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

PRAYER 

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

Let us pray. 
Lord of all the Earth, we are pro

foundly grateful for this National Day 
of Prayer, set apart by joint resolution 
of Congress and Presidential procla
mation. We are grateful for the many 
Governors and mayors who declared 
this to be a State and city day of 
prayer. Thank You for the thousands 
of businesses and churches which will 
observe this day with special services. 
Thank You for the millions of people 
who will devote this day or portions of 
it to prayer for the Nation and the 
world. Thank You for the many ob
servances taking place on Capitol Hill. 
Grant God of Grace, that a spirit of 
humility, repentance, and intercession 
will infuse us all. That our Republic 
may be renewed in righteousness, jus
tice, truth, and love. 

We pray for the health and security 
of President and Mrs. Reagan while 
they are separated in their diverse 
journeys-Mrs. Reagan in Kuala 
Lumpur and Bangkok-the President 
at the economic summit in Tokyo. 
Guide and bless them in their respec
tive tasks and return them safely 
home. 

With heavy hearts Gracious Father 
in Heaven, we pray for the millions of 
people in the Soviet Union and sur
rounding nations who are threatened 
by the nuclear reactor disaster. Espe
cially we pray for those who are al
ready casualties and their families. 
May the rich agricultural soil and 
waters of the Ukraine be protected as 
well as the city of Kiev with its 2 mil
lion inhabitants. Grant to tht Soviet 
leadership willingness to accept help 
from other nations. In confidence in 
Your sovereign love and grace, we 
pray. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able distinguished majority leader is 
recognized. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, under the 

standing order, the leaders have 10 
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minutes each, followed by special 
orders in favor of the following Sena
tors for not to exceed 5 minutes each: 
Senator HAWKINS, Senator CRANSTON, 
Senator LEviN, Senator PROXMIRE, and 
Senator BIDEN. Then there will be rou
tine morning business for not to 
extend beyond the hour of 11 a.m. 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for not more than 5 minutes 
each. 

Following morning business, the 
Senate will resume the budget resolu
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution 
120. Votes can be expected throughout 
the day today, and the Senate could 
be asked to remain in session late into 
the evening in order to complete 
action on the budget resolution. There 
are approximately 9 hours remaining 
on the budget. 

I am not certain what may be the 
final disposition. But it is my hope 
that we can work out some bipartisan 
compromise that will take some of the 
pressure off raising taxes, and put 
more pressure on spending restraint
and, also, preserve a respectable 
number on the defense side. 

Mr. President, I will make a state
ment on the leader's time. Prior to 
that, I want to yield 3 mintues of that 
time to the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado, Senator ARMSTRONG. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HATFIELD). The Senator from Colorado 
is recognized. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
thank the majority leader. I am grate
ful to the leader for yielding to me 
briefly. 

NATIONAL DAY OF PRAYER 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 

just want to call the attention of my 
colleagues to the fact that the Presi
dent, in accordance with the law and 
tradition, has designated today, Thurs
day, May 1, as the National Day of 
Prayer. 

As the President pointed out in his 
proclamation, which he issued in Jan
uary, prayer is woven into the fabric 
of our history from its beginnings. 
And the same Continental Congress 
that declared our independence also 
proclaimed a national day of prayer. 
From that time forward, it seems to 
me almost impossible to exaggerate 
the role that prayer has played in the 
lives of individual Americans, and in 
the life of the Nation as a whole. 

This year, again, a distinguished 
committee of laymen throughout the 
country is encouraging men and 

women of all faiths to take a few min
utes at a time which has been selected 
for 12 o'clock to join in services and 
ceremonies in homes, in offices, and, 
indeed, even in the Nation's Capitol, to 
offer those prayers for individual and 
national well-being. 

Under the leadership of Dr. Bill 
Bright and Herb Ellingwood, this com
mittee has designated the theme of 
this National Day of Prayer to be 
"Take 5 at 12"; that is, to take at least 
5 minutes at 12 o'clock for Americans 
of all faiths to pray in their own way 
in their own places, and in the manner 
of their choosing. 

So, Mr. President, having consulted 
with both the majority leader and the 
minority leader, it is my unanimous
consent request that the Senate, in ac
cordance with this observance, stand 
in recess from noon until 12:05 today 
so that all Members will have this op
portunity. 

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the presiding of
ficer, Senator HATFIELD. 

TV IN THE SENATE 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today the 

historic journey to television in the 
Senate takes another important step. 
This morning, our technical test 
period moves on to in-house broadcast
ing as the signal originating froii?. this 
Chamber is distributed by cable to 
every Senate office. This latest ad
vance is in preparation for our June 2 
date with history. That is when these 
proceedings go live to the real world. 
We will be available on home TV, 
ready, and sometimes even willing for 
network television news coverage. 

So far, the experiment has moved 
along on schedule. Our experts tell me 
that the technical bugs are being 
worked out and that our picture is a 
good one. I am not certain about the 
debates, but at least I am advised that 
we look good. I am not certain how we 
sound. Our offices will have an inter
esting show today. It is called, "The 
Budget." It might even be X rated. I 
know one thing. It will be a full-length 
feature picture, and let us hope it has 
a happy ending. 

I do not know about the rest of my 
colleagues, but I am not looking for
ward to a tear-jerker. 

e This "bullet .. symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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Mr. President, I am pleased that our 

great experiment has worked so well. 
And I congratulate all of my col
leagues, and our technical staff, who 
have labored so long to see this day 
arrive. I think we are all prepared. 

We have cautioned some of our col
leagues not to chew gum, or do things 
of that kind while they are live on tel
evision, and to keep their heads up so 
that they can be properly focused on 
by the cameras. So we will make a lot 
of mistakes-nearly all will be uninten
tional. 

So, in any event, we are getting 
closer to the day when the American 
people, for better or for worse, will see 
us on television. If the experiment 
goes well, we will have had a time of 
testing, then we will have a time of re
flection, and finally another opportu
nity to determine whether we shall 
proceed on a permanent basis. 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me say 

one thing about the budget. It is my 
hope we can complete action today. I 
must say it depends on whether or not 
we can reach some compromise. I have 
not had a number of meetings. I had 
one discussion with the Senator from 
Florida, and the Senator from New 
Mexico. I know they are meeting this 
morning. 

It seems to me that we are not really 
that far apart. I hope there will be 
some give and take on each side. I 
would hope that we are not being set 
up at the House leadership to go for a 
big tax package so that the leadership 
on the other side of the Capitol can 
then say: "Oh, we don't believe in 
taxes. We believe we will reduce the 
revenues in the Senate package." That 
does cause a great deal of concern, 
particularly on this side of the aisle. 
There are many who believe that we 
should have no revenue increase at all 
above the President's figure of about 
$6 billion in the first year. The budget 
in the first year calls for $18 billion in 
new revenues. We believe that there is 
an acceptable figure somewhere there, 
and would like to arrive at that. 
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We also believe we can find addition

al savings that will not cause a great 
deal of hardship, but are legitimate 
savings. These are savings which 
should be made, savings that will help 
us reduce the revenue number and 
even increase slightly the defense 
figure in the Senate budget resolution. 

It is very important work we are 
doing. I think it is very important we 
finish the budget process. But I must 
say, as the leader of the Republican 
majority, there is a fairly close divi
sion on this side. In addition, I did in
dicate suggestions to Don Regan late 
last night, when we transmitted some 
figures to the President's Chief of 

Staff so he could confer with the 
President. He probably already has
and he should be getting back to me 
sometime in the next 30 or 40 minutes. 

We made some suggestions. We sug
gested a compromise, not the Presi
dent's number, not the Budget Com
mittee's number, but I believe a rea
sonable compromise that might be 
adopted by a majority on each side. 

It would seem to me, and I just say 
this from my viewpoint, I would not 
want to bring up a budget that did not 
have strong bipartisan support. A 
budget resolution, which because it 
called for higher taxes, received 30 or 
40 Democratic votes and a handful of 
Republican votes. It is my hope that 
we can work out something, but, if 
not, there will be a possibility to move 
to other business later today. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Democratic 
leader is recognized. 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while the 

distinguished majority leader is on the 
floor, may I inquire as to whether or 
not it is his intention to complete 
action on the budget today? There are 
only 9 hours, or some such, remaining 
out of the statutory 50. It would be, I 
think, not too difficult for the Senate 
to complete action today, with so few 
hours remaining. 

Is it the leader's feeling that we 
ought to complete action, which we 
will have to do at the end of the 9 
hours, or does he plan to leave some of 
the statutory time remaining and go 
over until tomorrow? 

Mr. DOLE. I will say to the distin
guished minority leader, Senator 
Byrd, that my hope would be that we 
could finish today. The Senator is 
right, that we have only 9 hours re
maining. It is quite possible that if 
there is some agreement or something 
close to an agreement it would not 
take the full 9 hours. 

We are in the process of trying to 
put together what we believe would be 
a fair compromise. I have not yet sub
mitted that to either Senator CHILES 
or Senator DOMENICI. I know Senator 
CHILES would want to consult with the 
minority leader and Senator DoMENICI 
would want to consult with me. I hope 
to be able to advise the minority 
leader at no later than, say, 2 o'clock 
this afternoon. If we can complete 
action, then I would want to try to get 
some agreements on some other mat
ters that are pending. If we are able to 
do that, we would not be in session to-
morrow. 

has proposed, I believe the majority 
leader said, a compromise. How soon 
does the majority leader feel he will be 
able to inform the minority leader and 
Mr. CHILES of whatever compromise 
he has in mind? 

Mr. DOLE. I would hope it would be 
within the hour or within 2 hours 
when we might be able to do it. It is 
now 10:15 p.m. in Indonesia. It was 
7:30 p.m. last night when I called Mr. 
Regan, 7:30 a.m. his time. He should 
be calling me. Again, they do not have 
a say in the budget resolution, but I 
think the minority leader would agree 
that they ought to at least look at it 
and see if there are some aspects of it 
they could approve. I should have 
word, I would hope, in the next 45 
minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distin
guished majority leader. 

May I assure the distinguished ma
jority leader again that whether or 
not he can get the White House to do 
any compromising, whether or not he 
can get the White House to support a 
substitute, I am ready to support the 
distinguished majority leader, Mr. 
CHILES and Mr. DOMENICI in any 
effort to try to put together a compro
mise that will avoid the horrendous al
ternative. It is sort of like growing old. 
Nobody wants to grow old, but when 
they consider the alternative, it may 
not be so bad after all. 

So I do not want the alternative of 
Gramm-Rudman. I think we ought to 
make a decision on this and try to 
avoid Gramm-Rudman. 

I would hope that the Senate would 
vote on the committee proposal, which 
I think was a fair and moderate prod
uct of the committee. Mr. CHILES, Mr. 
DoMENICI, and others on the commit
tee worked very hard and very skillful
ly to bring out the budget resolution, 
which was supported on a bipartisan 
basis. 

I would also hope that if there is a 
substitute, we can know what the sub
stitute is, we can know what the pa
rameters are, and have time to debate 
that substitute. If it is brought in at 
the last minute, at the last hour, then, 
of course, the Senate would not have 
adequate time in which to consider it 
carefully. 

I would also hope that we will not 
walk away from this, that we will not 
attempt to postpone it. 

The distinguished majority leader 
can be sure that those of us on this 
side in the leadership will try to help 
mold a package that can command a 
majority of votes on both sides of the 
aisle. 

TELEVISING SENATE 
PROCEEDINGS 

Mr. BYRD. I noted the distin- Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, today 
guished majority leader indicated he marks an important day in the history 
had been in touch with Mr. Regan and of the U.S. Senate and it is a day that 
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many of us have long awaited. Pursu
ant to Senate Resolution 28, which I 
introduced on January 3 of this year 
and which the Senate adopted on Feb
ruary 27, today marks the official be
ginning of closed-curcuit telecast of 
the proceedings of this Chamber. 

Beginning on June 1 and extending 
until July 15, Senate sessions will be 
broadcast live and available to the 
public. On July 29, the Senate will 
vote to make television coverage per
manent, to discontinue the telecasts, 
or to continue television coverage on a 
trial basis. 

