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SENATE—Thursday, June 7, 1984

(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 6, 1984)

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich-
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

God of order, truth, and justice, de-
spite my political naivete, I sense that
the leadership of the Senate identifies
with the feelings of Cicero, the great
Roman statesman of the first century
B.C., when he said, “The first of June
and nothing done by the Senate.”

Thou knowest all things, omniscient
God. The future is as plain to Thee as
the past. No detail escapes Thy notice.
Days pass swiftly and they are few
before recess. Give to the leadership
Thy wisdom in scheduling priorities
involving many agendas, all of which
are important to those whose they are.

Lord of life, Thy word declares, “A
man’s mind plans his way, but the
Lord directs his steps.” (Prov. 16: 9
RSV). Guide the Senate in its business
so that in these next 3 weeks every-
thing that ought to be done will be. To
the glory of Thy name. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

THE CHAPLAIN'S PRAYER

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I some-
times make facetious and flip remarks
about our good Chaplain’s prayers. I
cannot help this morning succumbing
to that temptation again. I suppose
this is a good time for confession, so to
speak. I confess I have never before
thought of any similarity between me
and Cicero. But if Cicero indeed said
that, Cicero was plenty right and knew
what he was talking about.

I am sure that we have our Members
on board and available here to do im-
portant business. Perhaps I ought to
review the bidding, so to speak.

SENATE SCHEDULE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, when
we finish the morning formalities, in-
cluding the special orders and the time
for the transaction of routine morning
business, the Senate will have before it
a unanimous-consent agreement in re-
spect to proceeding to the consider-

ation of the Department of Defense
authorization bill, which was put by
the leadership on this side on last
evening but not yet acted upon by the
Senate. It is my hope that we can do
that as soon as possible. That means
as soon as I can confer with my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
and see what we can clear. Then we
will, assuming that agreement is
reached, or some variation thereof, go
to the Department of Defense bill
after morning business is closed.

I expect, Mr. President, that we will
be in late today. The distinguished
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee has indicated he wishes to
spend as much time as possible today
getting into the Department of De-
fense authorization bill. I had indicat-
ed to him previously that I am willing
to stay as long as it appears the
Senate can do useful work. Today is
Thursday and it is the day when we
most often have late sessions. So I
urge Senators to consider that we may
be in late today and that there may be
several votes today.

We will be in tomorrow, Mr. Presi-
dent. I fully expect that there will be
votes tomorrow and I urge Senators as
well to consider that in making their
plans.

Mr. President, on tomorrow it is the
hope of the leadership on this side
that we cannot only do something on
the DOD bill, but perhaps that we can
get to the Wilkinson nomination, as
well. I would like very much to see if
we can now get an agreement on a
time certain to vote on the Wilkinson
nomination on Friday. I am willing to
negotiate with any Members who wish
to establish a time for that. I am also
willing to say that after we do the Wil-
kinson nomination there will be no
more votes on Friday. That is as much
of a carrot I can dangle at this
moment, but I hope it produces a
rabbit.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL
TOMORROW AT 9:30 A.M.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today it
stand in recess until the hour of 9:30
a.m. on tomorrow.

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, with
those remarks, I am prepared to yield
the floor. The distinguished acting mi-
nority leader is here.

Mr. President, I would like to reserve
the remainder of my time under the
standing order for use at any time
during this day.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the time
for the minority leader be reserved for
his use later in the day at his discre-
tion.

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

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
PROXMIRE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. ProxXMIRE) is recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

SHOULD PUBLIC SERVICE AN-
NOUNCEMENT AGAINST NU-
CLEAR WAR AIR FOR FREE ON
COMMERCIAL TV?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
would nuclear war be a public health
catastrophe? If so, should the preven-
tion of nuclear war be regarded not
only as a responsibility of the Presi-
dent of the United States and those of
us who serve in the Congress, but also
a responsibility of public health offi-
cials? Sounds far out, does it not?
After all what can a public health
doctor do to prevent nuclear war?

Well, the New York Times reported
on April 29 that up in Boston, public
health officials are trying to do exact-
ly this. How? Here is how: They are
calling on commercial television sta-
tions to carry public service announce-
ments that are designed to drive home
the appalling destructiveness of nucle-
ar war. One such television spot, as de-
scribed, goes like this:

Children are playing doctor, building with
blocks and telling what they want to do in
the future. “When I grow up, I want to
paint pretty pictures,” a girl says as she
paints a rainbow. To the sound of explosion
in the background, the red paint and the
rainbow begin to run. The blocks tumble.
The doctor’s kit is strewn. “Our world as we
know it would be destroyed by a nuclear
war,”” says an announcer, who says nuclear
war is “our last epidemic.” A girl aspiring to
be a mother and writer concludes, “When I
grow up I want to be alive."

That announcement was prepared
by the Massachusetts State Depart-

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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ment of Public Health. It has been run
by some stations, turned down by
others. Now how about this? The
people of Massachusetts find their
taxpayer money used to prepare spots
to be run on commercial television sta-
tions as a public service announce-
ment. Is this right? Well, why not?
Can anyone think of a more cata-
strophic threat to public health than a
nuclear war? This Senator cannot.

