S. dependence 
and/or vulnerability for strategic and 
critical minerals from unstable foreign 
sources. We are currently dependent 
for over 50 percent or half of the 40 
minerals considered vital to our multi­
trillion dollar economy. While there 
are those that would argue that some 
of the countries from which we import 
certain strategic and critical minerals 
are not unstable or that we are not 
necessarily vulnerable to cutoff of sup­
plies of these minerals in a national 
emergency, I can not imagine that 
anyone could be naive enough to sug­
gest that the Soviet Union could be 
considered a reliable supplier of strate­
gic and critical minerals in a national 
emergency. 

If this country is seriously concerned 
about reducing our dependence upon 
foreign sources for strategic and criti­
cal minerals, then we must not allow 
ourselves to become dependent upon 
the Soviet Union for such a vital com­
modity as ferrosilicon. 

Mr. President, in expressing my con­
cern about this recent invasion of the 
ferrosilicon market by the Soviets, I 
want to make it clear that other vital 
elements of the ferroalloy industry are 
also suffering from low-priced imports. 
I certainly do not wish to minimize my 
concern regarding the decline of the 
ferrochrome, ferromanganese and sili­
comanganese elements of the ferroal­
loy industry. We have stood by during 
the last decade and watched our fer­
roally industry deteriorate as a result 
of low-priced imports to the point 
where we only have 21 furnaces of 84 
with production at 28 percent of ca­
pacity. This deterioration, if allowed 
to continue, not only forces the United 
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States into greater dependence on for­
eign sources of ferroalloys but also 
jeopardizes our national security. 

Today, I am calling upon the Chair­
man of the International Trade Com­
mission and the U.S. Trade Represent­
ative to investigate this eggregious in­
vasion of the ferrosilicon market by 
the Soviet Union. If the threat to our 
national security is not sufficient to 
launch such an investigation, then 
perhaps a reminder of the recent 
atrocity involving KAL flight 007 over 
the Sea of Japan will.e 

CRUCIAL INTERESTS IN ASIA 
• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, Rep­
resentative STEPHEN J. SOLARZ, with 
whom I have worked on a range of 
issues from the Philippines to Taiwan, 
has written a thoughtful op-ed piece 
in today's New York Times. In a 
cogent analysis of challenges we face 
in Pakistan, South Korea, and the 
Philippines, Mr. SoLARz argues that 
"American strategic interests often 
conflict with our human rights con­
cerns, but in these three nations they 
dovetail, for long-term American secu­
rity interests would be enhanced by 
their establishment of more open po­
litical systems." 

I fully concur in this judgment and 
ask that Mr. SoLARZ' important article 
appear at this point in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
CRUCIAL INTERESTS IN ASIA 

<By Stephen J. Solarz> 
Among the threats America faces in Asia 

are pressing challenges in three strategical­
ly important countries-Pakistan, South 
Korea and the Philippines-where internal 
instabilities create possibilities for damaging 
political upheavals. American strategic in­
terests often conflict with our human rights 
concerns, but in these three nations they 
dovetail, for long-term American security in­
terests would be enhanced by their estab­
lishment of more open political systems. 

The United States has an important inter­
est in Pakistan's continued resistance to the 
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. A failure 
to secure the withdrawal of Soviet forces, or 
to make Moscow pay a heavy price for re­
fusing to do so, could whet its appetite for 
military ·adventures elsewhere. And without 
Pakistani support for the Afghan resistance 
movement, Moscow will have little incentive 
to withdraw. 

But Pakistan needs a stable political 
system to maintain this policy, and the 
recent riots in the Sind province indicate 
that the people will no longer accept mar­
tial law. Prolonged authoritarian rule also 
poses a threat to national unity. Punjabi 
domination of the military and civil service 
denies the Sindhi, Pathan and Baluch mi­
norities a role in government. Failure to 
create a freer political system, with consid­
erable provincial autonomy and political 
participation for all, could lead to nation­
wide turmoil and enable the Russians to un­
dermine Pakistan's stability. 

President Mohammad Zia ul-Haq recog­
nizes these dangers, but his recent moves 
toward civilian rule could flounder if he 
fails to give the people a say in his proposed 
constitution or to allow political parties to 

participate in the forthcoming elections. 
Most Pakistanis want us to continue provid­
ing arms and economic aid, but do not want 
us to remain silent about their political 
future. We should use our influence to en­
courage the establishment of a more demo­
cratic political system. 

Preserving peace on the heavily armed 
Korean Peninsula is also essential to United 
States security, given the 40,000 American 
troops there, Korea's strategic importance 
to Japan and the risk of a war that could 
draw in outside powers. The danger on the 
Korean Peninsula is less a surprise attack 
from the North than that authoritarian 
rule in the South will lead to turmoil, there­
by tempting the North to intervene. 

The Republic of Korea remains an au­
thoritarian state with a facade of democra­
cy. President Chun Doo Hwan has lifted 
martial law, freed many political prisoners 
and held controlled national elections. But 
President Chun's seizure of power by force, 
the army's brutal suppression of popular 
demonstrations in Kwangju in 1980 and fi­
nancial scandals involving his family have 
made if difficult for the Government to es­
tablish its legitimacy. For years, most South 
Koreans accepted an authoritarian system 
because it provided domestic stability, na­
tional security and rapid economic growth. 
But a more urbanized, better educated and 
more prosperous people want a free press 
and the right to choose their own govern­
ment. 

Virtually no one in South Korea wants us 
to withdraw our forces, but most Koreans 
do want us to promote human rights in 
their country. We should make clear our 
belief that progress toward democracy will 
promote long-term stability and increase 
the American people's willingness to contin­
ue to support South Korea's security. 

Finally, in the Philippines, the United 
States' bases at Subic Bay and Clark Field 
are essential to our ability to preserve peace 
and the balance of power in Asia. Yet use of 
the bases could be jeopardized by the in­
creasing opposition to the Marcos Govern­
ment and a growing Filipino belief that 
American aid is propping up a corrupt and 
discredited regime. 

The Government's repressive policies have 
weakened the democratic opposition while 
allowing the Communist New People's Army 
to make significant gains. The murder of 
Benigno S. Aquino Jr. eliminated the mod­
erates' strongest leader and fanned opposi­
tion to the Government. The real danger is 
not so much an Iranian style upheaval but 
increasing polarization and growing support 
for the New People's Army as the only per­
ceived alternative to the Marcos regime. 
Unless peaceful change becomes possible, 
violent change may become inevitable. 

Filipinos differ about whether the bases 
should remain, but most believe the United 
States should use its influence to promote a 
return to democracy. We should press for a 
thorough and impartial investigation of the 
Aquino assassination and for genuinely free 
and fair parliamentary elections next 
spring. 

American ability to influence internal de­
velopments in sovereign nations is not un­
limited. But through skillful diplomacy, we 
can have a constructive influence on coun­
tries that rely on us for aid and security. By 
doing nothing, we abdicate our leadership 
and imperil our interests.e 

SUCCESS OF PRIVATE FINANC­
ING FOR BAY BEACH WILD­
LIFE SANCTUARY 

• Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, in this 
day of reductions of Federal funding 
for many programs. I would like to 
recognize the efforts of a number of 
private citizens who have demonstrat­
ed the best in American spirit. 
Through the use of private funds, 
these individuals have provided for 
the operation and expansion of an im­
portant wildlife sanctuary. 

In Green Bay, Wis., we have a fine 
example of the dedication of the 
American people. An organization 
known as Friends of the Wildlife Sanc­
tuary has built and operated the Bay 
Beach Wildlife Sanctuary. The friends 
of the sanctuary have demonstrated 
that alternatives to Federal funding 
can work very well. These people have 
insulated the important programs of 
their sanctuary from the all too often 
shifting pattern in the availability of 
public funds. In fact, they have put to­
gether a very successful and expand­
ing program. 

Beginning in the mid 1930's a group 
of spirited citizens began this under­
taking by hand digging a small pond 
which has become a central feature of 
the sanctuary. The original 200-acre 
tract has been expanded to over 700 
acres through gifts and acquisitions. 
Most recently, the friends of the sanc­
tuary have embarked on supporting 
the construction of a 22,000 square 
foot education center. They have al­
ready raised over $1 million of the $1.5 
that it will take to complete the 
center. 

By pointing out this example of suc­
cesssful cooperation between private 
individuals and their municipal gov­
ernment, I am not calling for reduc­
tions in Federal wildlife programs. I 
believe these programs are critical, 
and should be strengthened. I do want 
to demonstrate, however, that alterna­
tives to the use of Federal tax dollars 
can work in some cases, and work very 
well. 

I ask to have printed in the REcoRD 
a letter I recently received from Brian 
Peterson, president of the Friends of 
the Wildlife Sanctuary. and the letter 
he enclosed. In these, Mr. Peterson de­
scribes some of the accomplishments 
of the group, and compares their ac­
complishments with those of another 
group that has relied on public funds 
for support. 

The letters follow: 
FRIENDS OF THE WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, 

Green Bay, Wis., September 26, 1983. 
Hon. ROBERT KASTEN, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR KASTEN: As a representative 
of the people of Northern Wisconsin, the 
Friends of the Bay Beach Wildlife Sanctu­
ary, a non-profit, volunteer organization, 
thought you might be interested in the 
letter we are sending to several nat ional 
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publications. We believe that we have a 
unique and timely story to tell about the 
Bay Beach Wildlife Sanctuary. 

The July 1983 issue of the "Audubon Mag­
azine" contained an article entitled "Ref­
uges on the Rocks." It highlighted the fail­
ure of the Tinicum National Wildlife 
Project in Philadelphia. We could not help 
but draw some comparisons. With a popula­
tion of 90,000, we have more than 400,000 
visitors annually from all parts of the 
United States and many foreign countries. 
The Tinicum objective was 250,000. We are 
raising through pledges and donations 
$1,500,000 to build a 22,000 square foot 
Nature Center for educational purposes and 
already have more than $1 million of that 
goal. Their 21,000 square foot center never 
broke ground. 