Proceedings in this Chamber have 
been televised only once before when 
the late Nelson Rockefeller was sworn 
in as Vice President on December 19, 
1974. 

It was at that time that the distin
guished then majority leader Mr. 
Mansfield was in the Far East and I as 
the assistant majority leader and 
acting majority leader at that 
moment, offered a resolution to make 
that telecast possible. 

Now we embark upon this new and 
adventuresome journey, a journey 
that I hope will result in the perma
nent telecast of Senate floor proce
dures. 

My testimony to the Senate Rules 
Committee on September 17 last year 
stated that, "There is nothing that 
benefits our country like an informed 
public. The will of the public is best 
derived from an educated public." 

As we have seen from the telecasts 
of Senate committee hearings, televi
sion and public policy often go hand in 
hand. Telecasts of the work of the 
U.S. Senate serve an important educa
tional function for the American 
people. Woodrow Wilson said that the 
informing function of the legislative 
branch is as important, if not more im
portant, than that of legislating. 

I am confident that we shall see 
positive results from television cover
age of Senate proceedings. We will en
counter areas where difficulties will 
arise. 

As I said to the distinguished majori
ty leader some time ago, "You and I 
have the responsibility of making tele
vision work in this Senate. Mr. Presi
dent, I am fully committed to it, and I 
believe that when the time comes for 
the Senate to cast a vote on whether 
or not television coverage will be per
manent, I have no doubt that that 
vote will be in the affirmative." 
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I think we have some work to do in 

the meantime, obviously, some adjust
ments that have to be made. But I 
look forward to the day when the tele
casts are available to the public and I 
hope and believe that the Senate will 
decide later this summer to make 
these broadcasts a permanent part of 
the way we do business in this place. 

I have suggested to the distin
guished majority leader that our ad 
hoc groups that have been appointed 
heretofore with respect to this subject, 
monitor the proceedings as we go 
through the trial period and make fur
ther recommendations to the leader
ship on both sides. On my side of the 
aisle, those Senators are Messrs. FoRD, 
PRYOR, DECONCINI, GORE, and BENT
SEN. 

I thank the very distinguished Pre
siding Officer, the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee <Mr. HAT
FIELD). 

SENATOR HAWKINS' SPECIAL 
ORDER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Florida [Mrs. HAWKINS] is recognized 
for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I submit 
the statement of Senator HAWKINS for 
the RECORD. 

The statement follows: 
PERu's AMBITious PLAN To CoNQUER DRuG 

ABUSE 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, for many 
years Peruvians viewed narcotics trafficking 
in the same light as did many of their South 
American neighbors. It was a problem for 
the United States. It had no effect on them. 
In fact, the growing of coca was something 
of a bonanza for Peru's farmers. After all, 
no other crop provides as much income. And 
the cash generated by buying and selling 
helps fuel the economies of chronically 
hard pressed villages. However, two factors 
usually come into play in such circum
stances to cause citizens to wake up to the 
potential cost of drug abuse. The first is the 
shock and revulsion at the violence that 
generally accompanies drug trafficking. And 
the second is the concern that people begin 
to show when drug abuse touches close to 
home, when their sons and daughters, or 
brothers and sisters, or other family mem
bers or neighbors fall victim to the monster 
of addiction. 

One thing that has touched a raw nerve in 
Peru is addiction among young people, par
ticularly the 13 and 14-year-olds. These 
teens buy cheap, readily available cocaine 
from small-time dealers and inhale it in 
cigarettes. In one of the saddest sights in 
the civilized world, homeowners start the 
morning by chasing sleeping child addicts 
off their doorsteps. The kids spend the day 
begging for money or picking the pockets of 
passersby or moviegoers. These street chil
dren, basically homeless, seldom get a 
square meal but live by their wits to support 
their cocaine habit. Neighborhoods in com
munities such as the jungle town of Tingo 
Maria are controlled by drug dealers who 
lure the kids into addiction in order to 
expand their market. The drug trade, with 
its accompanying economic disruption, has 
brought with it so much inflation that the 
only commodity many people can afford is 
coke paste. 

Drugs by their very nature when abused 
are debilitating and there is no limit to the 
degration that can result. NEWSWEEK 
Magazine, in its March 31 issue, reports that 
the issue of survival is so intense in the 
Andean countries that addicted children are 
reduced to fighting each other in the 

human equivalent of cock fights. Their 
wages are paid in coke paste. 

The drug-related problem in Peru is com
plex. Coca leaves have been cultivated and 
chewed by Indians for hundreds of years. 
The cultivation of coca provides an income 
for farmers, in many instances much more 
than they could make from traditional 
crops. Coca derivatives, fashioned from nat
ural occurring anesthetic compounds, have 
a legitimate medical use. The use of cocaine 
and coke paste is fairly well engrained in Pe
ruvian life. The price and easy availability 
have resulted in a steady increase in coca 
use over the past 20 years. Against this 
backdrop, narcotics trafficking in Peru has 
become a major criminal enterprise with 
smugglers amassing large fortunes that can 
be spent on protection, bribery and elabo
rate transportation schemes. The traffickers 
recruit their own armies to guard crops, to 
keep workers safe from police during har
vesting and production and to provide secu
rity during transportation of the finished 
product along circuitous routes. 

Police and armed forces assigned to eradi
cation and control narcotics in Peru are 
"unequal to the task because of unlimited 
resources of the drug traffickers and the 
limited resources of the government, given 
other more demanding social and economic 
problems." That was one of the findings of 
a study conducted for the U.S. Agency for 
International Development <AID> by Devel
opment Associates, an Arlington, Va., re
search firm. The study noted that while co
caine paste is the drug of choice among Pe
ruvians, there is significant usage of mari
juana, alcohol and various inhalants and 
observed that the cumulative effects of 
drug abuse are "crime, corruption, threats 
to national security and loss of productivity 
of citizens." 

The Development Associates study con
cluded that Peru must commit substantial 
resources to combat drug abuse through a 
program of mass education and awareness, 
enlisting the assistance of service organiza
tions and clubs, schools, community leaders, 
government officials, newspapers, radio and 
television stations. This education and 
awareness program is now underway, 
thanks in part to funding provided by AID. 
A serious problem requires a serious ap
proach to a solution. We wish Peru well in 
this worthy endeavor. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
CRANSTON 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
California [Mr. CRANSTON] is recog
nized for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

THE NUCLEAR DANGER 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 

am pleased that the Senator [Mr. HAT
FIELD] presiding over the Senate when 
I make these remarks is a Senator who 
has been deeply devoted to the cause 
that I wish to discuss, the cause of 
seeking to cope with the dangers of 
nuclear war and all the dangers in
volved in the revolution in power and 
energy that occurred when the bombs 
were dropped at Hiroshima and Naga
saki. The Senator from Oregon has 
been a great leader on that front for 
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many, many years and I prize the op
portunity to collaborate with him on 
this vitally important issue. 

Mr. President, since the day we 
dropped the bomb on Hiroshima 41 
years ago, I have devoted some part of 
virtually every day of my life to think
ing about, reading about, writing 
about, speaking about, working on the 
nuclear danger, and about the urgency 
of ending the nuclear arms race before 
it ends us. But the world, I am afraid, 
has not made much headway in this 
race against time and catastrophe. We 
still live on the edge of oblivion, and 
nothing seems to move us away from 
that edge. 

We read books about the danger of 
nuclear war. We read newspaper and 
magazine articles about it, see movies 
and TV shows, attend lectures and 
demonstrations. But nothing seems to 
affect what our leaders or the leaders 
of the Soviets do. 

At home, we conduct endless techni
cal, intellectual debates about nuclear 
war-is it really as bad as they say? 
Are they just trying to scare us? Do we 
not really need more missiles? And 
antimissile missiles? And maybe after 
that, anti-antimissile missiles? 

Internationally, we and the Soviets 
play diplomatic games on the front 
pages of newspapers-and nothing 
seems to count other than who can 
score more propaganda points than 
the other guy. Nobody seems to be 
taking seriously the most serious issue 
ever to face mankind. 

There are times when I have almost 
despaired; times when I have thought: 
the only thing that will finally wake 
us up is a nuclear disaster itself -and 
then it may be too late. 

But providence may have had a spe
cial message for mankind in the acci
dent in the Soviet Union's Chernobyl 
Nuclear Powerplant. 

That disaster may, in the strange 
way that providence often works, 
prove to be not a blessing in disguise
that is going too far. But it can prove 
to be a God-given opportunity in dis
guise. 

If this accident has so shaken the 
leaders of the Soviet Union-probably 
the most paranoid and certainly the 
most secretive society in the world
that they were driven to ask the West 
for help, then perhaps there is hope 
after all. Perhaps they are seeing
really seeing for the first time-what 
the nuclear horror is all about. And 
that the horror that can happen on a 
small scale by accident would be infi
nitely more horrible if it occurred on a 
large scale and by design. 

Perhaps they may come to under
stand that they must be more forth
coming, that they must work more se
riously with us to bring an end to the 
nuclear arms race. And perhaps our 
leaders will finally grasp the same 
message-that we, too, must be more 

forthcoming, more serious about 
ending the arms race. 

Whatever it is that happened in a 
town deep in the Soviet Union-at a 
place called Pripyat that hardly 
anyone ever hears of-may be a sign, a 
sign which we ignore at the peril of 
our survival. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

distinguished minority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I rise to 

compliment the distinguished Senator 
from California on the statement that 
he has just made. I share with him his 
concerns and his hopes. On this day 
when we speak about prayer in par
ticular, remembering that Tennyson 
said that more things are wrought by 
prayer than this world dreams of, I 
would pray, and all of us, I think, 
would join in the prayer for the people 
in the Soviet Union. 

It would seem to me that this unfor
tunate accident should have a sobering 
effect on the leaders in the Soviet 
Union and on our own leaders and 
leaders everywhere because, as they 
see this accident and how such acci
dents can occur-and they can occur in 
this country or in Sweden or West 
Germany or elsewhere. As they see 
how these accidents can occur and do 
occur, they should contemplate that 
what they are seeing is just a slight 
glimmer of what it would be like to 
have a nuclear exchange. All leaders 
should redouble their efforts to bring 
about a workable, effective end to this 
horrible arms control race. 

Additionally, it is inconceivable to 
me that a government would attempt 
to hide that which cannot be hidden; 
namely, that being what we have just 
seen occur in the Soviet Union. The 
people to the north, in Sweden, discov
ered it. They knew something had 
happened. Yet, the Soviet Union was 
saying nothing. 

Even now, as I understand the news 
reports, the Soviet Government has 
not fully stated the truth, and I 
cannot see hor or why, in a terrible ac
cident of this kind, which endangers 
the lives of its own citizens, the Soviet 
Union would choose to be silent and 
would not accept the offer of assist
ance from the United States and not 
only seemingly disregard the welfare 
and health of its own citizens in the 
area but likewise disregard the well
being of citizens in neighboring coun
tries. It is inconceivable. It should 
cause all to ponder, but I believe that 
in the final analysis the truth will out, 
and I hope that as time goes on the 
Soviet Union will accept the assistance 
of our country and other countries, 
and again that the leaders of all na
tions will quietly ponder just what is 
happening here. The genie is out of 
the bottle, and we ought to do what 
we can to put it back into the bottle. 

Mr. CRANSTON addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia 
for his eloquent and forceful remarks 
on the great issue of our time. The 
Senator is the leader of the minority 
in this body at the present time. I am 
the assistant leader. We have a great 
responsibility to use our leadership as 
effectively as we can in coping with 
this threat not just to our Nation but 
to all mankind. This is not a partisan 
matter. I refer to the fact that the 
Presiding Officer of the Senate at the 
present time is the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD]. As a leader in 
this body, he has been dedicated to 
this crusade to cope with the nuclear 
threat. It is not only beyond partisan
ship but it is beyond nationhood. I was 
thrilled that the Senate Chaplain this 
morning prayed for the people of the 
Soviet Union who are near to or di
rectly involved in the catastrophe 
there, that he remembered them in 
his prayers to our Senate. The Senator 
from West Virginia mentioned prayers 
in the same context. We have a great 
responsibility to seek, with the leaders 
of the Soviet Union and with the lead
ers of other nations, to stem this 
greatest threat that has ever been im
posed to the survival of humanity 
upon this planet. I will continue my 
work to that end, I know the Senator 
from West Virginia will, the Senator 
from Oregon, and many, many others. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
LEVIN 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. LEviN] is recognized for 
not to exceed 5 minutes. 