The New York Times article points
out that both the American Medical
Association and the American College
of Physicians have recognized nuclear
war as a public health catastrophe
that must be prevented. Both Massa-
chusetts and Rhode Island health de-
partments have printed and distribut-
ed brochures spelling out the conse-
quences of nuclear war. The first and
most obvious consequence that occurs
to doctors and other health profes-
sionals is that hospitals, doctors, and
nurses could not possibly cope with a
small fraction of the millions of dying
and injured persons in the aftermath
of a nuclear war, even if all the doc-
tors, nurses, and hospitals should
somehow survive. Of course, they
would not survive. Hospitals are locat-
ed primarily in urban areas. And most
doctors live in or near urban areas. So
they would be among the first to
perish.

Healing and pain killing medicines
and drugs would also vanish. The over-
whelming injury to those who did sur-
vive would be burns—severe burns.
And there is almost no pain human
beings can endure more agonizing
than a deep burn. If you or I or our
children or grandchildren somehow
made it through a nuclear war, they
would very likely suffer terribly pain-
ful burns with no healing and no
easing of their agony.

Now some may say this all may be
true but what has the Public Health
Service got to do with preventing nu-
clear war? Sure, they will have a terri-
ble problem once it occurs—God forbid
it ever does. But should we not rely on
military and political and diplomatic
policies of deterrence and arms control
to prevent nuclear war? And are not
those problems wholly outside the
competence of public health officials?

The answer, Mr. President, is that
this is a democracy. Sure, policy with
respect to preventing nuclear war may
be the responsibility of the President
and other Federal officials. But let us
face it. We as public officials, especial-
ly elected officials, do not always act
in concert with the public interest or
with public concern.

In virtually every professional poll
and statewide referendum, the people
of this country have said that they
want our Federal Government to stop
the arms race—not unilaterally, but by
negotiating a comprehensive, mutual
verifiable freeze or end to the testing,
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manufacture, or deployment of any
further nuclear arms.

Obviously, that demonstration of
public will has not won translation
into action. Since this is unquestion-
ably the most important issue of our
time by far, the failure of our Federal
Government to strive to stop the arms
race represents a serious breakdown in
the democratic process.

What do we do about it? What
should a frustrated public do about it?
And what should those public officials
whose life is dedicated to public health
do about this worst of all conceivable
epidemics?

Public officials in Massachusetts and
Rhode Island and elsewhere are exact-
ly right. They refuse simply to bow
their heads and let the nuclear arms
race continue down the road to an in-
evitable end in what they understand
so well would be a human catastrophe
beyond our imagination. They act.
They reinforce the public determina-
tion to end this policy of continuing
on the road to a nuclear collision by
telling the public what this most terri-
ble of all menaces to the public health
really means.

God Bless them. And I hope in the
future all commercial TV stations, and
radio stations too, will carry these
public service announcements. This
Senator cannot think of a public serv-
ice our television and radio stations
could provide that could be nearly as
important.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article to which I have
referred from the Sunday, April 29,
1984, New York Times be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

PuBLIC SERVICE AD ON AToM WARS STIRS

CONFLICT

(Special to the New York Times)

BOSTON, April 28—The 30-second televi-
sion spot shows children playing doctor,
building with blocks and telling what they
want to do in the future. “When I grow up,
I want to paint pretty pictures,” a girl says
as she paints a rainbow.

To the sound of an explosion in the back-
ground, the red paint and the rainbow begin
to run. The blocks tumble. The doctor’s kit
is strewn.

“Our world as we know it would be de-
stroyed by a nuclear war,” says an announc-
er, who says nuclear war is “our last epidem-
ic."” A girl aspiring to be a mother and writer
concludes, “When I grow up, I want to be
alive.”

The message is a public service announce-
ment issued by the State Department of
Public Health for use on local television sta-
tions. Three stations have declined to run it.

‘A LITTLE TOO STRONG FOR US”

“We felt that it was a little too strong for
us to air,” said Nancy Sullivan, a spokesman
for TV. “We decided not to cover
the issue of nuclear war at all.” She said the
announcement “strongly implied the idea of
a nuclear freeze.”
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But Dr. Stephen Havas, Deputy Commis-
sioner of Public Health, said the message
was medical, not political. He said such or-
ganizations as the American Medical Asso-
ciation and the American College of Physi-
cians had recognized nuclear war as a public
health catastrophe that must be prevented.

A brochure the Health Department sends
anyone who asks describes the medical con-
sequences of nuclear bombs dropped on
Boston, Worcester and Springfield, on Hans-
com Air Force Base in Bedford, northwest
of Boston. Most hospitals would be de-
stroyed and most doctors and nurses killed,
according to the pamphlet. People who sur-
vive, it says, will suffer severe thermal inju-
ries and infections.

“The medical community cannot respond
to a nuclear war,” Dr. Havas said. He said it
was important for people to talk about the
issue and take steps to prevent nuclear war,
“whether it’s build-up or build-down, stay at
the same level, whatever.”

RHODE ISLAND HAS A BROCHURE

Dr. Havas said the Massachusetts Depart-
ment of Public Health was the leader in tel-
evision advertisements, although the Rhode
Island Health Department has issued bro-
chures. “Most public health departments
tend to be fairly cautious about new areas,”
Dr. Havas said.

Donna Latson Gittins, vice president of
community services for WCVB-TV, which
has run the Health Department announce-
ment daily for three weeks, said the station
had received virtually no reaction from
viewers.