The comparisons go on, but there is one 
real reason for our success. The Bay Beach 
Wildlife Sanctuary has been successful for 
fifty years because of the support of the 
local community and its elected officials. 
The public officials of the area have been 
extremely cooperative in helping our pro­
gram expand. Without their support, our ef­
forts would not have been nearly as success­
ful as they are today. 

We thought that you would like to know 
about a program that is doing well in these 
hard times. It is an example of how volun­
teer effort and private contributions can 
and have made up the slack. Every resident 
of Wisconsin can take pride in the Bay 
Beach Wildlife Sanctuary because it repre­
sents the attitude of all the people of the 
state, not just a few in the Green Bay area. 

Through the enclosed letter we are at­
tempting to interest national media in high­
lighting this important priviate sector/gov­
ernment partnership for community im­
provement. We would appreciate any assist­
ance or advice you may have for us in this 
effort. 

Thanks for your past support. We of the 
Friends of the Bay Beach Wildlife Sanctu­
ary look forward to your continued assist­
ance in the future. 

Sincerely, 
BRIAN C. PETERSON. 

President. 

THE FRIENDS OF THE BAY BEACH 
WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, INC., 

September 26, 1983. 
Mr. GARY SouciE, 
Executive Editor, Audubon Magazine, 
New York, N.Y. 

DEAR MR. SouciE: Would you believe that 
in Green Bay, Wisconsin more people visit 
an urban wildlife center and feed the resi­
dent flock of Canada geese than go see the 
National Football League Green Bay Pack­
ers play football? 

With a population of less than 90,000, the 
people of Green Bay are successfully build­
ing an urban wildlife refuge that is unique 
in America. Our experience can be a model 
for other communities, both large and 
small. The private sector/government part­
nership we have established is building a 
program that educates the community to 
the value and beauty of wildlife around 
them while providing a home for those ani­
mals that are displaced as people move in. 

That's where we need your help. We be­
lieve that we have a good news story about 
how dedication and hard work, plus a strong 
bond between elected officials and the pri­
vate sector have made our sanctuary come 
to life and grow. Not only do we have an ex­
cellent story to tell, but the time is right. 

What made us realize that we had some­
thing special was when we read the July, 
1983, Audubon Magazine's article entitled 
"Refuges on the Rocks." While the author, 
Jim Doherty, painfully pointed out how 
others, like the Tinicum National Environ­
ment Center in Philadelphia, have failed to 
achieve their goals, we at the Bay Beach 
Wildlife Sanctuary have been exceeding 
ours. Not only has the refuge grown in size, 
but supported by a volunteer, non-profit or­
ganization, The Friends of the Bay Beach 
Wildlife Sanctuary, we are now on our way 
to constructing a 22,000 square foot educa­
tional center. The construction is totally 
supported by private contributions and the 
staffing provided by the local park district. 
When completed and operational, the 
center will teach our children and the com­
munity as a whole the importance of living 
in harmony with nature. We have already 
raised over one million dollars of our 
$1,500,000 goal. 

Here are just a few of the interesting and 
meaningful aspects of the Bay Beach Wild­
life Sanctuary that can make a story impor­
tant to your readers: 

The original acreage for the Bay Beach 
Wildlife Sanctuary was one of the worst dis­
posal areas in Northern Wisconsin. Fifty 
years ago volunteers transformed the area 
into what has become a model urban wild­
life sanctuary. The Sanctuary now has more 
than 700 acres and is celebrating its 50th 
Anniversary. 

Annually, more than 400,000 people come 
to the Bay Beach Sanctuary. These visitors 
from all parts of America and many foreign 
countries can see firsthand the beauty of 
Northern Wisconsin. The Sanctuary has mi­
gratory waterfowl, raccoons, and other ur­
banized animals, a herd of deer, a flock of 
wild turkeys, and a home for some special 
animal species that are on the endangered 
list. We have even had the majestic bald 
eagle dip into our lagoons to snatch lunch 
on its migratory path north. All this is less 
than a mile from several large multi-nation­
al corporations. It does show that big busi­
ness and wildlife can live side by side in har­
mony. 

The many trails are used for cross country 
skiing in the winter and educational outings 
such as moonlight walks with Sanctuary 
staff in the summer. 

The Bay Beach Sanctuary is an ideal ex­
ample of how the private sector can work 
with the public sector, even in times of 
budget cutbacks, to build strong programs. 
The acreage is a part of the City of Green 
Bay park program. As such, the annual op­
erating budget is funded from local tax dol­
lars. Expansion and special programs such 
as the new Nature Center are funded 
through contributions raised by volunteers 
and lead by the Friends of the Sanctuary. 

Many of the program activities are devot­
ed to educational efforts and projects. Can 
you imagine learning to walk on snowshoes 
and going out into the snow to see how the 
rabbit, fox, and even the mouse make us 
look clumsy when they move around with­
out any special equipment. Kids of all ages 
love it. 

If you get the idea that we are proud of 
our Sanctuary and our new Nature Center, 
you are absolutely right. We know that we 
are not impartial observers, but we think 
that your publication can highlight how we 
have been successful. We are not interested 
in gaining credit. We want others in both 
large and small communities to realize they, 
too, can do this. Our partnership with the 

local governmeht in this effort is showing 
that it can be done. 

We look forward to hearing from you re­
garding development of an article. Thank 
you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
BRIAN C. PETERSON, 

President. 

TINICUM NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER, 
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 

Purpose: To acquire lands necessary for 
purposes of preserving, restoring and devel­
oping . . . Tinicum Marsh. Also, to con­
struct, administer and maintain a wildlife 
interpretive center for the purpose of pro­
moting envionmental education and to 
afford visitors an opportunity for the study 
of wildlife in its natural habitat. 

900 acres of ponds, wetlands, woods sur­
rounded by Interstate 95, heavy industry in 
Philadelphia. Located on the site of a solid 
waste landfill, it is an urban retreat planned 
to develop into twelve miles of nature trails, 
boardwalks, canoe and boat launches, obser­
vation towers and photography blinds. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife project: 21,000 
square foot "environmental-education" 
building complete with amphitheater, lec­
ture hall, classrooms, library and research 
center. 

Projected visitors: 250,000 annually. 
Funding: U.S. Dept. of Interior-Fish and 

Wildlife Service-total project. 
Status: In doubt because of lack of federal 

funds. 
Occupancy: In doubt. 

BAY BEACH WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, GREEN BAY, 
WIS. 

Purpose: To manage an uran wildlife 
refuge environment for maximum diversi­
ty . . . To provide learning experiences that 
promote and emphasize a greater general 
public awareness, understanding, apprecia­
tion and concern for wildlife ... To provide 
recreational opportunities that promote en­
joyable human contact with wildlife in a 
refuge environment. 

700 acres of ponds, wetlands, and woods 
bordered by Interstate 43 and the bay of 
Green Bay and less than a mile from several 
major industries and the core city area. A 
former industrial landfill, the Sanctuary 
presently contains miles of nature trails, 
boardwalks, bridges and observation decks. 

Private sector/city project: 22,000 square 
foot Nature Education Center including 
learning/center/lecture hall, nature discov­
ery complex, library /conference room, 
greenhouse and lab, dark room, classrooms, 
and exhibit galleries. 

Projected visitors: Over 500,000 annually. 
Funding-Friends of the Bay Beach Wild­

life Sanctuary, Inc.-building parking lot 
and furnishings. City of Green Bay-Park 
and Recreation Department-operations, 
staffing and maintenance. 

Status: Under construction, with over $1 
million raised of the $1,500,000 goal. 

Occupancy: December 1983.e 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU­
TION 71-RELATING TO AN IN­
VESTIGATION ON THE ASSAS­
SINATION OF BENIGNO S. 
AQUINO, JR. 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today as a cosponsor of Senate Con­
current Resolution 71, which articu­
lates the anxieties felt by many Amer-
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leans over the brutal murder of Ben­
igno Aquino. 

Mr. President, in a speech given 2 
years ago at Manila, Vice President 
BusH told his host, Ferdinand Marcos, 
"We love your adherence to democrat­
ic principles." In light of recent events 
in that country, it is now fair to ques­
tion the commitment of the Marcos 
government to those principles. 

The Constitution of the Philippines 
was written with the assistance of two 
U.S. Presidents-Franklin D. Roose­
velt and Harry S. Truman-along with 
Gen. Douglas MacArthur and thou­
sands of Filipinos and Americans who 
died at Corregidor, Bataan, and Luzon 
in World War II-all of whom would 
be dismayed by the failure of Presi­
dent Marcos to uphold the democratic 
institutions and principles which elect­
ed him. 

"On the seventh year of his nonex­
tendable 8-year term, Marcos declared 
martial law in an attempt to prolong 
his stay in power, putting an end to a 
democratic experiment that started 
some seven decades earlier at the turn 
of the century." This portrayal of Fili­
pino history was written by the only 
plausible successor to Marcos-Ben­
igno Aquino. 

On August 21, 1983, Benigno Aquino 
was shot down at the Manila Airport, 
just moments after returning from 3 
years of exile in the United States. 
With parliamentary elections sched­
uled for next year and a presidental 
election promised for 1987, Aquino 
knew that his presence was necessary 
to rally the moderate political groups. 
He was willing to abandon his safe and 
comfortable existence in the United 
States for one more chance to shape 
the political future of his country. In 
his words: 

There is no substitute for the democratic 
institutions introduced and encouraged by 
Americans in the Philippines since 1898. . . . 
Man's sense of justice makes democracy pos­
sible; man's injustice makes it necessary. 

From the moment gunfire ended the 
hopes of political moderates in the 
Philippines, political violence has 
ensued, prompting Marcos to threaten 
a return to martial law. The Aquino 
assassination and subsequent lack of 
any serious investigation into the cir­
cumstances surrounding it, has greatly 
discredited the Marcos government. 
Any confidence his regime once en­
joyed, both inside and outside the 
country, is rapidly disappearing. 
Should the ailing President Marcos 
die, responsibility for ruling the coun­
try would likely be passed on to his 
wife, Imelda, or the military. In light 
of these unpleasant possibilities, it is 
incumbent upon the United States to 
encourage the Marcos government to 
take positive steps toward implement­
ing the democratic practices which 
form the framework of its political 
system. 