AFTER THE ATTACK: WINE OR 
.VINEGAR? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, a few 
days ago, my family gathered around a 
table for the traditional seder meal of 
ritual and study, as well as food, which 
begins the Jewish festival of Passover. 
We read the story of the Israelites' an
cient flight to freedom from slavery in 
Egypt. At one point, we recount the 10 
plagues which the Bible tells us God 
inflicted upon the Egyptians-includ
ing the slaying of their innocent first
born-and which persuaded the Phar
oah to loosen the bonds of our people, 
so that escape became possible. At this 
point in the seder, a full goblet of wine 
rests before each participant-one of 
several cups that our sages have told 
us to consume over the course of the 
evening, in celebration of that mag
nificent transition from slavery to 
freedom 3,000 years ago. 

But we do not drink that full cup. 
On the contrary, while enumerating 
the plagues that afflicted our oppres-
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sors, each of us flicks 10 drops of wine 
from our cup, to diminish the joy 
therein. The message of our sages is 
clear: While we celebrate our triumph, 
we must keep in mind the pain inflict
ed upon others in the process-even if 
the recipients of the pain are those 
who afflicted us. 

Mr. President, as we performed this 
ancient Passover ritual, we were struck 
by the contrast between the attitude it 
represents and the attitude of some 
people involved in a contemporary 
dramatic event, the recent U.S. air 
strike against Libya. I am one who 
supported a proportionate military re
sponse to the Libyan Government's 
attack upon our personnel in Berlin. 

But such a response by us, while nec
essary, involved the taking of life, in
cluding innocent life. It should have 
been accompanied by rhetoric from us 
appropriate to that fact, not by gloat
ing or cockiness. What we got from 
some of our spokesmen, however, was 
described well by Haynes Johnson in 
the Washington Post. In a column 
headlines "An Attack of Unseemly 
Rhetoric," he said that, like most 
Americans, he supported the use of 
force against terrorism. But he was ap
palled, he said, by "the official swag
ger and unseemly tone of glee and 
chortle permeating Washington" since 
the attack. Our bombing of Libya was, 
in a sense, a necessary plague visited 
upon that country. Hopefully, it will 
help convince the Libyan Government 
to let the people of the world go, to 
achieve a goal of freedom from terror. 

He said that if it was "the only alter
native to do a necessary, dirty job, 
fine. But don't boast about it." 

Mr. President, it is one thing to do 
what must be done to accomplish a le
gitimate national purpose, such as 
demonstrating that our national secu
rity cannot be undermined or Ameri
can lives taken by a foreign govern
ment without a price being exacted by 
us. It is quite another thing, however, 
to pound our chests in pride for the 
deed so loudly that we drown out the 
cries of pain from those killed and 
wounded in the process. They, too, are 
human beings-created, like us, in the 
image of God, and no less precious to 
their Creator than we are. Let us do 
what we must to defend our Nation, 
but let us do so in a way that demon
strates the best in us, and our aware
ness that when innocents suffer in the 
process we are diminished. We need 
not apologize for what we did, but nei
ther should we gloat. As the inheritors 
of an ancient and noble system of 
values, let us moderate the joy we feel 
in our triumph, lest it sour some day 
within us. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the REcoRD may include the 
column of April 23, 1986, by Hayes 
Johnson. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Apr. 23, 19861 

AN ATTACK OF UNSEEMLY RHETORIC 

<By Haynes Johnson> 
In briefing the news media hours after the 

U.S. air strike against Libya, the Defense 
Department spokesman noted that the at
tacks had been successful in part because 
they achieved complete surprise. Later, in a 
more extensive assessment, the same 
spokesman expansively elevated claims of 
success into something historic. 

"This was a near-flawless professional op
eration under extremely difficult circum
stances," he said. "I don't think there's been 
anything like it in U.S. military annals." 

Granting the natural instinct for exag
geration in the midst of military engage
ments, that was a ludicrous statement, one 
that affirmed the wisdom of Sen. Hiram 
Johnson's oft-quoted remark during World 
War I. "The first casualty when war comes 
is truth," the old California Republican pro
gressive observed then. His words are equal
ly applicable now. 

Those American claims for historic mili
tary achievement came on the same day 
that Pentagon briefers reported that almost 
one-third of the land-based U.S. planes were 
forced to abort their mission and failed to 
carry out their planned attack and after one 
of the remaining 13 planes over Libyan tar
gets was shot down, its two crew members 
killed. The "surgical" attacks did not tum 
out to be confined to military targets. Civil
ian facilities, including foreign embassies, 
were hit. Civilians, including women and 
children, were wounded. Some were killed. 

Even in an era of "smart" bombs and as
tonishing technological military advances, 
these are the inevitable consequences of any 
such operation, especially a night bombing 
attack carried out at great distances against 
targets in heavily populated areas. No 
matter how carefully conceived, daringly led 
and superbly executed they are, the unfore
seen will occur, the innocent will suffer. It 
does the Americans who risked their lives 
carrying out their orders a disservice to pre
tend otherwise. 

Not that Americans are alone in bending 
the truth or making excessive claims. The 
Soviets claim that five other U.S. planes 
were shot down in the attack, and the Liby
ans conduct official propaganda tours to 
show damage to civilian areas, some of it of 
suspicious origin. As always, truth is the cas
ualty. 

These are only symptoms of a deeper con
cern growing out of this fateful episode, and 
something about it has bothered me for a 
week. 

Like most Americans, I support the use of 
force against terrorism, assuming, of course, 
that the evidence unmistakably points to 
the perpetrators, the response can be justi
fied as essential and measured and the long
term rewards of undertaking such a mission 
clearly outweighs the risks. 

But I have been appalled by the official 
swagger and unseemly tone of glee and 
chortle permeating Washington since the 
attack on Libya. I take no pride, either, in 
my country launching a surprise attack in 
the middle of the night against a foreign 
nation with which no formal state of war 
exists. If that's the only alternative to do a 
necessary, dirty job, fine. But don't boast 
about it. 

Worse has been the display of jokes and 
offhand remarks that demean the serious-

ness of what has been happening and make 
light of death and destruction that result 
from the ultimate human tragedy, war. 

When the president of the United States 
calls the leader of another nation "a mad 
dog" and "flaky" and a "barbarian" and dis
parages that head of state's courage by re
sponding to shouted questions with such re
marks as "he's staying under cover while 
the shooting is going on," he descends to 
the level of the person he attacks. 

When he engages in banter with members 
of the media about how he's been "working 
long hours . . . burning the midday oil" and 
then quips about how much of a dog that 
foreign enemy really is, he diminishes his 
stature as much as that of the ascribed for
eign enemy. When anonymous "administra
tion officials" are quoted publicly as saying 
of that same leader, "He's obviously a 
coward. He's scared now . . . . He knows 
we're going after him," their unnecessary 
rhetoric makes a bad situation worse. 

When presidential spokesmen engage in 
debates about whether adoption papers 
exist for a child killed in the air attack and 
said to be the daughter of that foreign 
leader, such insensitivity to human suffer
ing is unworthy of officials of a great 
nation. 

None of this changes the necessity for 
action, nor does it justify, excuse or make 
more palatable the actions of Muammar 
Qaddafi, who demonstrably has either spon
sored or countenanced acts of terrorism 
that have taken innocent lives. But our 
leaders should temper their rhetoric and 
follow an old American adage: Keep cool, 
and keep your powder dry. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair, and I 
yield the floor. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
PROXMIRE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] is recog
nized for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

SENATOR LEVIN 
CONGRATULATED 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
congratulate my good friend from 
Michigan on a superb statement. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is a difficult 
topic on which to talk. I think what he 
said is absolutely correct. I am delight
ed he said it. 

0 1040 

STOCKMAN IS RIGHT-HIS 
TIMING IS WRONG 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is 
time someone stood up on the floor of 
the Senate to defend David Stockman. 
In nearly 30 years in this body, this 
Senator cannot remember any official, 
Republican or Democrat, in the execu
tive branch, or in the Congress who 
has been so overwhelmingly de
nounced, demeaned and verbally 
pounded as much as this remarkable 
man. 
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Of course, David Stockman is not 

without sin. After serving in the ad
ministration for 4% years during 
which he was the unquestioned, domi
nant star of the administration's fiscal 
policy, he has now quit and written a 
devastating indictment of the dismal 
failure of this policy, about which he 
is, without question the No. 1 author
ity. No one can speak with more con
vincing credentials than this supreme 
insider, who, year after year, was the 
one man who knew the Federal budget 
numbers in and out, backward and for
ward. Did he deceive the Congress and 
the public for years about this fiscal 
policy? He sure did. Why? Because he 
was not a policymaking official. He 
was the supreme expert who told the 
administration policy makers what 
was the truth on which a responsible 
fiscal policy must be based. 

Did he tell the President and his top 
economic decisionmakers the truth as 
he saw it? He did. He did so over and 
over and over again. But they did not 
want to follow the grim implications 
of the truth. The President did not 
want to hold down his demands for 
military spending. He did not want to 
increase taxes. He did not want to 
accept the truth that the Congress 
would not further reduce the spending 
for health, education, job creation, the 
environment, civil service pensions, 
and other programs recommended for 
deeper cuts by the administration. The 
President did not want to accept the 
Stockman insistence that even if Con
gress did make the cuts in such domes
tic programs, the deficit would contin
ue to be far too high. So, for years, 
David Stockman hung in there, rely
ing on his astonishingly detailed grasp 
of the details of the enormous Federal 
budget, and his impressive ability to 
make the case for his position. He 
failed to convince the President. So he 
quit. 

STOCKMAN'S CRIME: THE TRUTH 

Then he committed the most griev
ous of political crimes. He told the 
truth. In doing so, he exposed the 
most gigantic fraud in public life in 
this Senator's long memory. Here is a 
government, indeed, an entire country, 
including an incredibly gullible press, 
that has done little more than whine 
while the administration and Congress 
has handed this country the most dev
astating series of grossly irresponsible 
and totally unnecessary deficits in the 
Nation's history. 

The Federal Government's annual 
deficit has climbed up above $200 bil
lion. The national debt has doubled to 
a scandalous $2 trillion level. Now the 
man who has the unique insider infor
mation and the intelligence to thor
oughly understand this abysmal situa
tion speaks out and tells the bitter 
story. And what happens to him? He is 
considered a turncoat, a snitch, a 
double-dealing double-crosser, a back
stabber, a modem-day Benedict 

Arnold. Is he? Not in this Senator's 
book. 

Oh, sure, he speaks the truth under 
the worst possible circumstances. He 
does so after living in sin with these 
grossly irresponsible policies for 4% 
years. He turns on his benefactors, the 
very officials who lifted him from the 
obscurity of a back seat in the minori
ty party in the House of Representa
tives to become the most dazzling in
sider in the President's family. He rats 
on the most popular President in 50 
years. And above all, he kissed off any 
sympathy for his truth-telling, by sell
ing his story for $2 million and accept
ing a million-dollar-a-year salary on 
Wall Street. What has truth got to do 
with it? How can anyone feel any sym
pathy for a wise guy who feathers his 
nest with such lavish goodies? 

STOCKMAN'S TIMING HURT HIM 

Stockman could have avoided all 
this. He did not have to suffer such 
universal and overwhelming condem
nation, even though he made himself 
rich while he turned on the powerful 
and popular President who befriended 
him. Why is Stockman in just about 
everyone's dog house? Because his 
timing could not have been worse. 