Two stations, WBZ-TV and WNEV-TV,
will produce their own spots to advertise the
Department of Public Health brochure.
“We would like to produce a spot that gives
a little more information as to how a viewer
can take some action,” said Amy McGregor-
Radin, public affairs director for WBZ-TV.
She added that the spot could be frighten-
ing to children, a view shared by WNEV-TV.

Peggy Charren, president of Action for
Children’s Television of Newton, a child ad-
vocacy group, said she was “amazed” broad-
casters would take into account children's
fears. She added, “While I think that's a
worthy worry, they certainly don't have it
with programs with no social significance.”

Mrs. Charren said she would not want
children to see such an announcement with-
out adults present, but added that broad-
casters should find sensitive ways of teach-
ing children about nuclear war.

PERSECUTIONS THROUGHOUT
HISTORY AND THE NEED FOR
THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
June 1984 issue of Commentary maga-
zine contains an article by Bernard
Lewis, a professor of Near Eastern
studies, which details the persecution
of Jews in the Islamic world during
the 18th and 19th centuries.

During this so-called enlightenment
period, Jews in Western Europe were
beginning to enjoy more rights than
ever before. But Jews in the Middle
East and northern Africa were still
viewed as second-class citizens, unde-
serving of respect or humane treat-
ment. For example, they were subject
to street beatings and public humilia-
tions. In his article, Lewis quotes the
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account of a traveler who observed the
situation in 1836:

I never saw the curse denounced against
the children of Israel more fully brought to
bear than in the East, where it may truly be
said that “Their hand is against every man,
and every man's hand against them."

Eastern Jews were subjected to cen-
turies of miserable inequality. In Iran,
Jews were isolated in a hostile and fa-
natical community, and denied their
most basic rights in commerce, courts
of law, and city life. Iranian Govern-
ment officials of that period rarely in-
tervened in incidents of mob violence
against Jews.

Throughout the Middle East, the de-
fenseless Jewish community suffered
torture and murders. In 1839, Jews
were massacred in Meshed, Iran. Jews
were massacred in Tetuan, Morocco in
1790 and in Baghdad in 1828. In 1840,
Jews in Damascus were the victims of
a series of attacks. Algeria, Tunisia,
and Libya were other countries where
Jews suffered during the 18th and
19th centuries.

Mr. President, the suffering of mi-
nority races and religions is not re-
stricted to centuries past or fallen em-
pires.

It persists to this day, and enough of
it persists that it should outrage all
modern nations. As a country con-
cerned with human rights violations
all over the world, the United States
must take action against unwarranted
brutal attacks against ethnic and reli-
gious groups. That is why the United
States should ratify the Genocide
Convention, making genocide a crime
punishable under international law.
This would go a long way toward dem-
onstrating U.S. opposition to the inhu-
mane treatment of minority people.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time to the distinguished major-
ity leader, and I yield the floor.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I shall take but just a
moment.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, last
evening, we were going through the
process of providing for the defense
authorization bill to become the pend-
ing business today, I have consulted
with Senator ByYrp's office and they
have authorized me to say that there
is no objection to providing for the
consideration of that measure. We
will, I think, make other arrangements
about the math-science bill when Sen-
ator BYRD arrives. I am sure we can do
so without any difficulty. There was
no difficulty last evening except tech-
nical reasons that were very good and
valid that we had not yet had time to
reconcile.
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ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION
OF S. 2723 AT CLOSE OF MORN-
ING BUSINESS TODAY

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the close of
morning business today, the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calen-
dar Order No. 944, S. 2723, the Depart-
ment of Defense authorization bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I
have been informed by staff that the
minority leader has no objection and
has agreed to proceed at the end of
the morning hour as the majority
leader has requested.

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

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
HEINZ

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Hernz) is recognized under a special
order.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, with the authori-
zation of Senator BAKER, that the time
allotted to him for his special order be
transferred to the special order previ-
ously agreed to by the Senate on my
behalf.

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

THE AMERICAN STEEL
INDUSTRY

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of today’s colloquy involving
many of my colleagues from the Steel
Caucus is to lay out the problems
facing the American steel industry and
to express support for a number of ac-
tions, including the import relief pro-
posed in the Fair Trade in Steel Act,
S. 2380, and the section 201 petition
filed by Bethlehem Steel Corp. and
the United Steelworkers of America
which is currently pending before the
U.S. International Trade Commission
which will be ruled upon next Tues-
day.

From my point of view, Mr. Presi-
dent, there should not be much ques-
tion at all in the minds of the Mem-
bers of the U.S. Senate that the Amer-
ican steel industry is currently in eriti-
cal condition despite some progress
that has been made since the low
point in 1982.

When I say there was a low point in
1982, I mean that capacity utilization
was at 30 percent and that 170,000
people were unemployed. That was
the greatest number of unemployed
and the lowest capacity utilization
since the Great Depression. In many
communities in my home State, specif-
ically in and around Pittsburgh and
western Pennsylvania, the situation
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was and still is today as bad or worse
than the Depression.