The many political, military and 
strategic interests of the United States 
in the region do not allow the United 
States to watch developments in the 
Philippines with detachment. In a 
letter to President Marcos dated May 
31, 1983, President Reagan pledged to 
seek $900 million in security assistance 
for the Philippines, in an effort to un­
derline the close and historic ties link­
ing our two countries. 

President Marcos can demonstrate 
to America and to the world his com­
mitment to the democratic principles 
upon which the Philippine Govern­
ment was built, by reopening the polit­
ical system to all participants, and by 
pursuing a thorough investigation into 
the tragic death of opposition leader 
Benigno Aquino. 

Mr. President, Filipinos take their 
political rights seriously, as well they 
should. Suppressing those rights for 
long will be dangerous for the Philip­
pines, for the United States and for 
the entire region.e 

LECH W ALESA-1983 NOBEL 
PRIZE WINNER 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
this afternoon to applaud the selec­
tion of Lech Walesa as the recipient of 
the 1983 Nobel Peace Prize. 

From the shipyards of Gdansk, 
Walesa has emerged as a symbol of 
the struggle for freedom and dignity. 
His experience has served as an inspi­
ration to millions of men and women 
who continue to be denied even the 
most basic of human rights by totali­
tarian dictators. Despite adverse condi­
tions in his native Poland, Walesa has 
remained steadfast in his commitment 
to the advancement of justice and 
human rights. While some have sug­
gested that he attempt to break the 
chains of Communist repression 
through violent means, he has relied 
upon nonviolent methods to achieve 
his objectives. But his accomplish­
ments on behalf of his fellow workers 
have not come easily. They have been 
made with considerable personal sacri­
fice. Through his unwavering dedica­
tion, and tireless efforts, the workers 
of Poland were successful in attaining 
some degree of freedom. 

The world witnessed the birth of the 
Solidarity Trade Union in August 
1980. At that time, few realized the 
significance of this action or the man 
behind the movement. Through his 
skillful negotiations with the Polish 
Communist leadership, millions of 
Polish workers were granted the right 
to establish an independent trade 
union with the right to strike. These 
achievements were unheard of in a 
Communist state and largely the 
result of Lech Walesa's selfless dedica­
tion. 

Walesa and his supporters came to 
represent a major threat to the Polish 
Communist Party and ultimately to 

the Soviet Union. Their quest for free­
dom was viewed as a challenge to the 
system of communism, a movement 
which had to be eliminated. Accord­
ingly, the Polish authorities, under 
pressure from the Kremlin have at­
tempted to crush the spirit of the 
Polish workers. The Jaruzelski regime 
resorted to the imposition of martial 
law, the imprisonment of thousands of 
Solidarity supporters, and a suspen­
sion of the limited freedoms enjoyed 
by the Polish people in an attempt to 
destroy the Solidarity movement. 
Walesa himself was interned for 11 
months by the Government. Despite 
these actions, Solidarity remains a re­
ality in Poland today and provides a 
glimmer of hope to many of the 
people in Eastern Europe. 

The selection of Walesa as this 
year's Nobel Peace Prize winner comes 
at a fitting time and serves to focus 
the attention of the world on the re­
pressive policies pursued by the Polish 
authorities. As a member of the Com­
mission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe, I have become painfully fa­
miliar with the disregard for human 
rights and civil liberties displayed by 
Communist officials both in Poland 
and elsewhere. The time has come to 
expose these blatant violations of the 
U.N. Universal Declaration on Human 
Rights and the Helsinki Final Act. In 
this regard, Lech Walesa has truly 
served to advance the course of peace 
through his dedicated defense of 
human rights.e 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION BY 
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
ETHICS 

e Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is 
required by paragraph 4 of rule 35 
that I place in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD this notice of Senate employ­
ees who propose 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 on Ethics has 
received requests for determinations 
under rule 35 which would permit Ms. 
Anne Burt, a member of the staff of 
Senator GORDON J. HUMPHREY, Mr. 
Ronald L. Tammen, a member of the 
staff of Senator WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 
Mr. Winslow T . Wheeler, a member of 
the staff of Senator NANCY LANDON 
KASSEBAUM, and Mr. Thomas M. Pal­
merlee, a member of the staff of Sena­
tor MALCOLM WALLOP, to participate in 
a program sponsored by foreign educa­
tional organization, the Konrad Ade­
nauer Stiftung, in the Federal Repub­
lic of Germany, from October 8 
through 15, 1983. 
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The committee has determined that 

participation by Ms. Burt, Mr. 
Tammen, Mr. Wheeler, and Mr. Pal­
merlee in the program in the Federal 
Republic of Germany. at the expense 
of the Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, to 
discuss United States-German rela­
tions. is in the interests of the Senate 
and the United States.e 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I hope 

that very quickly we can take up the 
extension of the unemployment com­
pensation matter. I shall just explain 
what we propose to do. We propose to 
extend for 18 days the existing FSC 
law so that no one who may become 
eligible between now and the 18th, 
which is the Tuesday following when 
we return, will be adversely impacted. 
I repeat, it is an 18-day extension. 

The House sent us a 30-day exten­
sion with a number of amendments 
that had been agreed to in conference. 
We have stricken seven of those 
amendments. We are going to send 
back four because there is some urgen­
cy to these provisions. They include a 
60-day extension of disability benefits 
during appeal-that expires Septem­
ber 30. There is clearly some urgency 
there. Second, we included a 1-year ex­
tension of provisions relating to de­
pendent children voluntarily placed in 
foster care. That provision otherwise 
expires on September 30. Third, we in­
cluded a 2-year delay of social security 
coverage of retired Federal judges on 
active duty. I am told by the Chief 
Justice that that is a matter of urgen­
cy needing immediate attention. 

The last is clarification with respect 
to repayment of State unemployment 
insurance loans. This provision is ex­
tremely important in the State of Ver­
mont, and needs to be acted on now. 
This provision is retroactive to April 1, 
1982, so that any State adversely af­
fected under the incorrect interpreta­
tion of prior law will be reimbursed for 
interest already paid. 

That would leave about seven provi­
sions that have been approved in con­
ference. These will likely become law 
but, very honestly, until we have some 
more indication on the House side 
that they want to be be reasonable in 
conference, it did not seem that we 
should accept all those provisions at 
this time. As soon as the majority 
leader is willing, we are prepared to 
bring the substitute up. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, will 
the Senator from Kansas yield to me? 

Mr. DOLE. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Would it be fair to 

characterize this bill-is it H.R. 4101? 
Mr. DOLE. Yes, H.R. 4101. 
Mr. BAKER, What the Senator pro­

poses to do is pass a simple 18-day ex­
tension? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes, Madam President. 
On October 18, we will be in the same 

position we are in today. No unem­
ployed worker gets hurt in the inter­
im. 

Mr. BAKER. Nothing is being added 
to it, not even those things that were 
agreed to in conference? 

Mr. DOLE. Only those things I have 
cited which need to be added because 
of a expiration date of September 30 
or some other urgent time consider­
ation. 

Mr. BAKER. May I inquire of the 
Senator if he is prepared to proceed on 
it now? 

Mr. DOLE. I am prepared to pro­
ceed. This has been discussed with the 
ranking Democratic member on the 
Finance Committee <Mr. LoNG). He is 
agreeable. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, if I 
may have a moment to consult with 
the minority leader on final clearance, 
I believe we are ready to proceed. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. I ask unanimous con­
sent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

EXTENSION OF FEDERAL SUP-
PLEMENTAL COMPENSATION 
ACT OF 1982 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, may 

I inquire now of the minority leader if 
he is prepared to proceed to consider­
ation of H.R. 4101, which is the unem­
ployment compensation measure? 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I 
have consulted with Members on this 
side. We on this side are prepared to 
proceed. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate now tum to consideration of 
H.R. 4101. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

The clerk will state the bill by title. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A bill <H.R. 4101) to extend the Federal 
Supplemental Compensation Act of 1982, 
and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2308 

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I call 
up an amendment which is at the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider­
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kansas <Mr. DoLE) pro­
poses an amendment numbered 2308. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
that further reading of the amend­
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause 

and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
EXTENSION OF PROGRAM 

SECTION 1. <a> Paragraph <2> of section 
602<f> of the Federal Supplemental Com­
pensation Act of 1982 is amended by strik­
ing out "September 30, 1983" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "October 18, 1983". 

(b) Paragraph <2> of section 605 of such 
Act is amended by striking out "October 1, 
1983" and inserting in lieu thereof "October 
19, 1983". 
EXTENSION OF PROVISION ALLOWING PAYMENT 

OF DISABILITY BENEFITS DURING APPEAL 
SEc. 2. Section 223(g)(3)(B) of the Social 

Security Act is amended by striking out 
"October 1, 1983" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "December 7, 1983". 
EXTENSION OF PROVISIONS RELATING TO DE­

PENDENT CHILDREN VOLUNTARILY PLACED IN 
FOSTER CARE 
SEc. 3. <a> Section 102(a)(l) of the Adop­

tion Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 
1980 is amended by striking out "October 1, 
1983" and inserting in lieu thereof "October 
1, 1984". 

(b) Section 102(c) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "October 1, 1983" each place 
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof in 
each instance "October 1, 1984". 

SOCIAL SECURITY COVERAGE OF RETIRED 
FEDERAL JUDGES ON ACTIVE DUTY 

SEc. 4. Notwithstanding section 10l<d) of 
the Social Security Amendments of 1983, 
the amendments made by section 101<c> of 
such Act shall apply only with respect to re­
muneration paid after December 31, 1985. 
Remuneration paid prior to January 1, 1986 
under section 37l<b> of title 28, United 
States Code, to an individual performing 
service under section 294 of such title, shall 
not be included in the term "wages" for pur­
poses of section 209 of the Social Security 
Act or section 3121<a> of the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1954. 