So far, the deficit is an intellectual 
concept. It has not cost Americans 
anything-not yet. So far, the massive 
deficits have given us supergood times. 
Except for a tiny and insignificant mi
nority, trained in classical economics, 
most Americans do not recognize that 
Stockman has been disclosing any 
kind of truth. They ask, "What eco
nomic disaster is he talking about?" 
After 5 years of so-called fiscal disas
ter by the Federal Government, what 
are the consequences? Inflation is be
having like a pussycat. Interest rates 
are falling. The stock market is racing 
ahead, from one record smashing high 
to another, with every week that 
passes. Never have so many American 
stock market millionaires found them
selves suddenly rich. In the last 5 
years, the number of new jobs has 
broken all records. The gross national 
product exceeds $4 trillion. The U.S. 
military was never so strong. Oh, sure, 
we have some economic problems here 
and there. But overall everything is 
turning up roses. 

Even the deficits are expected by 
many, in Congress and out, to be ready 
to fade away with Gramm-Rudman
Hollings. Many Americans feel that 
the country has not faced such a glori
ous economic future since 1929. 

Mr. President, no one can predict 
our economic future. But here is one 
Senator who is convinced that Stock
man has been telling the truth. He is 
right. The economic future of this 
country is grim. Gramm-Rudman 
probably will not even achieve its 1987 
goal of a budget deficit below $144 bil
lion, and certainly long before the def
icit goes significantly lower, this coun
try will suffer a recession that will 

drive the deficit well over $300 billion. 
And how do we climb out of that pit? 
Answer: The way countries with enor
mous debt always have, by a currency 
depreciation, an inflation that will be
devil this economy for years to come. 
Stockman was right. He told the 
truth. Yes, he made himself rich in 
the process. But then nobody's per
fect. 

MYTH THAT UNITED STATES 
MILITARY SALES TO THE PEO
PLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA 
ARE IN THE INTERESTS OF 
THE UNITED STATES 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

myth of the day is that United States 
military sales to the People's Republic 
of China [PRCl are in the long-term 
interests of the United States. 

This myth has form and substance. 
The Reagan administration has an
nounced that it is planning to sell $550 
million of United States military 
equipment, mainly aviation electron
ics, to the PRC. This sale, according to 
the White House and the Department 
of Defense, bolsters United States na
tional security by providing increased 
military capability of a nonstrategic 
nature to an adversary of one of our 
adversaries-the U.S.S.R. 

The sale includes radar, fire control, 
and navigation equipment for 50 F-8 
PRC fighter aircraft and an additional 
5 spares. At least 25 civilian and Air 
Force technicians would be required to 
travel to the PRC to install the elec
tronics and to train PRC military per
sonnel how to operate and maintain 
this sophisticated package of technolo
gy. 

This sale comes on top of a commit
ment to sell the PRC an artillery man
ufacturing plant for 155-millimeter 
shells. It comes after negotiations 
about the potential sale of various 
naval components and weapons. 

So, what is wrong with these sales? 
Here are just a few answers to that 
question. 

First, they cannot redress the mili
tary balance between the U.S.S.R. and 
the PRC. They are useless for this 
purpose. But they are not useless in 
improving PRC capabilities against 
smaller, less well defended neighbor
ing countries, including Taiwan. The 
supply of 55 kits for navigation and 
fire control will not decide a battle 
with the U.S.S.R. but they could have 
a significant impact in a battle with a 
smaller country depending on its own 
air capability for self-defense. 

Second, these sales are a product of 
historic myopia. What guarantee is 
there that these F-8 aircraft will not 
be used against U.S. allies in the Pacif
ic Basin or even against U.S. forces? 
There is none. 

Third, what guarantee is there that 
the PRC will not one day become 
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more closely aligned with the 
U.S.S.R.? The PRC has gone through 
any number of changes in foreign 
policy and domestic policy. They 
remain the largest Communist nation 
in the world. Does it make sense to 
arm this Communist nation? I think 
not. It is shortsighted at best. 

Last, do arms sales really draw na
tions closer together? No; they do not. 
They are no substitute for sound eco
nomic relationships or people-to
people exchanges or cultural visita
tions. Arms sales establish the wrong 
precedent, the wrong image, the 
wrong presence. To argue that they 
are in our national interest is to perpe
trate a myth on the American public. 

CAN THE DEFENSE BUDGET BE 
SOUND FISCALLY AND MILI
TARILY? 

NO REAL DEFENSE INCREASE FOR 5 YEARS 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
what would happen to our national se
curity if, for the next 5 years, this 
Congress should hold defense spend
ing steady, except for an allowance for 
inflation? Would we lose vital military 
advantages to the Soviet Union? 
Would we be unable to modernize or 
even maintain our military forces? 
Would we endanger our solemn com
mitment to a strong North Atlantic 
Treaty Alliance and the freedom of 
Europe? In the view of highly respect
ed, expert authority, the answer to all 
these questions is a firm and sure af
firmation that we can, indeed, restrain 
our military spending. We can allow 
only for inflation for 5 years and meet 
our national security objections. 

Who offers this expert and authori
tative opinion? Answer: the Commit
tee for National Security, or CNS. And 
who are the CNS experts? The experts 
are a military security task force, 
chaired by former Assistant Secretary 
of Defense Adam Yarmolinsky, Adm. 
Thomas Davies, former Secretary of 
the Army and Under Secretary of De
fense for Policy, Stanley Resor; and 
the Chairman of CNS and former As
sistant Secretary of Defense Paul 
Warnke. Each of these experts is com
mitted to a strong defense. Each has 
demonstrated an understanding of the 
various military threats and potential 
threats this Nation faces and of our 
capacity to meet these threats. 

THE PREFERRED FORCE 

This Committee for National Securi
ty has projected what they call a pre
ferred force relying on no real increase 
in military spending for 5 years. This 
force provides strong nuclear retaliato
ry capability. It also continues funding 
for ready and sustainable conventional 
forces to respond quickly and decisive
ly to simultaneous military crises. In 
fact, they persuasively contend that 
by adding funds to carefully selected 
conventional capability, their lower 
budget will, in fact, improve what they 

call the most usable part of U.S. 
forces. The CNS force would not 
change the current U.S. force struc
ture, with one exception. These ex
perts would cancel the planned expan
sion to a 15-carrier battle group. Why 
cancel the expansion? Because it never 
had any convincing rationale. 

BACK TO 20-YEAR CYCLE 

But the major saving recommended 
by CNS would come from returning 
the replacement cycle for our major 
weapons systems to the traditional 20-
year period. The Reagan administra
tion has been buying weapons so fast 
that it has moved down to a 10-year 
cycle, a very costly 10-year turnover. 
This is great for corporations turning 
out weapons, but it serves no reasona
ble purpose. 

After all, what is our great super
power adversary doing? The Central 
Intelligence Agency told Congress only 
a few weeks ago that, in the last 10 
years, the Soviets have slowed their 
procurement increase-almost to a 
halt. CNS argues that ·the administra
tion's proposal to add such new weap
ons as the SSN attack submarine and 
the small ICBM in the next 5 years 
would push procurement ahead of our 
operations and maintenance capacity. 
This Reagan buildup would create 
what they call a hollow force. 

REDUCE STAR WARS FUNDING 

The CNS recommends a highly con
troversial reduction in star wars fund
ing. Instead of increasing this funding 
from the present $2.8 billion to the 
President's recommended $4.8 billion, 
CNS would reduce it to $2 billion a 
year and hold it at that level for the 
next 5 years. CNS experts argue that 
this would permit research to keep 
abreast of developments, but would 
not pose a threat to the Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Treaty. 

CNS recommends funds to increase 
the conventional strength of the Na
tional Guard and Reserve. It would 
improve ground forces and add more 
fast sealift, permitting the United 
States to reply to the most likely con
tingencies. It would, in fact, provide 
greater conventional capabilities than 
the administration plans to acquire. 

CONCLUSION 

The report of the committee con
cludes: 

It is possible to hold defenses at current 
levels for the next 5 years and if funds are 
allocated well, provide formidable conven
tional and nuclear forces to meet a range of 
contingencies. In certain cases the CNS 
forces would be superior to those the admin
istration proposes to buy. 

Mr. President, this group of military 
experts has proposed a serious and sig
nificant alternative to the administra
tion's massive increase in military 
spending. It is worthy of sober and 
careful consideration by Congress. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
BID EN 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is recognized for 
not to exceed 5 minutes. 

THE ECONOMIC SUMMIT 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the eco

nomic summit beginning in Tokyo this 
week could be a turning point in world 
economic policy. It offers us the op
portunity to move forward based on 
the lessons learned in the past 5 years. 
But this new beginning will only occur 
if President Reagan pursues more vig
orously than he has to date, some ·sig
nificant changes in the policies which 
characterized the first 5 years of his 
administration. 

In 1981, the Reagan administration 
espoused three notions about how to 
conduct international economic policy, 
all three were an extension of its "free 
market" domestic policies: 

First, it proclaimed a strong dollar to 
be a sign of a robust economy and op
posed government intervention in cur
rency markets. 

Second, it espoused "economic isola
tionism," refusing to consider coordi
nation of our fiscal and monetary poli
cies with other countries; and 

Third, it believed funding for multi
lateral financing institutions should be 
reduced. 

In the past 5 years, the administra
tion has learned that each of these 
concepts was misguided, and it now ap
pears to be pursuing a somewhat dif
ferent course. But it must now follow 
the new course more boldly. 

How has the administration been 
proven wrong and what has it done to 
correct its policies? 

First, its lack of an exchange rate 
policy-in other words, failure to 
manage the value of the dollar against 
other currencies-was a major factor 
in reducing the competitiveness of our 
trade-sensitive industries. Last year, 
the administration wisely intervened 
in financial markets to trigger a down
ward slide in the dollar's value in 
order to make it more competitive. 

Second, the current world debt 
crisis, particularly in countries such as 
Mexico, has underscored the need for 
multilateral financial institutions like 
the International Monetary Fund and 
the World Bank to deal with debt 
problems. Last fall, Secretary of the 
Treasury Baker proposed a debt plan 
to help bolster the economies of the 
debtor countries. The plan does not go 
far enough, but it is a step in the right 
direction. 

Finally we have recognized the need 
to coordinate our economic policies 
with those of the other major Western 
nations, especially now that the dollar 
has begun to decline against their cur
rencies. The administration has taken 
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steps necessary to prevent a "free-fall" 
of the dollar by refusing to cut the dis
count rate until other countries did 
the same. 

The question now is whether the 
President is committed enough to 
these new policies to pursue them at 
the summit. He should make it clear 
that the United States wants to deal 
with international debt problems, co
ordinate its economic policy with 
other countries, and put in place some 
kind of management of exchange 
rates. 

The greatest contribution to a 
stronger world economy the summit 
could make is to agree on coordination 
of domestic economic policies, which 
could lead to more open and fairer 
trading between countries, and more 
stable currency values. Japan and our 
European allies should be urged to 
agree on the need to stimulate their 
own economies by cutting taxes and 
interest rates so that they can buy 
more foreign goods. 

The President must not accept indi
cations. He has been accepting protes
tations that Japan is going to stimu
late consumer spending and open 
Japan to United States traders. The 
President must insist that we be able 
to monitor Japan's success or failure 
in stimulating growth and freeing 
markets. We can no longer assume 
that what is promised will in fact 
occur. 

The United States cannot simply 
make demands on other nations. Our 
domestic economic policies have been 
major contributors to international 
problems. In particular, we must act 
on our domestic budget deficits. To 
date, the President has refused to 
work with Congress to develop mutu
ally acceptable strategy for reducing 
budget deficits. We cannot expect our 
trading partners to reshape their 
economies if we are not willing to face 
up to our budget deficits. It is also im
portant that we adopt a reformed tax 
policy that will encourage saving and 
provide a level playing field for eco
nomic investment. 

Finally, the United States must con
tinue to coordinate its monetary poli
cies with those of other nations, as we 
have been doing recently. The admin
istration should work closely with the 
Federal Reserve Board to accomplish 
such coordination. 

Mr. President, if President Reagan is 
ready to take part in domestic econom
ic reform and to insist in Tokyo that 
other nations join us by stimulating 
their economies, this summit can be a 
resounding success. If the summit does 
not take meaningful actions for force
ful international economic policies, 
then the future will be far from 
bright. 