As one measure, the industry in 1982
and in 1983, those 2 years combined,
lost $6 billion. About half of that they
lost in 1983 when we had a very sub-
stantial period of economic recovery,
such that an industry we had nearly
given up for dead 3 years ago, the auto
industry, had the most profitable year
in its history. The steel industry, in
contrast, had one of its two most un-
profitable years in its history. So by
any standard the steel industry has
been through the worst 2-year period
since the Depression. But those of us
who represent steel producing areas do
not need to cite numbers because we
only have to go back to our States, our
hometowns, to see the faces of our un-
employed and understand what that
unemployment means.

We see the padlocked factories. We
see the empty business districts of
steel towns. We see how, one by one,
steel communities that made this
country great, that produced the steel
to win two world wars and to create
the world's strongest economy at the
same time, are dying; and with them
goes a part of our soul, a part of our
spirit of hard work, pride, initiative—
all the things that have made this
country great.

The debate on the steel industry is
going to emphasize facts, because I be-
lieve that is the best way to convince
the Senate to act and because I believe
our case is a strong one. But if any
Senator needs to be convinced, I would
be happy to take him to Midland, Pa.,
or McKeesport, or any one of a dozen
or so other communities, such as
Youngstown—and to countless other
communites, I am sorry to say—to see
the real impact of this crisis on real
people and real towns that all the
studies and statistics we cite today
cannot properly reflect.

I suggest that what we are witness-
ing is an American tragedy in every
sense of that term, and our failure to
act can only compound that tragedy
and increase an already enormous
amount of pain. We are going through
a period of economic recovery, of eco-
nomic expansion. Since 1980, I think
we have probably created 5 million or
so0 additional jobs, but you would find
little evidence of that if you looked at
the steel industry. Unemployment re-
mains over 20 percent. While capacity
utilization is up somewhere between
75 and 80 percent, that is an artificial
figure because of the permanent ca-
pacity reductions that have occurred,
the factories that have been pad-
locked, the mills shut down over the
past year.

Some will say: “Senator, that is just
a cycle. The steel industry goes
through cycles. Don't worry. Things
are going to get better.”
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Mr. President, we were told that last
year. We were told that the year
before. We were told that the year
before that. In all candor, I must say
that after 3 years of waiting for the
light at the end of the tunnel, one
begins to wonder if there is any end to
the tunnel at all.

Why would there be no end to this
tunnel? Why would this industry be
making more steel but losing more
money? Why would so many people
still be left unemployed as compared
with 2 or 3 years ago?

I suggest that the answer is that free
trade no longer exists any place in the
world, except maybe here, and subsi-
dizing, dumping, and other actions by
foreign governments to protect their
home markets from competition have
dramatically distorted all those nice
free-market principles we learned
about in school.

Steel is the necessary material for
any industrial economy. Its manufac-
ture is a major source of employment.
Every country that desires an industri-
al base has sought to develop steel
production capacity, whether or not
they can use it, whether or not it is
profitable, whether or not there is a
market for it any place close by. What
that has led to, exacerbated by a lot of
subsidized financing from developed
countries, is significant foreign govern-
ment involvement in the steel industry
and incredible overcapacity worldwide.
As a result, there is a chronic unfair
trade problem in steel.

It is not just the less-developed
countries where this is a problem. In
Europe, the Government controls 100
percent of the steel production in such
countries as France, Italy, the United
Kingdom, Austria, and Sweden. Latin
American governments—specifically
Mexico, Venezuela, and Argentina—
completely control their integrated
steel production, while the huge Bra-
zilian steel industry is 77 percent gov-
ernment controlled. That is just the
tip of the iceberg. South Africa is 89
percent government controlled, South
Korea and Taiwan are 100 percent
government controlled, and so it goes.
Foreign government control of the
free world’s steel production is an es-
tablished fact which we can neither
ignore nor wish away.

The consequence is that these gov-
ernment-owned and heavily subsidized
industries, particularly in the Third
World, simply have abandoned any
pretense of fair pricing. Why? They
are desperate to generate foreign ex-
change to pay their debts. They are
over their heads in debt, as is the
United States, but we have not started
subsidizing our exports yet, thank
heaven. They have resorted to dump-
ing and subsidizing in this market,
which is the only open market in the
world left for them to sell their steel.

As a result, by the first quarter of
this year, steel imports into the United
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States accounted for over 25 percent
of the U.S. market. That is why our
domestic steel industry is being sys-
tematically destroyed, and a return to
market prices with normal free market
forces is urgently needed.

Of course, what is happening now is
that with imports increasing—and
they have been increasing—steel prices
are falling, and that insures those big
losses I mentioned a moment ago, even
when our industry is able to make a
sale.

The average industry price level has
fallen $199 a ton from the fourth
quarter of 1981 to January 1984. That
aggregate figure covers declines rang-
ing from almost $400 in the case of
some tubular products to $50 in the
case of galvanized sheet. The most
recent data suggest some areas of sta-
bilization—although at intolerably low
levels—while in other areas, such as
strip and wire rods, prices have contin-
ued to go down. This is the core of the
industry’s problem. If they continue
not to make any money, not only will
we continue to have high unemploy-
ment, not only will we continue to
turn community after community into
permanent ghost towns, but also, the
industry will never be able to generate
the cash flow to invest in moderniza-
tion that is necessary to restore its
competitiveness.