CLARIFICATION WITH RESPECT TO REPAYMENT 
OF LOANS 

SEc. 5. (a) Section 1202(b)(2) of the Social 
Security Act is amended-

( 1) In the matter preceding subparagraph 
<A>, by striking out "advance" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "advance or advances"; 

<2> In subparagraph <A>. by striking out 
"advance is" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"advances are"; 

(3) In subparagraph <A>, by striking out 
"advance was" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"advances were"; 

( 4>In subparagraph <A>. by striking out 
"advance " the second place it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof "advances". 
<b> The amendments made by this section 
shall apply to advances made on or after 
April 1, 1982. 

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, the 
provisions I outlined earlier are includ­
ed in this amendment. All we seek to 
do with this amendment is as follows: 
the House sent us a simple 30-day ex­
tension of the existing law. They also 
added to that about 11 or 12 provisions 
agreed to in conference last week. The 
House conferees did not consult with 
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the Senate conferees before taking 
this step. I have since had a conversa­
tion with the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
(Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI). He indicated we 
could eliminate any of those provi­
sions not important on a time-sensitive 
basis and send back the simple exten­
sion. 

So what we have before the Senate 
is an 18-day extension of the current 
FSC program. We have included those 
provisions agreed to in conference 
which would expire on September 30, 
or which were pointed out to us as 
urgent matters. It is simply this: a 67-
day extension of disability payments; 
the 1-year extension of the foster care 
provision; a 2-year delay of social secu­
rity coverage for judges; and a clarifi­
cation of the repayment of State UI 
loans. That amendment simply in­
volved changing the word "advance" 
to "advances." At this time, the 
amendment is very important to the 
State of Vermont. In the future it 
could affect other States. 

That, essentially, is what we have 
done. We will come back on the 17th. 
We hope to go to conference again on 
the 18th and to conclude the confer­
ence, as I have indicated, if we have 
some willingness on the part of the 
House to come down a bit on their de­
mands. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment. 

The amendment <No. 2308) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, here we 
are again, applying a Band-Aid to the 
gaping wound of unemployment. Last 
week, the House and Senate passed 
differing versions of an extension of 
the Federal supplemental compensa­
tion program. There were major dif­
ferences in the two bills. 

The conferees have failed to reach 
an agreement between the House and 
Senate versions, so now we have an 18-
day extension of current law. I guess 
it's better than leaving people who 
depend on these benefits with noth­
ing, but how much more confusing can 
we make it? 

In my State of Illinois, approximate­
ly 5,500 people would exhaust FSC 
benefits, either because of the termi­
nation of the program, or because 
they have used all available weeks, by 
October 15. 

Other States have already begun to 
mail notices to recipients, informing 
them that the program has not been 
extended. A rough calculation, assum­
ing approximately 700,000 recipients, 
multiplied by 5 minutes for notifica­
tion, calculation, and mailing, plus 20-
cent postage means that every time we 
have to notify people of a change in 
this program, it costs taxpayers 
$1,162,196. Couple that with the sheer 
complexity of this whole system to 
begin with, and you have one of the 

biggest legislative lalapaloozas ever 
created. 

I certainly hope that in the next 18 
days we will be able to address this 
program with some rationality-an op­
timistic hope, I realize. But we cannot 
continue to fail to provide leadership 
on an issue of such importance to so 
many. 

This morning's editorial in the 
Washington Post supports the posi­
tion of many of us in this body, as well 
as in the House, that the insured un­
employment rate is an inadequate 
measure of the labor market. It also 
points to the time constraints which 
face us. It supports the House-offered 
position as reasonable. I agree. At this 
point, I would like to include that edi­
torial in the RECORD. 

I am disappointed that we are faced 
with another emergency and we have 
failed to address it responsibly. 

In the meantime, Mr. President, I 
support this extension, because I have 
no choice. We cannot turn our backs 
on 700,000 people who need this pro­
gram, while we continue to search for 
a better way. 

JOBLESS BENEFITS IN DANGER 

Unless House and Senate conferees are 
able to resolve their differences quickly, 
thousands of jobless workers around the 
country will have their unemployment ben­
efits abruptly terminated. These are work­
ers who have used up all their regular un­
employment benefits and have been receiv­
ing special federal benefits under a law that 
expired last Friday. 

Both houses recognize the need to extend 
the temporary federal benefit program until 
more permanent reforms can be made. Be­
cause of changes made in 1981, extra state 
benefits are being paid in only two states 
while total unemployment remains at 
record levels. But the House wants to pro­
vide somewhat more generous benefits-es­
pecially for people who have been out of 
work for many months. It is also rightly 
concerned that the so-called insured unem­
ployment rate, which now determines how 
long extra benefits are paid in each state, 
has been behaving in mysterious ways. Not 
only is the gap between insured unemploy­
ment and total unemployment abnormally 
high, but some states with lower total un­
employment now measure higher insured 
rates than other states that are in more se­
rious labor market trouble. To make the 
system fairer, the House would count total 
unemployment in determining state benefit 
extensions. 

The Senate, under strong pressure from 
the administration, wants to keep costs 
much lower-primarily by denying extra 
benefits to the long-term jobless who have 
already used up their previous benefits. It 
also wants to renew the federal program 
long enough to delay reconsidering this po­
litically tricky issue until after the next 
election. And the Senate is also concerned 
about the technicalities of changing the 
yardstick by which unemployment is meas­
ured for program purposes. 

These are not trivial concerns, but they are 
not important enough to justify consider­
able hardship for the very people who have 
suffered most from the recent deep reces­
sion. The unemployment insurance system 
is certainly in need of basic overhaul, but 

for the moment only stopgap measures are 
attainable. Ways and Means Committee 
chairman Dan Rostenkowski has proposed a 
reasonable compromise between the House 
and Senate positions that the conferees 
should take. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, before us 
is a bill that can only be described as 
emergency legislation-to keep the 
Federal supplemental compensation 
program from dying while thousands 
of innocent jobless workers and their 
family members are left to suffer the 
deprivation of these essential benefits. 

I am distressed, Mr. President, that 
we have come to this point. Although 
immediate passage is absolutely criti­
cal, an 18-day extension fails to care 
for a number of inequitable and de­
structive circumstances in the current 
program. For example, several States 
ranking in the top 5 of total unem­
ployment are eligible for the bottom 
tier of FSC benefits. And this emer­
gency bill will do nothing about the 
plight of those who already have ex­
hausted all FSC benefits-the longest 
term of the long-term unemployed, 
whose cases are most desperate. 

It did not have to be this way. Both 
the House and the Senate last week 
passed legislation to make changes in 
the program and extend it. Unfortu­
nately, the Senate bill did not provide 
the level of assistance that I believe 
we should be providing to the long­
term unemployed. But the House's bill 
was strong and worthy, and a reasona­
ble compromise between the two 
would have resulted in a suitable FSC 
program that would remedy a number 
of the worst flaws in the current pro­
gram. 

Sadly, the conferees could not bridge 
their differences. The House yesterday 
evening made a good-faith effort to 
present a possible compromise, but the 
administration's inflexibility and re­
fusal to move toward a fair compro­
mise destroyed that effort. The unem­
ployed and their families should have 
no illusions about why many of them 
will continue to receive no benefits, 
and others will receive benefits of 
shorter duration than both the House 
and Senate earlier approved. They can 
place the responsibility squarely on 
the administration's shoulders. 

There must be no higher priority 
when the Congress returns to Wash­
ington on October 17 than for the con­
ferees on the original FSC extension 
bill to complete action-to achieve a 
suitable bridging of differences-and 
to return a bill to both Houses forth­
with so that the stopgap extension we 
must now pass can be retired. 

There now is no alternative to pass­
ing the bill before us. Sadly, it is the 
very least we can do for the victims of 
the recession before we leave this 
weekend. I regret that the administra­
tion's stiffness on this issue has de­
layed a more nearly sufficient re­
sponse. I hold high hope that a truly 
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fair agreement on the bill we passed 
last week will be reached by the con­
ferees immediately after we return 
from our States on October 17. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If 
there be no further amendment to be 
proposed, the question is on the en­
grossment of the amendment and the 
third reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill having been read a third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill <H.R. 4101), as amended, 
passed. 

Mr. BAKER. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the bill passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, in a 

moment, I am going to ask the Senate 
to stand in recess while we await 
action of the House. I shall not do so 
at the moment so we may see if any 
other Senator has a matter he wishes 
to bring up. 

COMMEMORATION OF 50TH AN-
NIVERSARY OF JAMBOREE 
U.S.A. 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I send 

to the desk a resolution I am joined in 
by Mr. RANDOLPH to commemorate the 
50th anniversary of Jamboree U.S.A., 
which is located in Wheeling, W. Va. I 
have talked with the distinguished ma­
jority leader about this. I ask unani­
mous consent that the resolution go 
directly to the calendar and be printed 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, re­
serving the right to object, and I shall 
not object, I thank the minority leader 
for consulting with me in advance. Of 
course, I concur with the request and 
will look forward to disposition of this 
matter tomorrow. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, coun­
try music and bluegrass music are dear 
to the hearts of millions of Americans. 
It is with pleasure, therefore, that I 
join with my distingushed colleague 
from West Virginia, Senator JENNINGS 
RANDOLPH, in paying tribute to one of 
our Nation's oldest country music in­
stitutions, Jamboree U.S.A., in Wheel­
ing, W. Va., on the anniversary of its 
50th year of broadcasting. 

October is recognized by artists and 
fans of our grassroots musical tradi­
tions as Country Music Month. Jambo­
ree U.S.A. has chosen October 15 to 

celebrate a half century of producing 
a live, late night show on Saturdays by 
hosting a gala event at Capitol Music 
Hall, in Wheeling, W.Va. 

The anniversary celebration will rec­
ognize the contribution of Jamboree 
U.S.A. to the spread and popularity of 
country and western music and blue­
grass music over the years, and scores 
of entertainers, top stars in the now 
multi-million-dollar industry, will be on 
hand for the occasion. 