CHERNOBYL'S LESSONS FOR 
NUCLEAR SAFETY 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the Na
tion's and the world's attention is fo
cused on the expanding disaster at the 
Chernobyl nuclear plant in the Soviet 
Union. 

Reports from Chernobyl indicate 
the core materials of one reactor are 
on fire and a second may be in a melt
down situation, an incredible event 
almost beyond comprehension. We 
still do not know the exact cause-a 
design flaw, mechnical error or human 
error. But focusing on the steps that 
led to the accident must not keep us 
from considering that the result of 
those errors-a loss of coolant to the 
reactor core-is something that could 
also happen in the United States, even 
given the structural differences be
tween the Soviet and American nucle
ar powerplants. 

U.S. nuclear industry representatives 
have assured us that a similar accident 
could not occur in this country. 
"Almost all of our reactors have con
tainment buildings" they say. "Only 
two use a graphite design like that at 
Chernobyl." "The Soviets do not place 
enough emphasis on safety." I have no 
doubt that we are miles ahead in 
terms of design, but I fear we are not 
being vigilant in following our own 
standards. 

Putting Chernobyl aside, there are 
sobering recurrances of mishaps at nu
clear facilities in this country that 
need to be carefully and impartially 
looked at. Unfortunately, the NRC 
has a weak record in pushing strenu
ously for changes that address safety 
conditions, many of them related to 
coolant systems for the core. 

In the last 9 months, the NRC has 
conducted three special investigations 
into events at nuclear plants. Two of 
the investigations showed that the 
plants had been warned about prob
lems with their cooling systems, but 
had not been pushed to correct them. 
These are precursors to bigger events 
that cannot be ignored. 

That is one reason why I am urging 
the enactment of legislation to create 
an independent safety board for the 
NRC. The best designs are useless if 
they are not correctly followed during 
construction. The highest standards 
do not protect the public if they are 
not enforced. The need for an inde
pendent safety board for the domestic 
nuclear industry to ensure that de
signs and standards are met has been 
clearly demonstrated through past in
vestigations done by the NRC itself. 

Mr. President, the Chernobyl disas
ter makes the risks of nuclear energy 
frighteningly real. It is a terrifying re
minder of the dangerous power of the 
atom. While the consequences of a 
peaceful nuclear accident are on our 
minds today, we are inevitably moved 
to contemplate the destructive poten
tial of a nuclear exchange. American 

and Soviet leaders bear an awesome 
responsibility: they must ensure that 
we never have to cope with the after
math of the explosion of even one nu
clear warhead. It would be, to use that 
powerfully descriptive phrase, a "nu
clear holocaust." To prevent such an 
unfathomable cataclysm, progress 
must be made to limit testing and halt 
the proliferation of deadly nuclear 
weapons on our planet. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

0 1100 
Mr. COCHRAN. 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. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senate is in morning business. 
The Senator from Mississippi is rec

ognized. 

LAW DAY USA 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, 

today we observe, for the 28th consec
utive year, Law Day USA. This is an 
annual event which reminds us that 
we live in a free nation, under the rule 
of law. 

When President Dwight D. Eisen
hower proclaimed the first Law Day 
on May 1, 1958, he stated that the 
"American people should remember 
with pride and vigilantly guard the 
great heritage of liberty, justice and 
equality under law." 

A review of that "great heritage" 
leads us to a number of important doc
uments: The Magna Carta, the Confir
matio Cartarum, the act of the British 
Parliament abolishing the Star Cham
ber, the Northwest Ordinance, and the 
United States Constitution. Our atten
tion is drawn especially to these by the 
theme of this year's Law Day: founda
tions of freedom. 

It was the Magna Carta, which 
granted the right of trial by jury and 
provided for an appeal to a higher 
court when one disagreed with a lower 
court's decision. More importantly, the 
signing of this proclamation was an ac
knowledgment of the existence of indi
vidual rights which were to be protect
ed from the power of the sovereign. 

Eight years later another stone in 
the foundation was put in place: The 
Confirmatio Cartarum. It confirmed 
Magna Carta, and declared that all 
judgments contrary to Magna Carta 
were void. With that, Magna Carta 
became the highest law of the land. 

In 1641, when the British Parlia
ment abolished the Star Chamber, it 
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established a standard of due process 
of law in criminal cases. 

The Northwest Ordinance was 
adopted by Congress before our Con
stitution took effect. It contained the 
first Bill of Rights enacted by the Fed
eral Government. The ordinance also 
provided the right of representation in 
Congress of those who settled new 
lands in the West. 

The Constitution of the United 
States provides for the protection of 
important individual rights, including 
free speech, free press, freedom of as
sembly, and freedom of religion. It 
provides that the United States is a 
nation governed by the rule of law 
rather than by the power of a sover
eign. 

Although our Constitution is only 
200 years old, it has survived longer 
than any other national constitution 
in the world. Nearly 66 percent of na
tional constitutions have been adopted 
or revised since 1970; only 14 of the 
160 now in effect were enacted prior to 
World War II. The U.S. Constitution 
represents a 200-year-old tradition of 
freedom. 

We are very proud of our "great her
itage" of liberty, justice, and equality 
under law, as President Eisenhower 
described it. Let us on this day, Law 
Day 1986, reaffirm our appreciation of 
our freedoms and their foundation. 

PRESERVING THE 
FOUNDATIONS OF FREEDOM 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today is 
a very special occasion in the history 
of American law. It is also a special 
day in the recognition of the develop
ment of the American legal process. 
This date marks the annual celebra
tion of Law Day, a yearly affirmation 
of democratic governance based upon 
the rule of law. The theme of our cur
rent celebration is the foundations of 
freedom. No topic could be more sym
bolic of the greatness of this country 
and the historic accomplishments of 
its legal institutions. 

What better opportunity to honor 
the forthcoming bicentennial of the 
U.S. Constitution than by the ceremo
nies held today throughout the land? 
The Constitution, justly revered by all 
those who hold freedom and the digni
ty of the individual so dear, is truly 
unique in the annals of recorded histo
ry. It is also a document which repre
sents the keystone for the foundations 
of freedom underlying the American 
Republic. Alexander Hamilton, in Fed
eralist No. 78, called the Constitution 
"the fundamental law." And it has 
indeed been fundamental to the 
growth and preservation of the Ameri
can democratic spirit. 

How the fundamental law operates 
is largely determined by the judicial 
branch in conjunction with the Na
tional Legislature. A remarkable 
system of checks and balances is en-

grained in the Constitution. In fact, as 
James Madison remarked in Federalist 
No. 48, the three distinct branches of 
Government should be "connected and 
blended" to give to each a proper 
"constitutional control." What he 
meant was that federalism represented 
a partnership wherein the several 
branches operated together as a gov
ernment of enumerated powers. Those 
powers were indentified and explicated 
in a document which is justly praised 
for its intelligible rationality. 

The preservation of the legal princi
ples contained in the Constitution was 
basically left to the judiciary, for in 
the words of Alexander Hamilton, 
"the courts of justice are to be consid
ered the bulwarks of a limited consti
tution .... " The courts were, in 
effect, to become the guardians of the 
constitutional system. The framers in
tended the judiciary to serve as a limi
tation upon governmental power. 
What Hamilton did not foresee, Mr. 
President, is the way that the judicial 
branch, during the· past half-century, 
has arrogated to itself the promulga
tion of public policy beyond any rea
sonable legislative intent. The founda
tions of freedom which we honor 
today would be both enlarged and en
hanced if our judicial activists would 
mend their ways and return to their 
historic role. Or to use the phraseolo
gy of Attorney General Edwin Meese, 
to return to the "jurisprudence of 
original intention." 

Contemporary quarrel over constitu
tional interpretation, or to be more 
precise, the lack of constitutional in
terpretation, do not reflect proposi
tions put forward by the advocates of 
legislative primacy or claims asserted 
by the proponents of judicial review. 
The debate today is more clearly de
fined. It centers on the issue of wheth
er the Constitution should be the basis 
for the operation of law and of stat
ute, or whether it should grant judge
created authority, particularly in 
areas the framers did not contemplate 
courts would interfere, such as permit
ting abortion and prohibiting school 
prayer. Nowhere in the Constitution, 
for example, does that revered docu
ment say that Government will decide 
when women may abort fetuses or 
that silent prayer in a schoolhouse is 
violative of individual rights. Early in 
this century a future Supreme Court 
Chief Justice claimed that the Consti
tution is what the Supreme Court says 
it is. That tiny crack in the foundation 
of freedom has become in our own 
time a very large fissure. 

I am not arguing for the abolition of 
judicial review. But I am pleading for 
the adoption of judicial restraint. If 
constitutional scrutiny involves the af
firmation of values, then those values 
or principles should be inherent in the 
system set forth in that very constitu
tion. Several years ago, a nominee for 
the Federal bench in the southern dis-

trict of Texas told the Judiciary Com
mittee than when one becomes a Fed
eral judge, that means divorcing one
self "from any personal beliefs and 
opinions" that one might have, and 
ruling "strictly on the Constitution 
and the statutes." This was an excel
lent description of what judging 
should be in the constitutional sense. 
A judge should interpret the laws and 
not make the laws. 

We have been the legatees of a long
lived Constitution. It has established 
the foundations of our hallowed free
dom. This is so because the Constitu
tion actually is composed of principles 
that reflect the nature of man. Its 
principles have both created govern
mental power and limited governmen
tal power. I do not deny that the 
Founding Fathers made contradictory 
statements about much of the Consti
tution. But they carefully distin
guished between politics and princi
ples, something which self-styled judi
cial legislators do not always do, either 
wisely or well. 

Mr. President, it is clear from the 
historical record and from the opin
ions of the framers themselves that 
they did not intend the judiciary to be 
the primary forum for the shaping of 
public policy. That was to be the legis
lature's task. Courts were not created 
by the Constitution or the First Con
gress to implement legislative design. 
Nevertheless, courts in this century 
have taken upon themselves the role 
of supreme arbiter of the governmen
tal process. 

In the time of ancient Rome it was 
said that law provided the sinews of 
the State. In our more than 200-year 
history, it required a civil war to dem
onstrate that we are a government 
based on laws and not on the wishes of 
mere individuals. Our tripartite form 
of Republican Government provides, 
better than anywhere else on this 
Earth, the foundations of freedom. As 
James Madison wrote in Federalist No. 
51: "You must first enable the Govern
ment to control the governed: and in 
the next place, oblige it to controul 
itself." 

If Government is to control itself, 
Mr. President, we must place the law
making process back in the hands of 
those who make the laws; the adjudi
catory process back in the hands of 
those who judge the laws; and the ad
ministrative process back in the hands 
of those who carry out the laws. Upon 
such a foundation can freedom truly 
endure. And freedom, Mr. President, is 
what the Constitution is all about. 
That is why we honor this day and 
honor those who participate in law 
and the legal process. That is the real 
meaning of Law Day and the reason 
for our celebration of the unique 
American contribution to the rule of 
law under the banner of freedom. 
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CHERNOBYL NUCLEAR 

ACCIDENT 
Mr. HECHT. Mr. President, the 

Soviet handling of information from 
the Chernobyl nuclear accident once 
again demonstrated their callous disre
gard of human life. The Soviets obvi
ously place an extremely high value 
on maintaining their ongoing policy of 
secrecy. Secrecy outweighs any consid
eration of human safety. Mr. Gorba
chev's refusal to warn innocent people 
of the dangers from radiation poison
ing is unforgivable. It is also a stark 
reminder that although Soviet leaders 
come and go, fundamental policies 
remain firmly in place, with a total 
disregard for public opinion. 

The Chernobyl incident reminds me 
of initial denials in September 1983, 
that a Korean jetliner had been shot 
down by Russian jets. The empire, Mr. 
President, remains evil. 

The Soviet press moves quickly to 
cover catastrophes in the West. When 
our space shuttle Challenger exploded 
in January, Soviet television ran film 
of the disaster within hours. Is this a 
double standard? I hope a few people 
finally wake up and smell the coffee. 

Mr. Gorbachev is a fraud. He 
preaches public openness but his 
sermon has a shallow ring. This man 
does not care about people. He does 
not care about the horrors of nuclear 
war. He does not want to disarm and 
live in peace with the rest of the 
world. This Soviet leader is just as 
cold-blooded as his predecessors. 