We will undoubtedly spend a lot of
time this year, on this floor, debating
the theory of free trade. But I hope
that while we are debating the theory,
everybody remembers the fact as well
that, at least in the steel industry—
and I can think of some others as
well—world practice is that there is no
free trade and that dumped and subsi-
dized production is destroying the
steel market and the price structure
and, along with it, the American steel
industry.

So, Mr. President, there can be no
reasonable doubt that imports are
anything but a major part of our steel
industry’s problem, and, therefore,
that import relief must be a part of
the solution.

Now, the industry has filed many
unfair trade cases—antidumping,
countervailing duty cases. But I have
to tell my colleagues that the trade
laws are simply not designed to deal
with a problem involving so many
cases and so many countries and so
many products in such a short period
of time as really is necessary to get
things turned around.

As Don Trautlein, the chairman and
chief executive of Bethlehem Steel, re-
cently suggested, making use of our
dumping and antisubsidy laws is like
“shooting at a flock of birds up in the
air, and you get one at a time, but
while you shoot them with that rifle
one at a time, the rest of the flock is
still up there dumping on you,” and
that is exactly what has happened.
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The only realistic, practical, and rap-
idly achievable solution is a global
import restraint that will prevent
product and market shifting and will
enable the industry to adjust and re-
store itself to competitiveness.

At the same time, however, it is clear
that the problems of the American
steel industry cannot be solved
through import relief alone.

Import relief is not the only solu-
tion. The steel industry must modern-
ize, reinvest, install new technology,
and improve its productivity. But, only
solving the import problem will
produce the climate necessary for the
industry to take the internal measures
it has to take to survive.

Internal changes are necessary to
complement reduced pressure from
abroad. For example, U.S. labor costs
are high relative to other countries—
partly due to the strength of the
dollar in the last few years and partly
due to the industry's history of collec-
tive bargaining. Even so, labor costs
alone cannot explain the industry's
problem U.S. productivity at real oper-
ating rates matches Japan’s and ex-
ceeds the rates of many European na-
tions.

The old and outmoded facilities for
steel manufacturing which predomi-
nate throughout the industry are in-
creasingly becoming targets for mod-
ernization. Continuous casting capac-
ity will double in the next 5 years. Av-
erage blast furnace output has in-
creased by over 50 percent since 1971
while overhead costs have been re-
duced by about 25 percent. Research
and development has concentrated on
new technology designed to “leapfrog”
existing production techniques.

For example, the Federal Govern-
ment’s recent grant of $30 million
from the Department of Energy to
Bethlehem Steel and U.S. Steel for
strip casting research and production
illustrates its interest in helping com-
panies develop energy-saving methods
of manufacturing. The capital costs of
sheet production could be slashed by
$500 million giving U.S. producers re-
newed vigor with which to challenge
foreign competitors.

Investment in modernizing the in-
dustry has also lagged, in part because
steel has not presented a very attrac-
tive opportunity. However, the basic
cause is that no one in the industry is
making any money. The $3 billion
losses of each of the past 2 years have
curtailed industry’'s ability to finance
capital expenditures and carry out
plans for modernization.

Finally, the decline in demand for
steel due to a desire for lighter, cheap-
er, and more durable products such as
plastics, ceramics, and specialty steel
alloys has been especially threatening
to the industry. However, according to
a study by David J. Cantor, a specialist
in industry economics at the Congres-
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sional Research Service, while steel
use is generally at a lower level than
previous years further declines in its
use will probably be small and steel in-
tensity, the ratio of steel consumption
to real gross national product, will
remain level throughout most of the
1980’s. Even so, as the U.S. economy
matures and shifts away from manu-
facturing and toward services, demand
for steel is unlikely to return to the
level of its 1973 peak.

In the face of these developments,
the industry is aggressively pursuing
self-help measures through reductions
in work force levels, dividend reduc-
tions, wage concessions, and perma-
nent closure of facilities as well as the
modernization of existing facilities. In
the end we will see the emergence of a
smaller, more compact industry, tech-
nologically advanced and capable of
producing sophisticated produects,
tooled to meet individual buyers’
needs. To this end, it is essential that
there be a temporary shelter from the
crippling impact of unfairly traded im-
ports; an umbrella that will provide
protection while the industry takes
the steps necessary to help itself.

Those steps, in addition to what I
have just mentioned, include attacking
the price problem, the cause of which
is unfairly traded imports—dumped
and subsidized production sent here to
avoid the consequences of adjustment
and overcapacity elsewhere in the
world. Dumping, subsidies, and all
other unfair trade practices that dis-
tort comparative advantage must be
blocked in order to defend the market
system. Major progress was made in
providing the tools to do that in the
multilateral trade negotiations in 1979
and the U.S. implementing legislation,
the Trade Agreements Act, which I
was deeply involved in. Unfortunately,
the experience of the past 5 years has
demonstrated a number of loopholes
which remain to be closed.

I have proposed numerous trade law
reforms to address these problems, but
the Finance Committee has not ex-
pressed much interest in acting on
them. The result is the direct ap-
proach exemplified by S. 2380 and the
Bethlehem 201 petition. If the system
does not work and Congress will not
fix it, what choice does an industry
have but to withdraw from it and seek
its own direct solution? Special sector-
al legislation is not my favorite option,
but the steel industry is being given
very few other alternatives either by
Congress or the administration, and
those of us who represent steel-pro-
ducing areas are not going to allow our
industry to be destroyed by the unfair
and illegal practices of others.