It is difficult to remember when 
country and oldtimer music were not 
part of the broad spectrum of our na­
tional culture. And yet, 50 years ago, it 
was, for the most part, regional in 
nature. Oldtime and country music 
had grown out of the folk music of our 
European ancestors, who migrated to 
the New World with violins under 
their arms, and lyrics in their hearts. 
Whole music was adapted to life and 
conditions on our frontiers, by genera­
tions of ballad singers and fiddlers. By 
the turn of the 20th century, country 
and oldtime music had become largely 
a phenomenon of Appalachia and 
mountainous parts of the rural South. 

Indeed, the isolation of the moun­
taineer served to preserve for future 
generations a unique and precious cul­
ture in the music he fondly nurtured. 
Purists, even today, can point to traces 
of an Elizabethan origin in words and 
tunes of cherished mountain ditties 
and ballads. 

It was here, in the heartland of Ap­
palachia, that Jamboree U.S.A. was in­
troduced to America. Visionary offi­
cials of the radio station, WWV A of 
Wheeling, set out to provide "some­
thing special for late Saturday night 
listeners," and Jamboree went on the 
air at 11 p.m., on January 7, 1933. 
Jamboree found an audience clamor­
ing to see the artists in action. By 
April, Jamboree opened in Wheeling's 
Capitol Theatre for its first live per­
formance, featuring Silver Yodelin' 
Bill Jones, the Tweedy Brothers, and 
others, in a fast-moving medley of 
country humor, song, and instrumen­
tal music. 

This, and ensuing programs, drew 
heavily on local talent in various parts 
of Appalachia, musicians taught by 
their fathers over the generations, 
who poured forth songs of love, heart­
break, and trouble. The time was the 
Great Depression, when the plaintive 
ballads touched tender chords of inse­
cure audiences. 

With World War II, and its vast re­
shuffling of our population, country 
music and then bluegrass music began 
to attract a nationwide following and 
to assimilate new sounds and rhythms. 
Jamboree U.S.A. moved with the 
times, accepting the sophisticated 
trends introduced into the country 
music realm by radio, movies, and in­
novative artists. 

Today, of course, country music, old­
time, western, and bluegrass music 

have become an integral part of our 
culture, with Jamboree U.S.A. acting 
as an important catalyst in its ever­
widening influence on our performing 
arts. 

More than 5 million tickets have 
been sold for the show. The broadcasts · 
have reached the lonely motorists on 
interstate highways, and listeners in 
18 Northeastern States and 6 Canadi­
an Provinces. 

Since the first live program 50 years 
ago, Jamboree U.S.A. has had many 
homes. Now, the show is back in a re­
furbished Capitol Theatre renamed 
Capitol Music Hall, where the mar­
quee glitters with the billings of the 
country's most talented, glamorous 
stars of country and bluegrass music. 

On October 15, when many of these 
stars will pay tribute to Jamboree 
U.S.A., some will recall beginnings on 
the show, Doc Williams and Wilma 
Lee Cooper, among them. Jamboree 
U.S.A. has, in fact, opened the doors to 
fame and fortune for more than a few 
whose names are familiar to most of 
us today. 

Madam President, for Jamboree 
U.S.A.'s dedication to preserving the 
integrity of traditional country and 
bluegrass music, for the show's tenaci­
ty in promoting a musical style that is 
recognized today as an important 
American cultural heritage, for en­
couragement to country music artists 
over the years, and, most of all, for 
Jamboree U.S.A.'s gift of a great en­
tertainment to America, I join with 
Senator RANDOLPH in asking unani­
mous consent that our resolution be 
printed at this point in the REcoRD to 
commend Jamboree U.S.A. in Wheel­
ing on its golden anniversary. 

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

S. RES. 240 
To commemorate the fiftieth anniversary 

of Jamboree U.S.A. 
Whereas country music is a unique Ameri­

can art form and dear to the hearts of mil­
lions of Americans; 

Whereas Jamboree U.S.A. has promoted 
and preserved traditional country music as 
an American culture for fifty years; 

Whereas Jamboree U.S.A. has encouraged 
country music artists since its inception in 
1933; 

Whereas Jamboree U.S.A. has delighted 
audiences and radio listeners for a half cen­
tury with a live show every Saturday night; 
and 

Whereas Jamboree U.S.A. has distin­
guished West Virginia by establishing an 
important capitol for the performance of 
country music: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate recognize the 
dedication and vision of the producers of 
Jamboree U.S.A. in Wheeling, West Virgin­
ia, and pays tribute on the golden anniversa­
ry of this grand country music tradition. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the di­
rector of Jamboree U.S.A. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, it is 
a privilege to join with my able col-



27600 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE October 6, 1983 
league and fellow West Virginian, the 
Democratic leader, Senator BYRD. We 
introduce this resolution commemo­
rating the growth of the country 
music industry on its golden anniver­
sary. 

Its beginning was on January 7, 
1933, with the first live country music 
program broadcast from Wheeling, 
W.Va., Radio Station WWVA. "Jam­
boree U.S.A.'' has grown in stature. It 
is one of the major forces in today's 
country music. 

America's music has evolved from 
the soulful ballads and lively jigs of 
our ancestors. Country music artists 
have moved to the concert stage. A 
single performance reaches millions of 
listeners. In the depression years, per­
formers appeared at family gather­
ings, bam dances, and other events. 
Country music has become a vital part 
of entertainment today. 

Over the past half century, Jambo­
ree U.S.A. has brought live perform­
ances to families throughout the North­
eastern United States. It is the sooth­
ing sound to the lonely trucker, a 
solace to the shut-in, and it provides 
the best in country music. More than 5 
million people have traveled to Wheel­
ing to view the show. 

Country music is a way of life for 
millions of Americans. Over the years, 
Jamboree U.S.A. has been a vital part 
of the lives of hundreds of artists. It is 
a great American tradition and a 
source of pride. 

I urge my colleagues to join in this 
timely recognition of those pioneering 
musicians of earlier times. They 
brought their uniquely American ar­
tistry to millions of listeners in a cele­
brated entertainment of joy and faith. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I am 

told that there are a number of items 
that may be disposed of by unanimous 
consent. If the minority leader is pre­
pared to consider these, I am prepared 
to describe them. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the budget 
resolution waiver. 

The resolution <S. Res. 196) was 
agreed to as follows: 

S. RES. 196 
Resolved, That pursuant to section 402<c> 

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
the provisions of section 402<a> of such Act 
are waived with respect to the consideration 
of S. 1513. Such waiver is necessary because 
S. 1513 authorizes the enactment of new 
budget authority which would first become 
available in fiscal year 1984, and such bill 
was not reported on or before the appropri­
ate date required under section 402<a> of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 for such 
authorizations. 

The waiver of section 402<a> is necessary 
to permit congressional consideration of 
statutory authority for the National Histori­
cal Publications and Records Commission. 

S. 1513 provides an authorization for 
fiscal year 1984 of $4,000,000, as part of a 
five-year reauthorization totaling 
$23,000,000. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE NA­
TIONAL HISTORICAL PUBLICA­
TIONS AND RECORDS COMMIS­
SION 
Mr. BAKER. Now, Madam Presi­

dent, I ask the Chair to lay before the 
Senate the companion measure, S. 
1513. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 1513> to extend for 5 years the 
authorization of appropriations for the Na­
tional Historical Publications and Records 
Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is before the Senate and open to 
amendment. If there be no amend­
ment to be proposed, the question is 
on the engrossment and third reading 
of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 

s. 1513 
BUDGET ACT wAIVER Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, first America in Congress assembled, That sec­

I say to the minority leader I would tion 2504Cb> of title 44, United States Code, 
propose to take up the budget waiver is amended to read as follows: 
to accompany S. 1513, and then the " <b> For the purposes specified in subsec-
bill itself, if there is no objection. tion <a>, there is authorized to be appropri-

Mr. BYRD. That is fine with us. ated to the General Services Administration 
Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority an amount not to exceed $4,000,000 for each 

of the fiscal years ending on September 30, 
leader. 1984, and September 30, 1985; and an 

I ask the Chair to lay before the amount not to exceed $5,000,000 for each of 
Senate Senate Resolution 196, a the fiscal years ending on September 30, 
budget waiver to accompany S. 1513. 1986, September 30, 1987, and September 30, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 1988. Amounts appropriated under this sub-
resolution will be stated by title. section shall be available until expended 

The assistant legislative clerk read when so provided in appropriation Acts.". 
as follows: Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 

A resolution cs. Res. 196> waiving section move to reconsider the vote by which 
402<a> of the Congressional Budget Act of the bill was passed. 
1974 with respect to the consideration of S. Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
1513. motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

PUBLIC LANDS AND NATIONAL 
PARKS ACT OF 1983 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, next 
I ask if the minority leader is agree­
able to taking up H.R. 1213, which is 
Calendar Order No. 215? 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, this 
side is ready to proceed. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator. 
Madam President, I ask the Chair to 

lay before the Senate that measure. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill will be stated by title. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A bill <H.R. 1213) to amend certain provi­

sions of law relating to units of the National 
Park System and other public lands, and for 
other purposes, reported with amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, the Senate will proceed 
to its consideration. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill <H.R. 
1213) which had been reported from 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources with amendments, as fol­
lows: 

On page 2, strike line 22, through and in­
cluding line 23 on page 3. 

On page 3, line 24, strike "4.", and insert 
"3."; 

On page 4, line 4, strike "5.", and insert 
"4."; 

On page 4, line 10, strike "6.", and insert 
"5 .. ''; 

On page 4, line 16, strike "7.", and insert 
"6."; 

On page 4, strike line 22, through and in­
cluding line 2 on page 5; 

On page 5, line 3, strike "9.", and insert 
"7."; 

On page 5, line 9, strike "10.", and insert 
"8 .. ''; 

On page 8, line " 12", strike "11.", and 
insert "9."; 

On page 10, line "19", strike "12.", and 
insert "10."; 

On page 11, strike line 7, through and in­
cluding line 8 on page 13, and insert the fol­
lowing: 

SEc. 11. <a> All right, title, and interest of 
the United States in certain lands within 
the boundaries of the Sequoia National 
Forest in Tulare County, California, and de­
scribed in subsection (b) is hereby conveyed 
to those persons who submit a written appli­
cation to the Secretary of Agriculture 
within five years after the date of enact­
ment of this Act, with such proof of title as 
the Secretary may consider appropriate. 