Mr. President, we are just now be
ginning to assess the consequenses of 
this Soviet accident. Worldwide out
rage is certainly one result. As Ameri
cans, we mourn for the innocent vic
tims. Let us hope the entire world fo
cuses on the Soviet Union in the 
future with a keener sense of reality 
as to their motives and their human 
insensitivity. 

THE HEROISM OF FORMER S. 
SGT. ADOLFO D. MORALES 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to obtain recognition for one of 
the many unsung heroes of World 
War II, Adolfo D. Morales. Although 
the individual I am speaking about is 
not from my home State of Nebraska, 
several members of his combat infan
try squad are Nebraskans. They were 
so impressed by this man's leadership 
and combat performance that they 
have contacted me in an effort to have 
his Bronze Star decoration upgraded 
to a Silver Star. I regret that the 
Army would not do so, citing the fact 
that the time limit for considering 
awards based upon actions during 
World War II expired in May 1952. 

Frankly, I am not sure that I under
stand the strict manner in which the 
Army has applied this rule. As a veter
an of World War II, in the Pacific the
ater, I am particularly impressed by 

the performance of former Staff Ser
geant Morales and I would like to take 
the time to retell his story here today 
in the Senate. I am indebted to Jay 
Kriz of North Platte, NE, who served 
with Morales, for the details of this 
story. 

On January 25, 1945, Staff Sergeant 
Morales was the squad leader of an in
fantry platoon of Company K, 222d 
Infantry Regiment of the 42d "Rain
bow" Division. As more and more 
troops of the U.S. 3d Army under Gen. 
George Patton were thrown into the 
still raging Battle of the Bulge, the 
7th Army, including the 42d Division, 
was compelled to thin out its troops to 
hold the front. 

The squad led by Staff Sergeant Mo
rales was assigned to an advanced posi
tion when it was attacked by German 
paratroopers-some of the best troops 
in the German Army. Given the sever
ity of the attack, the order went out 
for the troops at the outpost to with
draw. Under the protection of artillery 
and machinegun fire, the men moved 
out across over 500 yards of open ter
rain. Realizing that his men would be 
exposed to the fire of the approaching 
German paratroopers, Sergeant Mo
rales took it upon himself to stay 
behind and provide additional firing 
cover to pin down the advancing Ger
mans. Wounded by a burst of fire from 
a submachinegun, Morales neverthe
less continued to return fire, enabling 
the men of the outpost to reach 
safety. He was then hit twice again by 
bursts of machinegun fire. In all he 
was hit 33 times by bullets. Although 
the area was under fire, the members 
of his squad went back to recover their 
now helpless squad leader. Braving 
fierce fire, four men, including Jay 
Kriz, were successful in reaching Mo
rales and carrying him back to what 
was thought to be security. Yet even 
as Morales was being loaded into a 
jeep, a German shell destroyed the ve
hicle and sent Morales flying into a 
snowbank. Eventually, his men were 
able to get him to the medics for at
tention. 

Adolfo Morales survived, although 
he was left paralyzed and had his left 
arm amputated above the elbow. The 
doctors thought he would never walk 
again and they considered amputating 
his left foot. But Morales resolved to 
walk again, and he did. He worked for 
a manufacturing firm for 17 years and 
then as a veterans' representative for 
the State of California. In 1979, a 
stroke paralyzed his right side and he 
was told, again, that he would never 
walk. He fooled the doctors a second 
time and walked! Now 67, Adolfo Mo
rales remains as resolute as ever. 

Clearly, if anyone ever deserved a 
Silver Star for bravery on and off the 
battlefield, it has to be Adolfo Mo
rales. 

But there is more to this man than 
just bravery. There is also compassion 

and a strong sense of responsibility. 
Listen to the words of another 
member of his squad, Sam Platamone 
of Temple City, CA. 

At our first meeting in Camp Gruber, OK, 
I was an 18-year-old callow youth, fresh out 
of high school. You, at 25, were already a 
Purple Heart war veteran. Not only were 
you my squad leader, you were also my big 
brother and mentor. Your example was con
tagious. You taught me to react rather than 
to freeze up under fire. Indeed, you demon
strated what bravery was all about. You 
bought me the time to mature, a luxury 
many combat soldiers never have. 

I do not think there can be any more 
fitting tribute to a military leader, 
whether that leader commands a 
squad or an entire Army. I would like 
to join my fellow Nebraskan, Jay Kriz, 
in expressing admiration and gratitude 
for the selfless dedication of this fine 
man who has touched so many lives in 
a positive way. 

A TRIBUTE TO HENRY B. 
STEAGALL, JR. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am de
lighted to congratulate Henry Bascom 
Steagall, Jr., who, yesterday, joined 
the Supreme Court of Alabama as an 
associate justice. He is a great addition 
to the court and will serve with the 
highest integrity and dedication. 

Justice Steagall brings to the bench 
some 35 years of experience as an at
torney, and over 23 years of service to 
the State of Alabama. For 16 years he 
held a seat in the Alabama House of 
Representatives; he was executive sec
retary for Gov. George Wallace, and 
was director of finance for the State of 
Alabama. Throughout this service, he 
has demonstrated tremendous dili
gence, discretion, foresight, and intel
lect-qualities which will enable him 
to digest and analyze the most com
plex of issues. The many years he was 
chosen to represent his district in the 
Alabama Legislature demonstrates the 
great public trust with which he has 
been endowed by those he has served. 
He possesses a fine character and 
great judgment. 

I am certain that Henry Steagall will 
distinguish himself as a justice and 
will receive the same great recognition 
and praises while serving on the bench 
as he has received for his previous ef
forts whether in private law practice, 
while representing the people of Ala
bama, or while serving the executive 
branch. I am pleased that Alabama's 
judiciary is in such worthy hands. I 
wish Justice Steagall all happiness and 
every success as an Alabama supreme 
court justice. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article from the Mont
gomery Advertiser be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

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

Gov. George C. Wallace has made thou
sands of appointments to positions of public 
trust during his four terms as governor of 
this state; when you have to select that 
many people, some will be good, and natu
rally, some will be bad. 

However, there have been enough ques
tionable appointments of people close to the 
governor to earn Wallace a reputation for 
cronyism. Last week, Wallace again named a 
close friend and confidante to high public 
office. This time, Wallace picked the right 
man, even if he is a close friend. 

In naming State Finance Director Henry 
Steagall for a position on the state Supreme 
Court, Wallace opened himself up to there
curring cronyism charge. After all, Steagall 
has been a political ally of the governor for 
years. He served as Wallace's executive sec
retary from 1975 to 1979, and has served as 
state finance director since 1983. 

But Steagall is a man whose qualifications 
go far beyond being a friend of the gover
nor. He has more than 30 years of legal ex
perience in his own practice in Ozark. He 
was for 16 years a member of the Alabama 
House. He is president pro tem of the 
Auburn University board of trustees. 

But it has been as finance director that 
Steagall has provided his greatest service to 
the state. Under his direction, the state refi
nanced millions in outstanding bonded in
debtedness, thereby saving millions in inter
est payments. More important, Steagall en
sured that the state avoided the arbitrage 
pitfalls that snared the Fob James adminis
tration when it attempted a similar maneu
ver. 

Steagall also played a major role in devel
oping the Alabama Trust Fund concept to 
constitutionally protect oil and gas lease 
revenues from being frittered away by polit
ical pressures. That trust should go down as 
one of the major accomplishments of the 
Wallace years. 

As finance director, Steagall has preached 
fiscal restraint, and he's still preaching it. 
Let's hope the Alabama Legislature will 
listen this year instead of handing out the 
taxpayers' money in an effort to buy votes 
in the upcoming primary. 

Over the past few years, we've asked a 
dozen or more politicians and politician
watchers for the names of those they 
thought made up the best of the Wallace 
crowd. Even when there was only a handful 
of names forthcoming, Henry Steagall made 
the lists. 

This time, there shouldn't be any accusa
tions of cronyism. This time, Wallace picked 
a man who should make an excellent Su
preme Court justice. 

A DISSENTING VIEW ON THE 
LIBYA REPRISAL 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, as elected 
representatives we have a duty to re
flect on what is right as well as on 
what is popular. By all accounts, the 
recent bombing of Libya is extremely 
popular; but some question whether it 
was right as a response to terrorism. 

The Reverend F. Forrester Church, 
the son of my dear friend and our 
former colleague Frank Church, re
cently preached a very moving sermon 
in New York, asserting that by adopt
ing a policy of an eye for an eye or a 
baby for a baby we have lost the moral 
high ground and our "solution" has 

added to the problem. In fighting the 
devil, he said, we have chosen the 
devil's own instruments. 

Reverend Church, often invoking 
the words of his father, has made a 
valuable contribution to the debate on 
means and ends in the struggle against 
terrorism. I commend his sermon to 
my colleagues, and I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

TERRORISM 

<A Sermon Preached on April 20, 1986, at 
All Souls Unitarian Church, by the Rever
end Dr. F. Forrester Church> 
In some ways this is going to be a very dif

ficult sermon for me to deliver. For one 
thing, I feel so strongly about what I am 
going to say, that I am sure to lose my bal
ance here or there. Passion is not a bad 
thing, but rarely does it contribute to objec
tivity. Also, I feel most comfortable with my 
own views, when I can pose to myself and 
for others an almost but not quite convinc
ing argument against them. As I have said 
to you before, much of the time I end up 
fashioning 100% decisions on 60% convic
tions. Though this is uncomfortable at 
times, it does have its advantages. One ad
vantage is that almost never am I tempted 
to despise those who think differently than 
I do. After all, I myself could very well be 
one of them. 

But today, I am absolutely sure that I am 
right. And that worries me. It worries me 
for two reasons. One is that I am not accus
tomed to feeling this way. And the other is 
that judging from the public opinion polls, 
almost no one in this country agrees with 
me. 

Think about it. Never in the recent histo
ry of our country has there been so strong a 
consensus as there apparently is today 
around the President's decision to bomb 
Libya in reprisal for the Libyan directed 
bombing of a West German Nightclub, in 
which one American G.I. was killed. Accord
ing to the New York Times, 77% of Ameri
cans favor this decision while just 14% 
oppose it, even though a majority of those 
questioned also believe that this action will 
increase terrorist activity, not diminish it. 
At the same time, the President's favorable 
rating on his conducting of our foreign 
policy has soared this week to an unprece
dented 76%. As of yesterday, not one Demo
cratic U.S. Senator had raised his voice in 
opposition to the bombing. The only ques
tions that have been raised were by Sena
tors Hatfield, Weicker, and Mathias, all 
members of the President's own party. In 
the House of Representatives, according to 
Ann Lewis, and the executive director of 
Americans for Democratic Action-who 
spoke at an American Friends Service Com
mittee seminar on negotiation this Friday 
which I was moderating-only a handful of 
Congressmen have dared, or seen fit, to 
raise their voices in opposition: Edwards and 
Dellums of California; Conyers of Michigan; 
and Schroeder of Colorado. 

All week, in fact, I waited for someone to 
say what I felt so very deeply, and with the 
exception of Alexander Cockburn in the 
Wall Street Journal and Tom Wicker in the 
New York Times, almost no one did. On the 
CNN Crossfire program where Tom Braden 
and Robert Novak debate guests who take 
opposite positions on issues, not a single 

member of Congress apparently could be 
found who would speak out against the 
bombing, and so the opposition view was of
fered by a British member of Parliament 
who just happened to be in Washington. 

And yet, throughout the week my convic
tion grew that this action was terribly, terri
bly wrong. This morning I want to tell you 
why. 

Let me begin with something I said last 
week in my sermon on "Paranoia and 
Power." 

Jesus taught us that we must not answer 
evil with evil. And history teaches that we 
must choose our enemies carefully because 
we will become like them. Not only that, but 
when we do, unconscious of the good in our 
enemies and terrified by their evil, we even
tually will become like them at their least 
attractive. Accordingly, when we react to 
terrorism with bombs of our own, killing in
nocent civilians and even children, we too 
become terrorists. 