To that end, Mr. President, I with a
number of other Senators have intro-
duced the Fair Trade in Steel Act, S.
2380, which establishes import quotas
by product resulting in a global limit
on steel imports of approximately 15
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percent of apparent domestic supply
for a period of 5 years. The goal of
that legislation is to provide a tempo-
rary pause from the crippling impact
of unfairly traded imports in order to
stimulate employment, but equally, if
not more important, to facilitate the
necessary modernization of our domes-
tic industry. Linking such relief to a
reinvestment requirement for steel
cash flow helps to insure that ade-
quate funds for modernization will be
available.

The petition by Bethlehem Steel
and the United Steelworkers filed
under section 201 of the 1974 Trade
Act seeks an almost identical result.
We call a section 201 petition an
escape clause action. It is a provision
of our trade laws which is a legal vehi-
cle provided by Congress and consist-
ent with the GATT, the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade,
which gives seriously injured domestic
industries a chance to regroup, reform,
and regain their competitive strength.
The petition does seek the same level
of relief proposed in my quota bill.
And should the President agree with a
positive recommendation by the Inter-
national Trade Commission, the
quotas would be implemented consist-
ent with article 19 of the GATT,
which recognizes that import relief
indeed can be a legitimate and legal
element of an adjustment program.

To maximize its effectiveness, an in-
dustry’s adjustment program in the
face of import competition should link
the granting of import relief by the
Government with domestic adjust-
ment commitments by the industry.
One way to insure such a result is
through a proposal I have made, the
Industrial Revitalization Act, S. 849.
The bill is an amendment to the cur-
rent escape clause statute that is the
object of the Bethlehem petition. In-
stead of focusing on import relief as a
sole remedy without analyzing what
other solutions are appropriate to the
industry’s problems—as under current
law—an industry would be required to
commit itself to a self-help plan in
return for import restraints. Such a
plan would address the industry’s cur-
rent and anticipated problems.

These plans might commit an indus-
try to increased investment and mod-
ernization, as the steel quota bill also
requires, additional research and prod-
uct development, wage and benefit
concessions by labor, management im-
provements, and additional capitaliza-
tion. The Government, in addition to
granting import protection, could ap-
prove appropriate antitrust and/or
regulatory relief.

The Government would keep its part
of the bargain so long as self-help
commitments were being adhered to.
Its assistance would be channeled into
restoring an industry’s competitive-
ness pursuant to conditions similar to
those imposed on the Chrysler Corp.
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in 1979—today a successful and pros-
pering firm. Although I voted against
that legislation because I do not be-
lieve in Government bailouts of big
businesses, I think we can all draw val-
uable lessons from the experience.

Adjustment plans should rely on in-
dustry, not the Government, to take
the initiative based on the reality of
what survival in the marketplace de-
mands. The petition filed by Bethle-
hem Steel Corp. and the United Steel-
workers is just that—an industry’s re-
quest for assistance in the face of
market realities. My proposal would
take the process one step further by
providing needed discipline among
those who seek protection. Short-term
sacrifices must take place for the long-
term benefit of an industry so that it
can once again be competitive and
fully able to stand, fight, and win the
battle for economic survival.

The best solution for the steel indus-
try’s problems would really have been
achieved through a comprehensive
steel policy developed by the President
in consultation with Congress, and
with the industry, both labor and
management. I had been proposing
such a policy now to two administra-
tions without much success. Instead of
exercising leadership in this matter,
the administration has chosen simply
to oppose the initiatives of others. I
am still hopeful that that attitude will
change.

I suppose some would prefer to
ignore the situation or to pretend that
the hundreds of thousands of unem-
ployed in the steel-producing commu-
nities and in steel-related industries do
not exist. I can promise my colleagues
this much: this problem is not going to
disappear. It will not change, except
maybe to get worse, the unemployed
will not vanish, but they will become
more visible. The issue is not going to
go away. The problem has to be
solved, and as far as this Senator is
concerned it is going to be solved. The
steel industry is not going to remain
the dumping ground for other nation’s
problems.

We in the Steel Caucus are not
about to accept the glib analyses that
some propose that the wealth of our
communities and the quality of life of
our constituents need to be drained
away by predatory pricing practices of
foreign governments.

We will use every means at our dis-
posal to get action in this session, and
if it takes legislation to accomplish
that, then I can guarantee we will
have that legislation.

THE U.S. STEEL INDUSTRY

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
commend the able Senator from Penn-
sylvania and other colleagues in this
body for the attention being given es-
pecially today in the Senate to the sad
recital of many of the problems that
are affecting the steel industry in this
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country, due primarily to the unfair
imports of steel from other countries
into this Nation. I am joining the
chairman of our Steel Caucus, Senator
Hemnz and hopefully other Senators,
in addressing this problem.

As we discuss the steel industry in
the United States, we do recognize
that there are many Members of this
body who are committed to the preser-
vation and strengthening of our do-
mestic steel industry. We must bring
our concerns to the attention once
again of our colleagues. Today, we are
doing that as we have in the past be-
cause of the crucial problems of this
vitally important and basic industry.