(b) The lands to be conveyed under sub­
section <a> are described as follows: 

On page 14, line 1, strike "14.", and insert 
"12."; 

On page 17, line 18, strike "15.", and insert 
" 13."; 

SEc. 14. <a> Title 31, United States Code, is 
amended as follows: 

(1) Section 6901<2> is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(2) 'unit of general local government' 
means-

"(A) a county <or parish), township, bor­
ough existing in Alaska on October 20, 1976, 
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or city where the city is independent of any 
other unit of general local government, that 
<1> is within the class or classes of such polit­
ical subdivisions in a State that the Secre­
tary of the Interior, in his discretion, deter­
mines to be the principal provider or provid­
ers of governmental services within the 
State; and <11> is a unit of general govern­
ment as determined by the Secretary of the 
Interior on the basis of the same principles 
as were used on January 1, 1983, by the Sec­
retary of Commerce for general statistical 
purposes. The term 'governmental services' 
includes, but is not limited to, those services 
that relate to public safety, environment, 
housing, social services, transportation, and 
governmental administration; 

"<B> the District of Columbia; 
"<C> the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; 
"<D> Guam; and 
"(E) the Virgin Islands;" 
<2> Section 6903<a><4> is repealed. 
On page 17, after line 23, insert the fol­

lowing: 
<b> The United States shall not be subject 

to any cause of action or any liability for 
distribution of payments made prior to Jan­
uary 1, 1983, under the Act of October 20, 
1976 <90 Stat. 2662), as amended, or regula­
tions pursuant thereto. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, the 
fourteenth committee amendment I 
have been requested to withdraw. 
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that the fourteenth committee amend­
ment be withdrawn from the list of 
committee amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I now ask unanimous 
consent that the remainder of the 
amendments be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2309 

<Purpose: To increase the funds authorized 
for development of access and visitor fa­
cilities in the Congaree Swamp National 
!donument> · 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 

send to the desk an amendment on 
behalf of the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina <Mr. THURMOND) 
and ask for its immediate consider­
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Tennessee (!dr. BAKER), 
on behalf of !dr. THuRMoND, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2309. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis­
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 4, line 21, strike the period, insert 

in lieu thereof a semicolon, and add the fol­
lowing: and by striking out "$500,000" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$2,000,000". 

Mr. THURMOND. Madam Presi­
dent, this amendment would increase 

the amount authorized for develop­
ment of visitor facilities and access 
roads in the Congaree Swamp Nation­
al Monument near Columbia, S.C., to a 
more realistic and adequate figure. 

Mr. President, the Congaree Swamp 
National Monument, which is a rela­
tively new addition to the National 
Park System, was established in 1976 
by legislation which I was pleased to 
author. Congaree is unique among all 
the national parks and scenic areas in 
our Nation. It consists of approximate­
ly 15,000 acres of forested swamp in a 
near-virgin state, and is a prime exam­
ple of a natural southern hardwood 
forest. Contained within its bound­
aries are several varieties of trees of 
record dimensions. Centuries old cy­
press trees and giant loblolly pines 
grow from among the Swamp's mean­
dering streams and oxbow lakes. As 
long as 20 years ago, the National 
Park Service recognized Congaree's 
value and recommended that it be 
added to the National Park System. 

The 1976 act establishing the monu­
ment also authorized the sum of 
$500,000 to be used for access roads 
and essential visitor facilities. Since 
that time, litigation over land acquisi­
tion cost has delayed progress on the 
development of these facilities. The 
question of just compensation is still 
pending in the U.S. district court. 
However, by virtue of the Government 
Declarations of Taking, the lands 
which comprise Congaree Swamp Na­
tional Monument now belong to the 
United States. 

In order to make this beautiful site 
accessible to the public, roads, park­
ing, and visitor facilities must be con­
structed. The amount originally au­
thorized for this purpose in 1976 is 
clearly inadequate to accomplish the 
task of making Congaree accessible to 
visitors. Over 17 months ago, the Na­
tional Park Service, Denver Service 
Center indicated that these facilities 
would require at least $1.5 million. By 
increasing the original authorization 
to a sum of $2 million, the Park Serv­
ice should have adequate funding au­
thority to accommodate inflation and 
construct the necessary facilities so 
that the American public can begin to 
enjoy this remarkable natural site. 

Mr. President, I want to take this op­
portunity to urge the National Park 
Service to complete the general man­
agement plan for Congaree Swamp 
National Monument. I also want to 
urge the Park Service to promptly 
begin construction of the access road 
and basic facilities. Although litigation 
continues over the issue of just com­
pensation, the lands within the park 
have been under Government control 
since the Declarations of Taking in 
1977 and 1980. However, without these 
most basic improvements, it remains 
largely inaccessible. I would, there­
fore, urge the cooperation of the Park 

Service in opening Congaree to visitors 
as soon as possible. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
express my deep appreciation to 
Chairman WALLOP and the other dis­
tinguished members of the Public 
Lands and Reserved Water Subcom­
mittee for their cooperation in this 
matter of importance to the citizens of 
our Nation. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, 
Senator THURMOND and I have worked 
jointly for many years to complete the 
land acquisition and develop the Con­
garee Swamp National Monument. I 
can remember a long night before we 
passed the original authorizing legisla­
tion in 1976, poring over the results of 
the timber cruise and trying to assess 
the value of the properties involved. 
While it has subsequently been deter­
mined that the estimated values were 
too low, my staff, and particularly the 
assistance we received from Repre­
sentative SIDNEY YATEs' staff expert, 
can attest that those amounts were 
the best that could be determined. A 
recent commissioner's report has rec­
ommended an award for the 4 tracts of 
land involved that necessitates raising 
the authorization for land acquisition 
to $60,500,000. The House of Repre­
sentatives and the committee has con­
curred in that recommendation, and I 
am glad that the Senate is also taking 
that step today. 

Several months back, I prevailed on 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re­
sources <Mr. McCLURE), in his capacity 
as chairman of our Interior Appropria­
tions Subcommittee, to include the ad­
ditional $25,000,000 in the Interior Ap­
propriations bill for fiscal 1984 <H.R. 
3363). Unfortunately, that was a casu­
alty in the conference with the manag­
ers from the House of Representatives 
due to this authorization bill not 
having cleared. With both Houses now 
having approved the additional 
$25,000,000, I will ask that the funds 
be reinstated in the Supplemental Ap­
propriations bill, H.R. 3959, that the 
Committee on Appropriations will con­
sider immediately after the Columbus 
Day recess of the Congress. 

Mr. President, I also want to voice 
my support to the amendment of the 
senior Senator from South Carolina 
<Mr. THURMOND) that raises the au­
thorization for visitor facilities from 
$500,000 to $2,000,000. My distin­
guished colleague has amply outlined 
the need for this addition, and I will 
not detain the Senate by repeating 
things he has well stated. I appreciate 
the acceptance of this necessary in­
crease for the facilities so that we can 
finally get on with the development of 
the Congaree Swamp National Monu­
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment. 
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The amendment <No. 2309> was 

agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill is open to further amendment. If 
there be no further amendment to be 
proposed, the question is on the en­
grossment of the amendments and the 
third reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

CUMBERLAND ISLAND 
NATIONAL SEASHORE 

Mr. BAKER. Next, Madam Presi­
dent, I propose to go to S. 807, if there 
is no objection. 

Mr. BYRD. No objection. 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 

ask the Chair to lay that measure 
before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 807) to amend the boundaries of 
the Cumberland Island National Seashore. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the immediate con­
sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Commit­
tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
with an amendment, as follows: 

On page 1, line 4, strike "1066), is amend­
ed by striking out "numbered CUIS" and 
insert 1066), as amended by the Act of No­
vember 10, 1978 <92 Stat. 3489), is further 
amended by striking out "numbered CUIS" 

So as to make the bill read: 
S.807 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec­
tion 1 of the Act of October 23, 1972 <86 
Stat. 1066), as amended by the Act of No­
vember 10, 1978 (92 Stat. 3489), is further 
amended by striking out "numbered CUIS 
40,0000" and substituting "numbered CUIS 
40,000E" 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. NUNN. Madam President, my 

colleague <Senator MATTINGLY) and I 
introduced S. 807 on March 15 of this 
year in order to address what we be­
lieve is a relatively minor, yet impor­
tant, boundary change in the Cumber­
land Island National Seashore. 

In October 1972, the Congress en­
acted legislation designating Cumber­
land Island as a National Seashore in 
order to preclude any further develop-

ment of this natural wilderness area. 
Cumberland Island is a barrier island 
off the coast of southern Georgia of 
immense beauty which remains in vir­
tually its natural state. The preserva­
tion of this island resource for the en­
joyment of present and future genera­
tions of Americans is truly representa­
tive of the philosophy underlying our 
National Park System. 

Following the designation of Cum­
berland Island as a National Seashore, 
the National Park Service conducted 
several studies in order to determine 
the best means through which to 
make visitation on Cumberland avail­
able to the largest number of visitors 
without overburdening the island and 
thereby endangering its natural char­
acter. I will not attempt to recite all of 
the various stages of the Park Serv­
ice's consideration of the troublesome 
issue. However, at one point, the Park 
Service contemplated an extremely 
high visitation volume and, as a result, 
concluded that it would be necessary 
to acquire mainland property in order 
to permit the construction of a large 
embarkation complex to handle this 
increased volume of visitors. Conse­
quently, the Park Service requested 
the Congress to amend the original 
map delineating the Cumberland 
Island National Seashore in order to 
include a tract of land on the main­
land known as Point Peter so as to fa­
cilitate the construction of a visitor 
center. 