This past week, we have added a tragic 
new chapter to the primitive ethics of an 
eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth. It 
could be subtitled "a baby for a baby." One 
infant is blown out of the side of an air
plane, another blown out of her crib by our 
bombs. 

Former President Jimmy Carter said in an 
interview on Thursday, that if his daughter, 
Amy, had been killed in this manner, he 
would devote his life to exacting revenge 
upon whoever had done it. This is not a part 
of his Christian theology, but it is certainly 
understandable from a human point of view. 
On the other hand, such revenge is a part of 
the teachings of Islam. Friday, in the streets 
of Tripoli, angry citizens and religious lead
ers were calling for a Holy War to be de
clared against the United States all around 
the world. Our government claims that we 
have taken a major step to end terrorism by 
showing that no terrorist act will go unan
swered. This betrays a complete lack of un
derstanding both of the nature of terrorism 
itself, and of the Islamic faith. What we 
forget is this. If, as they are often taught, 
instant bliss is the reward for death in a 
holy cause, religious zealots-whether ter
rorist, holy innocent, or both-are delighted 
to don the martyr's crown. And even if they 
don't win a free ride to Heaven, here on 
earth their self-proclaimed holy cause will 
surely be advanced. Tertullian, an early 
church father, said of Christian martyrs 
that "the blood of the martyrs is the seed of 
the church." By creating new martyrs in the 
nation of Islam, we too seed the dark clouds 
of terrorism all around the globe. 

This, then, is my first major concern. But 
acting according to fear, frustration, and 
anger, we have not reduced but rather 
added to the level of violence in the world. 
Not only that, but we have become a full 
partner in that violence. We have also 
added to the level of terror in the hearts of 
our European allies. 

This is not to say that the President's 
action and the American people's response, 
is not powered by deep moral outrage. Of 
course it is. We are a morally motivated 
people. We speake public language that is 
filled with religious and moral metaphor. 
We paint our enemies as demonic, and often 
their actions justify such a title. We also 
speak of evil empires, and thus create a 
mythos for Armageddon that pits the 
powers of good against the powers of evil. 

Certainly, there is no question in any of 
our minds that terrorism is demonic. The 
question is, how do you fight the devil? We 
have chosen to fight him with his own in-
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struments. And we have chosen as our pre
text self-defense. Sometimes, we have no 
choice, as in World War II in our struggle 
against ffitler. Then, we answered our allies' 
call to protect them against German Imperi
alism and the evils of fascism. 

Today, however, our allies, whether right
ly or wrongly, are as wary of us as they are 
of our common enemy. Somehow, we have 
lost the moral initiative. Because the 
enemy, in this case Colonel Khadafi, is so 
pernicious, we have a hard time perceiving 
that anything we might do to punish him 
could be anything but right, regardless of 
the consequences. But here, the conse
quences as well as the means of accomplish
ing them are patently counter-productive. 
All we have done is further isolate our
selves. In the eyes of our allies, we again 
have become part of the problem, rather 
than part of the solution. 

I don't know what the answer to terrorism 
is. And it is frustrating not to have a quick
fix, a solution that will surely work. Because 
of this frustration, to counter our sense of 
helplessness we are tempted to try any
thing. I understand that. But when our so
lution adds to the problem, we surely, even 
from a pragmatic point of view, without any 
consideration of the moral issues involved, 
we surely should forbear. One thing we 
learned in Vietnam was that we could not 
successfully wage a conventional war 
against guerrillas in the jungle. Soon we 
shall learn that we cannot wage a conven
tional war against tiny bands of violent zeal
ots either. There is one thing we could do, 
however, if we had the strength and pa
tience and confidence to do so. We could 
hold to the moral high ground. We could re
member what we were taught as little chil
dren, that two wrongs do not make a right, 
and that good ends do not justify evil 
means. We could model a different code 
than that modeled by those we despise. 

Would it work? I think, in some ways, that 
it has worked in the case of Yassai Arafat. 
Through his actions, he has finally convict
ed himself in the court of world opinion. He 
and the PLO are no longer celebrated in the 
Arab world, but rather seen as liabilities. 

Also, in the case of Khadafi, save for the 
pretext that we now have given him to 
muster the support of his Arab neighbors, 
over the years he too has become an embar
rassment to them. Lacking a common 
enemy, which we have provided him with a 
vengeance, it is likely that the weakness of 
his country's economy and the growing op
position to his flamboyant and idiosyncratic 
leadership within Libya itself, would bring 
him down. 

And who knows, this still may happen. 
But, even if it does, I deeply believe that our 
bombing of Libya was wrong. Whether or 
not the perception is a fair one, in fighting 
terrorism in Rambo or Lone Ranger fash
ion, in moving outside the courts of law and 
the courts of world opinion, we have con
fused the moral issue, the question of good 
and evil. This does three things. It compro
mises us. It alienates our friends. And it· has 
an incendiary effect upon the very zealots 
we are trying to subdue. 

This past week has been more riddled 
with terrorist incidents and terrifying close 
calls than any in memory. And who is being 
blamed? Not the perpetrators themselves. 
No, we are being blamed. The demonstra
tions in the streets of England and France 
and Germany are not against Colonel Kha
dafi. They are against us. 

I have been thinking a great deal this 
week about my father, Frank Church, who 

served in the U.S. Senate for 24 years. I miss 
him intensely right now. I miss his voice. So 
let me close, not with my own words, but 
with his. 

In 1975 the Senate Intelligence Commit
tee, which he chaired, uncovered evidence 
of five unsuccessful CIA-sponsored assassi
nation plots against foreign leaders. In issu
ing his report my father wrote, "The United 
States must not adopt the tactics of the 
enemy. Means are as important as ends. 
Crisis makes it tempting to ignore the wise 
restraint that makes us free; but each time 
we do so, each time the means we use are 
wrong, our inner strength, the strength 
which makes us free, is lessened." 

Elsewhere he said, speaking of the found
ers of our country, "They acted on their 
faith, not their fear. They did not believe in 
fighting fire with fire; crime with crime; evil 
with evil; or delinquency by becoming delin
quents." Amen. 

THE LEADERSHIP 
TARY OF THE 
LEHMAN 

OF SECRE
NAVY JOHN 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on 
April 14, I had the pleasure of accom
panying Secretary of the Navy John 
Lehman on a visit to the Charleston 
Naval Shipyard. The visit provided a 
clear example to me of the outstand
ing job that Secretary Lehman has 
done in his position and the invaluable 
contribution he has made both to the 
morale of our naval personnel and to 
the modernization of our naval forces. 

He made his presence felt in every 
comer of the shipyard and with the 
fleet homeported in Charleston. He 
shook hands or spoke with virtually 
every civilian employee. He met the 
officers and the white hats head-on, 
shaking their hands and answering lit
erally dozens of their questions. We 
were escorted through a frigate, de
stroyer, and two submarines. Wherev
er we went, his straightforward atti
tude and understanding of all issues 
most definitely lifted the spirits of the 
men and women in uniform. The Sec
retary closed out the day at the 
Charleston Naval Hospital where once 
more he indicated a deep awareness 
and concern for the problems of the 
military retiree. 

Notwithstanding his outstanding re
lationship with naval personnel, there 
is another major accomplishment of 
the Secretary that I believe deserves 
much praise-and for which he will 
long be remembered. We always seems 
to be hearing about waste, fraud, and 
abuse in the DOD. The Navy, under 
the Secretary's guidance, goes against 
that tide and is a leader on saving 
funds. He has directed many initia
tives resulting in huge savings for the 
DOD. I saw one firsthand that day in 
Charleston when the Secretary an
nounced that the Charleston Yard 
had won a competition to overhaul 
two SSBN's at a savings of millions of 
dollars. This is but one example of the 
savings trend established by the Secre
tary. There are many more. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table summarizing $5.6 bil
lion in savings over the past 3 years in 
Navy shipbuilding and aircraft pro
grams be included in the RECORD. 

I would point out to my colleagues 
that these savings represent only a 
portion of the savings achieved by the 
management initiatives of the Secre
tary. There are numerous others re
sulting in substantial savings, and I 
ask unanimous consent that these be 
listed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, the April19 edition of 
the London Economist recognized the 
vital importance to our national secu
rity and to the free world of the Navy 
and the significant improvements in 
the force structure and personnel that 
have been achieved under Secretary 
Lehman's tenure. I ask unanimous 
consent that a copy of the article be 
included in the RECORD. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, the 
Navy is fit and ready to fight. I sense a 
great deal of pride in the service. The 
leadership of Secretary Lehman has 
brought this about, and I commend 
him for his many accomplishments. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY-PROCUREMENT 
INITIATIVES AND SAVINGS 

SHIPS 

Nuclear Powered Aircraft Carriers: Origi
nal estimates for split buys of two: $8024 M; 
Multiple ship <2> contract awarded FY83. 
Cost: $7270 M-Savings: $754 M-Additional 
management initiatives and reduced infla
tion resulted in further cost savings of $754 
M; Final estimated end cost for 2 CVN's: 
$6516 M-Total savings: $1508 M. 

Aegis Cruisers: First year of competition 
<Dec '83) resulted in 2 ships awarded to 
Litton/1 to Bath-Savings <over previous 
year's sole source award of 3 to Litton>: $100 
M; Second year of competition <Nov '84) re
sulted in 2 ships awarded to Bath/1 to 
Litton-Savings <over FY84 award>: $97.7 M; 
Total savings <to date>: $197.7 M. 

DDG-51: Lead ship cost: $1100 M; Follow
on ships <6-10>: approx. $800 M; Navy con
trolled contract design for use in a competi
tive selection of lead shipbuilder; Greater 
emphasis on cost considerations; Shipbuild
ers involved in reviewing evolving design; 
Bath awarded contract for lead ship in 
FY85-Delivery FY89; commissioning early 
FY90; Third shipbuilder to be brought in 
for bidding on follow-on contracts. 

Summary: In three years 1983-85 the De
partment of the Navy has saved U.S. tax
payers almost $4.4 B in shipbuilding pro
curement money. 

AIRCRAFT 
F/A 18; Fly-away costs dropped from 

FY82 $22.5 M to FY85 $18.7 M <current dol
lars>; In FY82 constant dollars, price 
dropped from $22.5 M to $15.2 M, a decrease 
of 32%; Similar trends found in prices of vir
tually all Navy aircraft programs: 

[Chart not reproduced for RECORD.] 
This represents a break in 30 years of un

interrupted cost escalation in naval aircraft 
procurement: All naval aircraft procure
ment programs are on firm-fixed price con
tract basis; Precludes possibility of produc-
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tion cost overruns; Competitive pressures 
maintained by keeping four separate fighter 
and attack aircraft in production. 

Summary: In the three years 1983-85, the 
Department of the Navy has saved U.S. tax
payers over $1.2 B in aircraft procurement 
money. 

MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE RESULTS 

The disputes, litigation, claims, cost over
runs, and schedule delays that characterized 
naval shipbuilding in the 1970s have been 
eliminated. Over the last four years <CY 
1982-85), 78 ships have been delivered to the 
Navy of which 30 were ahead of schedule, 33 
on schedule, and only 15 behind schedule. 
The net of all four years is 46 months ahead 
of schedule for all ships. After years of bit
terness and massive cost overruns and 
claims in our submarine programs, all sub
marines have been delivered on or under 
budget. For the fifth straight year there has 
not been a single new construction contract 
shipbuilding claim outstanding against the 
Navy. 

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

In addition to saving over $1.5 billion by 
our CVN 72/73 acquisition strategy, we will 
also deliver these ships earlier than would 
have been achieved by the traditional split 
annual procurement approach. We estimate 
that CVN 72 and CVN 73 will each deliver 
22 months earlier than would have been 
achieved by the traditional approach. Also, 
we expect Theodore Roosevelt < CVN 71 > to 
deliver by September 1986, at least 17 
months earlier than the original schedule, 
through incentives we have established in 
the CVN 71 construction contract. Thus, a 
total of 61 additional nuclear aircraft carri
er ship months will be achieved through our 
acquisition strategy. 