The U.S. International Trade Com-
mission is considering at this time a
petition which has been filed under
section 201 of the Trade Act of 1974.
The petitioners, Bethlehem Steel
Corp. and the United Steelworkers of
America, are necessarily seeking
import relief on behalf of the steel in-
dustry across America—no matter
where the steel plants are operative,
or at least partially operative, and in
some cases not operative at all. The
petition provides evidence that this in-
dustry has suffered serious injury as a
result of the continuing imports.

Mr. President, on May 9, a public
hearing on the petition was held
before the Commission. On June 12,
the members of the Commission are
scheduled to vote on the inguiry deter-
mination. If the Commission members
determine that injury has occurred,
they must recommend a remedy to the
President, and our Chief Executive
must decide what relief, if any, will be
granted. The President must make his
decision by September 24, 1984. The
relief needs to be provided.

Mr. President, it is my strong belief
that the domestic steel industry and
our American steelworkers have suf-
fered too much. I repeat, import relief
is overdue. This essential industry and
the effective workers in it have dedi-
cated their skills to production which
has been basic to this Nation.

We continue, I emphasize, to be
deeply injured by the flood of illegally
imported steel. Unquestionably, the
domestic steel industry is essential to
the domestic health of the Republic as
well as of strategic importance. This
industry must be modernized. Reason-
able efforts are being made and future
efforts have been pledged by individ-
ual companies to effect that goal.
However, Mr. President, imports have
prohibited in some cases, and severely
retarded in other cases, the progress
that we know must be made. Shut-
downs continue and devastating unem-
ployment results in Pennsylvania, in
West Virginia, in Ohio, in Indiana, and
many other States. The human impact
of unfair trade cannot be overstated in
this Chamber. Unemployed workers
and their families in the steel commu-
nities across the country are angry,
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and understandably so, because of the
evidence which is very clear of the
injury that has been created by illegal
imports. These workers, I stress, are
among the most skilled in America.
Their hands are idle today because of
this unfair trade. This is true in other
industries which are dependent on
steel—the coal industry being one of
them. This is an unconscionable situa-
tion and relief must be provided.

In West Virginia, I am joined by the
minority leader, Senator Byrp, in a
knowledge of this subject as it affects
our workers. We know of the unem-
ployment that continues month after
month. We continue to suffer in West
Virginia the highest jobless rate in
this Nation at 16 percent. The steel in-
dustry in West Virginia is necessary.
The coal industry of the State is de-
pendent on its viability. Approximate-
ly 25 percent of coal miners are unem-
ployed. The impact of unfairly traded
steel imports on these families, as well
as on the economy of the State, is tre-
mendous. Much of the hardship suf-
fered by unemployed workers must be
attributed, to unfair trade practices
and illegal imports. The more subtle
hardship of uncertainty on the future
of steel jobs is insidious. It affects
workers and their families. I am hope-
ful, as are others, that careful weigh-
ing of the evidence submitted to the
U.S. International Trade Commission
will persuade the Commissioner to see
the problem that steel producing
States already know—that is that ille-
gal imports are destroying day by day
American jobs and creating devastat-
ing impacts on workers and companies.

Mr. President, again, I stress the im-
portance of the subject matter being
discussed. I thank my colleagues and
especially the chairman of our Steel
Caucus for allowing me to proceed out
of order. I would have followed my col-
league, Senator HEINz, but because of
a situation which he and the majority
leader understand, I have been given
this privilege of addressing my re-
marks at this time. I thank again the
Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, before
the Senator from West Virginia at-
tends to his responsibilities—and as I
understand it he has an unhappy duty
this morning—let me simply compli-
ment him on an excellent statement
and, if I may, correct only one of the
many things he has said, which is that
I chair the Steel Caucus. In fact, the
Senator from West Virginia and I co-
chair it. While it really has two people
who lead it, my friend from West Vir-
ginia has ably led the Steel Caucus
over the years. I am honored to share
that responsibility with him. But
there would not be a Steel Caucus had
it not been for his initiative many,
many years ago. We are very proud
that we number some 47 Members of
the Senate, and it is in large part due
to the industry, initiative, and articu-
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lateness of my good friend, the senior
Senator from West Virginia. I com-
mend him for all he has done not just
to form the Steel Caucus but for ev-
erything he is doing for our steel in-
dustry.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am very appreci-
ative and I pledge my continued assist-
ance to my colleague, working as he
has indicated, with some 47 Members
of this body in at long last bringing to
the attention of those that can make
the difference in the administration,
this imperative need. I am very grate-
ful that I can join with him again
today.

Mr. HEINZ. I thank my friend from
West Virginia.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my distinguished col-
leagues in sharing with this body the
problems plaguing our Nation's steel
industry. It is of paramount impor-
tance that this industry obtain prompt
and effective relief from the continued
deluge of unfair foreign imports.

Recently, Bethlehem Steel Corp.,
and the United Steelworkers of Amer-
ica filed an import relief petition
under section 201 of the Trade Act of
1974. It calls for a 5-year temporary
restriction of carbon and alloy steel
products imported into the United
States, so that the imports comprise
no more than 15 percent of the appar-
ent domestic market consumption. On
May 9, 1984, I testified before the
International Trade Commission in
support of this petition, and I feel that
the steel industry is exactly the type
of beleagured manufacturer that sec-
tion 201 was designed to assist. I can
personally attest to the plight of the
steel industry and the steelworkers
from having visited every steel-produc-
ing region in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania.