In November 1978, the Congress 
passed the Parks and Recreation Act 
of 1978 which included this boundary 
adjustment. 

Public hearings, environmental anal­
yses, and further planning undertaken 
by the Park Service since 1978 has re­
sulted in the Park Service altering its 
plans for Cumberland Island and sub­
stantially reducing the contemplated 
levels of visitation. The embarkation 
facilities currently available at the 
Georgia city of St. Marys have been 
determined to be adequate to handle 
the current and projected visitation 
levels for the area. As a result, the 
Park Service has concluded that the 
acquisition of Point Peter will not be 
necessary now or in the future. 

Legislation was introduced during 
the last Congress with the support of 
the Park Service which defined the 
boundaries of the Cumberland Island 
National Seashore in the same terms 
that were included in the original1972 
enactment. Although that legislation 
passed the House of Representatives 
in 1982, in the press of business prior 
to our adjournment, we were unable to 
obtain its passage in the Senate. The 
passage of S. 807 will simply remove 
the area on the mainland known as 
Point Peter from the Cumberland 
Island National Seashore and cause 
the boundaries of that area to revert 
to those which were in effect when the 
National Seashore was first enacted. 

· Since no one contemplates public ac­
quisition of Point Peter, it seems only 
reasonable to eliminate that area from 
the area encompassed by the National 
Seashore's boundaries. 

Madam President, this bill was fa­
vorably reported from the Senate 
Energy and Natural Resources Com­
mittee, and I urge its passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. If 
there be no further amendment to be 
proposed, the question is on the en­
grossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 

s. 807 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec­
tion 1 of the Act of October 23, 1972 (86 
Stat. 1066), as amended by the Act of No­
vember 10, 1978 (92 Stat. 3489>, is further 
amended by striking out "numbered CUIS 
40,0000" and substituting "numbered CUIS 
40,000E". 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

TRANSFER OF CERTAIN LANDS 
IN LANE COUNTY, OREG. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
hope to proceed next to H.R. 1062, if 
the minority leader concurs. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, there 
is no objection. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 1062. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <H.R. 1062) to authorize the Secre­
tary of the Interior to convey, without con­
sideration, certain lands in Lane County, 
Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consid­
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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WILLIAM A. STEIGER POST 

OFFICE BUILDING 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, H.R. 

3835 is at the desk, is it not? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 
Mr. BAKER. I say to the minority 

leader that I propose to proceed to 
that measure now, if he has no objec­
tion. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, there 
is no objection. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 3835. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <H.R. 3835> to designate the United 
States Post Office Building in Oshkosh, 
Wisconsin, as the "William A. St~iger Post 
Office Building." 

Mr. KASTEN. Madam President, I 
rise in support of this measure to 
name the Post Office Building in Osh­
kosh, Wis., the William A. Steiger Post 
Office Building. 

In 1978, Congress lost one of its 
finest Members with the death of Bill 
Steiger. I knew Bill Steiger as a friend 
for many years and was privileged to 
have had the opportunity to work 
with him in the House of Representa­
tives for 4 years. Bill Steiger's integri­
ty and commitment to good Govern­
ment was a tremendous inspiration to 
every Member of Congress. 

When Bill Steiger was elected to the 
House in 1966, he became the young­
est Member of Congress at age 28. He 
quickly became a respected Member of 
the House and soon took a seat on the 
Ways and Means Committee. As a 
member of this committee, Steiger was 
at the forefront of many efforts in the 
area of tax reform. His work on capital 
gains tax reforms was his highest 
achievement and many of us in recent 
years have continued to make progress 
in this area because of the sound foun­
dation Bill Steiger's work provided. 

Madam President, Bill Steiger was a 
true statesman. His ability and hard 
work were appreciated by all of us who 
had the pleasure of knowing him. By 
passing this legislation, the people of 
Oshkosh, Wis., will gain a lasting me­
morial to a truly great man, Bill 
Steiger. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to amendment. If there be 
no amendment to be proposed, the 
question is on the third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

EDWIN D. ESHLEMAN POST 
OFFICE BUILDING 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
propose now to proceed to the consid­
eration of H.R. 3379, if there is no ob­
jection. 

Mr. BYRD. There is no objection, 
Madam President. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 3379. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <H.R. 3379> to name a United States 
Post Office Building in the vicinity of Lan­
caster, Pennsylvania, the "Edwin D. Eshle­
man Post Office Building". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to amendment. If there be 
no amendment to be proposed, the 
question is on the third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

SEQUENTIAL REFERRAL OF 
SENATE RESOLUTION 233 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
have a request in my folder for a se­
quential referral of Senate Resolution 
233, and I shall make a unanimous­
consent request for that purpose if the 
minority leader has no objection. 

Mr. BYRD. There is no objection, 
Madam President. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that once the 
Foreign Relations Committee reports 
to the Senate, Senate Resolution 233, 
to express the sense of the Senate con­
cerning the adverse effect on U.S. agri­
cultural exports of proposals to 
modify the common agricultural 
policy of the European Community, it 
be sequentially referred to the Com­
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry for not to exceed 60 calendar 
days. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR DISCHARGE OF 
VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMIT­
TEE FROM CONSIDERATION 
OF AND REFERRAL OF S. 1805 

charged from further consideration of 
S. 1805, a bill to permit the surviving 
spouse and unmarried children of a 
person interred in a cemetery located 
on a military installation to be in­
terred in such cemetery, and the bill 
be referred to the Armed Services 
Committee. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, there 
is no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR DISCHARGE OF 
THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
FROM CONSIDERATION OF 
SENATE RESOLUTION 230 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Judi­
ciary Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of Senate Reso­
lution 230, to commend Eve Ball, and I 
ask that it be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, there 
is no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER THAT H.R. 3044 BE HELD 
AT THE DESK 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that H.R. 3044, 
the Atlantic Salmon Agreement, be 
held at the desk until the close of busi­
ness on Friday, October 7, 1983. 

Mr. BYRD. There is no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­

out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, on 

today's Executive Calendar are a 
number of nominations, on pages 1, 2, 
3, 4, and 5 under the heading "Nomi­
nations placed on the Secretary's desk 
in the Army and Navy." 

I inquire of the minority leader if his 
calendar shows clearance for all or any 
part of those nominations for consid­
eration at this time. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, on 
page 1, the first nomination, under the 
judiciary, is cleared; on page 2 all 
nominations under the Department of 
State are cleared, as are all nomina­
tions under the Department of State 
on page ·3; and we go to page 4 and 
there are no nominations on that page 
that are cleared, but the nominations 
placed on the Secretary's desk in the 
Army and Navy on page 5 are cleared. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator. 
Madam President, let me describe 

these then by calendar number, if I 
may. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, an­
other request, I say to the minority 
leader, is for the discharge of the Vet­
erans' Affairs Committee from the 
consideration of S. 1805. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 

the Senate now go into executive session 
dis- for the purpose of considering the fol-

I ask unanimous consent that 
Veterans' Affairs Committee be 
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lowing nominations: Calendar Order 
No. 324 under the judiciary; Calendar 
Order Nos. 327, 328, 329, 330, and 331 
under the Department of State; Calen­
dar Order Nos. 332, 333, 334, 335, and 
336 under the Department of State; 
and those nominations on page 5 
placed on the Secretary's desk in the 
Army and Navy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Tennessee? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of ex­
ecutive business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nominations will be stated. 

THE JUDICIARY 
The legislative clerk read the nomi­

nation of Maryanne Trump Barry, of 
New Jersey, to be U.S. District Judge 
for the District of New Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, I 
welcome the addition of Maryanne 
Barry to the U.S. District Court for 
New Jersey. 

Ms. Barry will bring to the bench 
the energy and dedication she has 
demonstrated as New Jersey's first as­
sistant U.S. attorney. Since 1974, Ms. 
Barry has served in that office as an 
outstanding professional. She progres­
sively attained increased responsibil­
ities under both Republican and 
Democratic administrations. Her 
tenure with four U.S. attorneys is a 
tribute to her legal and administrative 
abilities. In fact, she is currently the 
highest ranking woman attorney in 
any of the major U.S. Attorney's Of­
fices. 

The courts in general, and most par­
ti~ularly, the Federal district court in 
New Jersey, face almost overwhelming 
backlogs. A workload of between 400 
and 500 cases for each district court 
judge is not uncommon in New Jersey. 
No vacancy can afford to go unfilled 
and I am pleased that this one is being 
acted upon expeditiously. Therefore, a 
clear requirement for any prospective 
judge should be whether he or she has 
the stamina and the energy to bear up 
under that burden. I believe Ms. Barry 
has more than demonstrated that 
vigor in managing the extraordinary 
caseload in the U.S. Attorney's Office. 

It is also important that the nomi­
nee have the dedication to the law to 
undertake the personal sacrifice re­
quired of our judiciary. Ms. Barry long 
ago committed herself to public serv­
ice. 

Finally, a judge must have the spe­
cial sensitivity which is necessary to 
administer justice. The lack of women 
and other minorities on our Federal 
bench has been of special concern to 
me. I have urged a special effort to 
reach out to those communities which 
have traditionally been excluded from 
the judiciary. First, such outreach ex­
pands the pool of exceptional talent 

available for the Federal bench. 
Second, the inclusion of those who 
have suffered from discrimination can 
bring this special sensitivity to the 
Federal judiciary. 

I hope and I believe Maryanne Barry 
will bring the necessary energy, skill, 
and sensitivity to the U.S. district 
court. I am proud of the Federal jus­
tices who serve in our State and look 
forward to Ms. Barry's addition to the 
bench. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi­
dent, I am pleased to support the con­
firmation of Maryanne Trump Barry 
to the Federal District Court of New 
Jersey. 

Since her graduation from Hofstra 
University Law School in 1974, Ms. 
Barry has served in the U.S. Attor­
ney's Office in New Jersey where she 
has earned an excellent reputation 
among fellow members of the New 
Jersey Bar. Maryanne Trump Barry 
began as an assistant U.S. attorney, 
but quickly rose to the position of 
chief of the appeals division. In 1981 
she became the first assistant U.S. at­
torney. Her work has manifested com­
petence, honesty, and fairness. 