Mr. President, I have observed on
numerous occasions that steelworkers
in my State are being taxed to provide
foreign aid to nations that turn
around and use this aid to subsidize
their steel industries which export to
the United States. Coupled with the
growth of massive, ultra modern mills
overseas that are the recipients of this
funding by their governments, there is
little chance for our domestic industry
to fairly compete. Given this bleak sce-
nario, there is little we can do but to
provide a brief respite from foreign
imports to allow U.S. steel producers
to modernize and revamp their present
plants and equipment.

I believe that the approval of this
section 201 petition is a vital first step
in the struggle to combat unfair im-
ports and revitalize our steel industry.

However, it is only when the victim-
ized steel firms can get immediate
relief and payment for damages
caused by dumping that the industry
can continue to fend for itself and ex-
perience unimpeded growth. That is
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why it is essential, in my view, that S.
418, which would permit parties to go
directly to Federal district court to en-
force the antidumping statutes, be
passed by the Senate. The courts have
shown that they can handle complex
social and economic issues in an expe-
ditious manner. We cannot continue to
sacrifice a vital industry such as steel
on the altar of foreign policy. The in-
adequate enforcement of our interna-
tional trade laws results in domestic
unemployment. We need to take what-
ever action is necessary to insure a
free and competitive atmosphere for
our basic manufacturing industries.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join the conversation today
to recognize one of America’s most im-
portant industries—our domestic steel
industry. I wish I could stand here and
discuss profits, modernization, and ex-
pansion. Unfortunately, that picture
does not describe today’s industry. In-
stead, the more accurate picture is
typified by lost wages, long-term un-
employment, job relocation, and emo-
tional stress. You ask, “What went
wrong?” “How can an industry, as vital
as the steel industry is to our economy
and national security, decline at such
a rapid rate?” I believe this decline can
be attributed to one major cause: The
flagrant abuse of our trade laws.

If you know the simplest facts of
supply and demand, you can under-
stand how imports have devastated
our domestic steel market. I ask you to
join me in a brief economics 101
lesson.

In order to gain market share, for-
eign steel producers unfairly suppress
prices. They can get by with price sup-
pression because the industry is either
Government owned, or Government
subsidized, and unfortunately, these
foreign producers have been successful
in penetrating the domestic market.
For the first 11 months of 1983, im-
ports increased their market penetra-
tion to 21 percent. We all know that if
an industry cannot compete, its profits
are going to decline. Expressed as a
ratio of net profits after tax to sales
revenue, profits in the domestic
market dropped from 4.8 percent in
1973-76, to 0.9 percent in 1977-82, in-
cluding the serious loss of 6.8 percent
in 1982 which has persisted at the
grave loss ratio of 5.2 percent in the
first 9 months of 1983. The depressing
cycle continues as profits decline, jobs
are lost.

During 1982 and 1983, 148,422 jobs
were lost, which is equal to 38 percent
of 1981 employment. When unemploy-
ment reaches this magnitude, there is
not a State in the Union that can
escape the injury and not forget this
all started from unfair trade practices.

Unfortunately, my economics lesson
continues to grow dimmer and
dimmer. Unemployment is coupled
with steel mills bankrupt and closing,
or the idling of facilities. I am not
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going to name all of the companies;
however, all across the Nation, from
my State, to Ohio and Kentucky, West
Virginia, Pennsylvania, New York,
Minnesota, Illinois, and others, our do-
mestic steel industry is crippled from
steel imports.

Our domestic steel industry simply
cannot compete with government-
owned and government-subsidized pro-
ducers, let alone continue to accept
the unrelenting pricing and volume
dumping that is occurring in the
market. Mr. President, the domestic
steel industry needs relief from unfair
trade practices. We are on a deadly
cycle—imports dumping increases, do-
mestic sales decline, profits slide,
wages fall, and unemployment deep-
ens—what a depressing scenario. I
urge my colleagues to help the domes-
tic steel industry get out of this rut.
Support the 201 petition filed by the
United Steelworkers of America and
Bethlehem Steel. We cannot wait for
other nations to stop their unfair
trade practices. We need to take
action. We need section 201 relief now.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I take this opportunity to join
my colleagues in expressing support
for the petition filed by the Bethle-
hem Steel Corp., and the United Steel-
workers of America under section 201
of the Trade Act of 1974.

Our economy is not a homogeneous
unit, Mr. President. While there is no
denying that our economy is rapidly
recovering, that recovery is not as
broad based as many have been led to
believe.

For instance, the State unemploy-
ment rate in Minnesota hovers around
7 percent. However, in Minnesota's
northern counties, counties where gen-
eration after generation of workers de-
rived their livelihood from the mining
of iron ore, thousands of Minnesotans
remain unemployed. In fact, the un-
employment rate in at least five Min-
nesota counties remains in double
digits. In two Minnesota counties,
more than one of every five employ-
able residents is without a job—one of
every five. Try to imagine, Mr. Presi-
dent, how much pain and suffering
those Minnesotans have endured
during the past several years. The eco-
nomic recovery has certainly done
them little good.

Clearly, the American steel industry
faces enormous economic hurdles
which this recovery will not eliminate.
Few domestic industries face capital
investment needs of the scale required
by steel. With