Ms. Barry joins Judge Anne Thomp­
son as the second woman to sit in the 
U.S. District Court for the District of 
New Jersey. My State and our Nation 
need more highly qualified women, 
such as Maryanne Trump Barry, to 
serve in the Federal judiciary. 

I believe Ms. Barry will make a sig­
nificant contribution to the adminis­
tration of justice in New Jersey. I sup­
port here appointment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, the nomination is con­
sidered and confirmed. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
The legislative clerk read the nomi­

nations of Donald Charles Leidel, of 
the District of Columbia, a career 
member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am­
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipo­
tentiary of the United States of Amer­
ica to the State of Bahrain. 

George E. Moose, of Maryland, a 
Foreign Service officer of class one, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States 
of America to the People's Republic of 
Benin. 

George Roberts Andrews, of Mary­
land, a career member of the Senior 
Foreign Service, class of Minister­
Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor­
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Mauritius. 

Edmund DeJarnette, of Virginia, a 
career member of the Senior Foreign 
Service, class of Minister-Counselor, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States 
of America to the Central African Re­
public. 

Robert Hopkins Miller, of Washing­
ton, a career member of the Senior 
Foreign Service, class of Career Minis­
ter, to be Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of 
Ivory Coast. 

Charles Franklin Dunbar, of Maine, 
a career member of the Senior Foreign 
Service, class of Counselor, to be Am­
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipo­
tentiary of the United States of Amer­
ica to the State of Qatar. 

Reginald Bartholomew, of Virginia, 
a career member of the Senior Foreign 
Service, class of Minister-Counselor, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States 
of America to the Republic of Leba­
non. 

Nicolas M. Salgo, of Florida, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni­
potentiary of the United States of 
America to Hungary. 

Gerald Eustis Thomas, of California, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States 
of America to the Republic of Kenya. 

Nicholas A. Veliotes, of California, a 
career member of the Senior Foreign 
Service, class of Career Minister, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni­
potentiary of the United States of 
America to the Arab Republic of 
Egypt. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, the nominations are 
considered and confirmed. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE 
SECRETARY'S DESK 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
read sundry nominations in the Army 
and in the Navy, placed on the Secre­
tary's desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, the nominations are 
considered and confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the nominations were confirmed. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi­
dent be immediately notified of the 
confirmation of these nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate return to the consideration of 
legislative business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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PROGRAM


Mr. BAKER. Madam President, on


tomorrow we are going to try to finish


the farm bill and I think we will, and I


am committed, as the minority leader


will recall, to try to reach the target


price bill after that, and I may say in a


seizure of excess candor I doubt we


succeed with that, but I am committed


to try.


In addition to that, I hope that we


can go to the executive calendar again


and take up some of the items that we


were not able to clear today. Perhaps


there will be a rollcall vote on one or


more of those nominations, but Sena-

tors should anticipate that possibility.


The Export Administration bill was


extended by 14 days and there are fur-

ther negotiations to try to extend that 

bill for another 14 days, and it is possi-

ble that the leadership on this side


would ask the Senate to turn to the


consideration of that measure if the


difficulties are worked out.


However, I do not expect to ask for a 

rollcall vote on that or to take it up if 

they are not worked out. But Senators 

should be on notice of that possibility. 

So tomorrow possibly Export Admin- 

istration, finish dairy and tobacco, the 

executive calendar, and possibly a De- 

fense Production Act, which I also do 

not think will require a rollcall vote.


There may be other matters cleared 

for action by unanimous consent. 

We will come in at 9:30 a.m. and be


on the bill at 10 a.m. It is my hope we


can finish the business of the Senate


by midafternoon and maybe as early


as 2 p.m.


In a moment I will ask the Senate to 

recess awaiting the action by the


House on the unemployment benefits


extension bill, and probably the pas-

sage of the adjournment resolution, 

but I will not do that at the moment. 

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL 

OF THE CHAIR 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I see


no other Senator seeking recognition. 

Since we are unsure of when the


House will act, we have to await their 

further action on this bill, so I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 

now stand in recess subject to the call 

of the Chair. 

There being no ob jection , the 

Senate, at 7:16 p.m. recessed until 7:37 

p.m. whereupon the Senate reassem- 

bled when called to order by the Pre- 

siding Officer (Mr. 

WARNER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The


Chair recognizes the acting majority 

leader. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE TWO


HOUSES UNTIL OCTOBER 17, 1983 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

the Chair to lay before the Senate the 

adjournment resolution, House Con- 

current Resolution No. 184. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 184) 

providing for an adjournment of the two 

Houses from October 6 or 7 until October 

17, 1983. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

for its immediate consideration. 

There being no objection, the Senate 

proceeded to its immediate consider- 

ation. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.


Res. 184) was considered and agreed


to. 

The concurrent resolution reads as


follows:


H. 

CON RES. 184 

Resolved by the House of Representatives


(the Senate concurring), That when the


House adjourns on Thursday, October 6, 

1983, or on Friday, October 7, 1983, pursu- 

ant to a motion made by the majority 

leader, or his designee, in accordance with 

this resolution, and that when the Senate 

adjourns on Thursday, October 6, 1983, or 

Friday, October 7, 1983, pursuant to a


motion made by the majority leader in ac-

cordance with this resolution, they stand 

adjourned until 12 o'clock meridian on 

Monday, October 17, 1983. 

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT


9:30 A.M.


Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there


is an order for the convening of the 

Senate in the morning, I understand. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

assistant leader is correct. The order


provides for reconvening at 9:30 a.m.


M r. STEVENS. M r. President, I


move that the Senate stand in recess


in accordance with that order. 

The motion was agreed to; and, at 

7:38 p.m., the Senate recessed until 

Friday, October 7, 1983, at 9:30 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by


the Senate October 6, 1983: 

IN THE ARMY 

The following officers for appointment as 

Reserve Commissioned officers in the Adju-

tant Generals Corps, Army National Guard 

of the United States, Reserve of the Army, 

under the provisions of title 10, United 

States Code, sections 593(a) and 3392: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen Vernon J. Andrews,        

    , Army National Guard of the United


States.


Brig. Gen Luis E. Gonzalez-Vales,        

    , Army National Guard of the United


States.


Brig. Gen. Gray W. Harrison, Jr.,        

    , Army National Guard of the United


States.


Brig. Gen. John W. Kiely,            ,


Army National Guard of the United States.


Brig. Gen. Alexis T. Lum,            ,


Army National Guard of the United States.


Brig. Gen. Willard A. Shank,            ,


Army National Guard of the United States.


To be brigadier general 

Col. Edward G. Pagano,            , 

Army National Guard of the United States. 

IN THE NAVY


The following-named officer, under the


provisions of title 10, United States Code,


section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 601:


To be vice admiral


Rear Adm. Albert J. Baciocco, Jr.,        

    /1120, U.S. Navy.


The following-named officer, under the


provisions of title 10, United States Code,


section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 601:


To be vice admiral


Rear Adm. Thomas J. Hughes, Jr.,        

    /1110, U.S. Navy.


INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY


The following-named persons to be the


Representatives and Alternate Representa-

tives of the United States of America to the


27th Session of the General Conference of


the International Atomic Energy Agency:


Representative


Donald P. Hodel, of Oregon.


Alternative Representatives


Richard T. Kennedy, of the District of Co-

lumbia.


Nunzio J. Palladino, of Pennsylvania.


Richard Salisbury Williamson, of Virginia.


CONFIRMATIONS


Executive nominations confirmed by


the Senate October 6, 1983:


DEPARTMENT OF STATE


Donald Charles Leidel, of the District of


Columbia, a career member of the Senior


Foreign Service, class of Minister-Counselor,


to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-

potentiary of the United States of America


to the State of Bahrain.


George E. Moose, of Maryland, a Foreign


Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador


Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the


United States of America to the People's


Republic of Benin.


George Roberts Andrews, of Maryland, a


career member of the Senior Foreign Serv-

ice, class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am-

bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary


of the United States of America to Mauriti-

us.


Edmund DeJarnette, of Virginia, a career


member of the Senior Foreign Service, class


of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador


Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the


United States of America to the Central Af-

rican Republic.


Robert Hopkins Miller, of Washington, a


career member of the Senior Foreign Serv-

ice, class of Career Minister, to be Ambassa-

dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of


the United States of America to the Repub-

lic of Ivory Coast.


Charles Franklin Dunbar, of Maine, a


career member of the Senior Foreign Serv-

ice, class of Counselor, to be Ambassador


Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the


United States of America to the State of


Qatar.


Reginald Bartholomew, of Virginia, a


career member of the Senior Foreign Serv-

ice, class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am-

bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary


of the United States of America to the Re-

public of Lebanon.
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Nicolas M. Salgo, of Florida, to be Ambas­

sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to Hungary. 

Gerald Eustis Thomas, of California, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten­
tiary of the United States of America to the 
Republic of Kenya. 

Nicholas A. Veliotes, of California, a 
career member of the Senior Foreign Serv­
ice, class of Career Minister, to be Ambassa­
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Arab 
Republic of Egypt. 

The above nominations were approved 
subject to the nominees' commitment to re­
spond to requests to appear and testify 
before any duly constituted committee of 
the Senate. 

THE JUDICIARY 
Maryanne Trump Barry, of New Jersey, to 

be U.S. district judge for the district of New 
Jersey. 

IN THE ARMY 

Army nominations beginning Bryan R. 
Cole, and ending Alan E. Santo, which 
nominations were received by the Senate 

and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on September 26, 1983. 

Army nominations beginning Lorraine M. 
Bivalec, and ending Ivan P. Szilvassy, which 
nominations were received by the Senate 
and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on September 26, 1983. 

IN THE NAVY 
Navy nominations beginning William J. 

Dyer, and ending William R. Davis, which 
nominations were received by the Senate 
and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on September 26, 1983. 
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