BATTLESHIPS 

New Jersey was recommissioned in Decem
ber 1982 ahead of schedule and under 
budget. Iowa was delivered well ahead of 
schedule and under budget in April 1984 
and is now deployed in the Caribbean. Mis
souri was in large part funded from contract 
savings and is currently ahead of its reacti
vation schedule in the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. Requests for proposals are out for 
Wisconsin, fully funded by Congress in FY 
86. Award of a contract is anticipated in Oc
tober 1986, with ship delivery in Janaury 
1989. 

BUILD/CONVERT AND CHARTER PROGRAMS 

Thirteen Maritime Prepositioning Ships 
<MPS> and five T-5 tankers have been con
tracted for and are under conversion and 
construction. Eleven MPS have delivered; 
the final two deliver this year. Three of the 
T-5s have been delivered; the final two de
liver this year. These ships provide a dra
matic new capability to preposition the 
equipment and supplies to support three 
Marine Amphibious Brigades in areas of po
tential crisis around the world. The first six 
of the MPS ships were completed two 
months ahead of original schedule and 
under budget. 

CONTRACT MANNING 

In the major Reagan Administration 
effort to reinvigorate the maritime industry 
and the merchant mariner profession, a 
total of 16 more ships, including cable ships, 
missile range ships, and fleet tugs, will be 
offered for contract manning in FY 86 and 
FY 87. This will raise to 40 the total of 
naval ships offered for contract manning 
added by this Administration. This has re
sulted in a cost reduction of nearly 40 pre
cent. 

SMALL BUSINESS 

The Navy Department <from FY 82 to FY 
85) increased by 55 percent in dollar value 
its awards to small businesses, including 
women-owned and minority-owned con
cerns. These contracts to small business to
taled $7.046 billion in FY 1985, reflecting a 
new commitment to bring the benefits of 
competition and the small business industri
al base to Navy procurement. 

NAVY ACQUISITION REPORTING SYSTEM 

This new system has been a dramatic suc
cess. It involves a new, simple, and straight
forward acquisition reporting system for the 
top 60 programs. It requires quarterly re
ports on any changes of estimated cost for 
R&D or production or changes in schedule 
for each of those 60 programs and provides 
early warning of performance difficulties. 
While this system is primarily meant for 
senior Navy management, its effectiveness 
makes it a prime candidate for eventual re
placement of the current Selective Acquisi
tion Reporting System. 

ASSIGNMENT POLICY FOR PROGRAM MANAGERS 
AND INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES COMllrlANDS 

The minimum tour length for officers 
serving in these important acquisition bil
lets has been lengthened to four years. Ar
rival and departure from these assignments 
now is planned to coincide with major De
partment of the Navy Systems Acquisition 
Review Council <DNSARC> milestones and/ 
or program starts or completions. Provision 
of guidance to promotion boards has been 
modified to increase emphasis on the per
formance of officers in acquisition manage
ment billets. 

BOSS 

The Department of the Navy instituted in 
1983 a spare parts procurement program 
called Buy Our Spares Smart <BOSS>. It is 
particularly frustrating to us to find that 
the abuses and overcharging uncovered by 
the Navy itself over the past three years
items for which we recovered moneys-are 
being used by headline-hunting critics seek
ing to discredit the very effort itself. Work
ing with suppliers and parts contractors, we 
have made great progress in finding abuses, 
receiving refunds, challenging sole-source 
relationships, locating alternative sources, 
and reducing barriers to competition for 
spare parts by identifying and eliminating 
proprietary-data requirements. There are 
more than 2.3 million inventory items in the 
Navy's spare parts supply system <over 65 
percent are controlled by the Defense Logis
tics Agency). We are methodically re-exam
ining the more than 600,000 under Navy 
control-over 100,000 of them during this 
past year. 

Return on investment in BOSS is consid
erable. During 1984-1985, the Navy invested 
$101 million in BOSS resources and 
achieved cost avoidance exceeding $520 mil
lion. 

In 1983, 13.5 percent of our spare parts 
were procured competitively. In 1985 the 
figure was 33.8 percent. We are competing 
more buys to achieve more reasonable pric
ing. Where competing the buy is inefficient, 
we are exercising proper management tech
niques to control prices. A 1983 audit 
showed 35 percent of our non-competitively 
procured spares to be overpriced. By 1985 
that had been reduced to 18 percent, and 
the trend continues downward. 

DEPOT LEVEL REPAIRABLE <DLR) COMPONENTS 

In a major innovation in the management 
of maintenance funding, we have instituted 
a decentralization of the management of 

DLR components to the ship and the air 
station level. From 1981 to 1984 we tested fi
nancing the procurement and repair of non
aviation DLRs through the Navy Stock 
Fund. This improved material availability 
by 38 percent, reduced casualty response 
time by 26 percent, and increased the car
cass return rate by 36 percent. We then 
began testing financing procurement and 
repair of aviation DLRs through the Stock 
Fund in April 1985. These initiatives estab
lish a buyer /seller relationship between the 
Stock Fund and its customers who in tum 
are being held accountable for their expend
itures. This should bring a much more 
frugal approach to ordering, based on truly 
needy, and an incentive to repair at the 
lowest authorized level and not waste re
pairable assets which can be turned in for 
credit. 

Our management and acquisition reforms 
are not intended to impact the system for a 
few brief years only and then be buried 
under the weight of bureaucratic inertia 
and free-spending reaction. They are clearly 
being institutionalized into the very fabric 
of Navy life. In November 1985 I signed out 
an acquisition policy instruction codifying 
our acquisition reforms and ensuring their 
institutionalization at all levels of the De
partment of the Navy. 

THE UNITED STATES NAVY-ON THE CREsT OF 
THE WAVE 

From a peak of more than 1,000 ships 
during the Vietnam war, the American navy 
plummeted to a low of around 480 in 1980. 
Many of them were relics of the second 
world war. Necessary maintenance had been 
put off and stocks of spares and ammuni
tion run down. Morale was at rock bottom. 
There were instances of ships being unable 
to get underway when ordered because of 
their poor condition and of unrest among 
their crews so severe that in another age it 
would have been called mutiny. 

When the Reagan administration came to 
office in 1981 committed to "make America 
strong again", the navy, and Mr. Lehman in 
particular, had a prescription ready: a 600-
ship fleet. In an America that was beginning 
to feel its muscles once more, it was an idea 
whose time had come. It sailed through 
Congress virtually unchallenged. But the 
way the new secretary has operated has 
probably influenced today's navy as much 
as the prospect of the 600 ships itself. 

In law a service secretary has no authority 
over strategic planning, but Mr. Lehman 
took control early on. The strategy of send
ing several aircraft-carrier battle groups to 
fight the Russians off northern Norway, for 
example, is much more his creation than 
that of the joint chiefs of staff. If, as some 
admirals claim, this idea of fighting so far 
forward is more a strategy for winning 
money than for winning a war, it has never
theless been a successful one. And rare is 
the admiral who will take direct issue with a 
policy that produces ships and equipment, 
whatever he may think privately. Whether 
the present military leaders would be guided 
by the new strategy in wartime is not by 
any means certain. What is certain is that 
an entire generation of junior and middle
grade naval officers now believes that the 
first wartime job of the navy would be to 
sail north and fight the Russians close to 
their bases. 

Mr. Lehman's success in getting money 
for the navy helped mightily in getting con
trol over its day-to-day affairs as well, but 
this alone would not have been enough. AI-
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though service secretaries oversee training, 
policy and procurement matters, the oper
ational units report directly either to their 
service chief or to a unified military com
mander. In either case the chain of com
mand runs through the secretary of defense 
to the president, bypassing the service secre
tary. However, secretaries can control the 
future careers of senior officers, and Mr. 
Lehman wasted no time in getting to know 
his admirals. Within months of taking office 
he began to move his own men into key jobs 
<and move the waverers out>. 

But he is in no sense an autocrat. A man 
of fierce loyalty himself, he expects-and 
usually wins-the same loyalty from his sub
ordinates. He is an assiduous visitor to ships 
and seldom fails to talk informally to sailors 
of all ranks, explaining his policies to them, 
listening to their gripes and convincing 
them that he really cares. He is a qualified 
helicopter pilot, as well as a navigator-bom
bardier in the A-6 attack-bomber, and he 
takes great pride in flying with the fleet in 
his reserve grade of commander. His youth
ful vigour, reminiscent of the young Win
ston Churchill at the Admiralty before the 
first world war, is enormously appealing to 
sailors accustomed to thinking of service 
secretaries as aging political hacks. One sea
going captain summed up the Lehman 
impact: "It used to be that everyone knew 
who the CNO [the Navy's top admiral] was, 
but hardly anyone knew who the secretary 
was. Now it is completely reversed. You 
never hear of the CNO, but every man down 
to the lowest seaman knows that John 
Lehman runs the navy today." 

OFF TO THE NORTH 
The centerpiece of John Lehman's navy, 

and its most controversial feature, is the 
planned force of 15 king-sized aircraft carri
ers, three more than there were before. But 
despite Mr. Reagan's commitment to the 15-
carrier navy, it will be a long time in 
coming. The problem is that many of the 
ships are getting old. Midway and Coral Sea 
were laid down during the second world war, 
four others during the 1950s. A 28-month 
renovation programme, started in 1980, was 
cooked up to extend their working lives for 
10-15 years. As one ship would always be out 
of service being renovated, these refurbish
ments effectively reduced the number of 
carriers by one, to 12 (plus the old Lexing
ton, which has no maintenance facilities 
and is used only to train pilots>. The thir
teenth arrived in 1982. Mr. Lehman's contri
bution was to add two more, which will 
bring the total, on present plans, to 15 in 
1990, which is ironically, the year after the 
Reagan administration leaves office. 

The aircraft carriers are magnificent 
fighting machines. A modem one is around 
1,000 feet long, displaces about 90,000 tons, 
is manned by about 6,000 men and carries 
around 90 aircraft. 

But critics of the carriers abound. The op
position is based on two ideas: that the air
craft carriers are sopping up too much 
money that should be spent on other equip
ment, such as tanks and guns and ammuni
tion for the central front in Europe; and 
that the navy has no coherent strategy for 
using its 15 carriers. The first proposition is 
arguable, but the second was never really 
true. What was true was that the navy had 
not bothered to articulate its ideas clearly. 
Stung by the accusation that it had no 
strategy, last summer the navy swung into 
action and began talking about its forward
defense scheme to anybody who would 
listen. 

According to this doctrine-the formula
tion varies considerably, depending on to 
whom one is talking-at the outset of a con
ventional war with the Warsaw-pact coun
tries, three <or four> aircraft-carrier battle 
groups would head for the seas off Norway 
and carry the war to the Russians. Their im
mediate objectives would be: to reinforce 
northern Norway so as to keep its airfields 
from falling into Russian hands, and to 
fight off the Russian air force so that 
NATO aircraft <both carrier-based and land
based> could have a free run hunting and at
tacking Russian submarines, which would 
be on their way south to destroy shipping in 
the Atlantic. Some supporters of this strate
gy also claim it is designed to lure large 
numbers of Russian land-based aircraft into 
the battle-where they could be shot down. 

Perhaps the most formidable critic of this 
concept of naval warfare is Mr. Stansfield 
Turner, a retired admiral who was the direc
tor of the CIA in the Carter administration 
and who once commanded aircraft-carrier 
task forces himself. According to him, it is 
not necessary to send the carriers north for 
them to do their job of protecting the At
lantic sea lanes. The Russians must run 
through a long narrow sea passage on their 
way south from Murmansk, and only in the 
extreme north are they covered by their 
own land-based aircraft. For the Americans 
to fight there would be to sacrifice a signifi
cant geographical advantage and risk get
ting the carriers chewed up. So it would be 
better, in his view, to fight further south, 
away from Russian aircraft and against 
forces that will already have had to run the 
gauntlet of NATO submarines which will in 
any case-whatever the carriers do-be cov
ering virtually every square mile of the 
northern seas. And without denying that a 
big air fight over northern Norway would 
keep the Russians from sending aircraft 
south to the land battle in Germany, Admi
ral Turner maintains that land-based aero
planes from Britain and southern Norway 
could be at least as effective as those of the 
carriers. 

Whether the forward strategy would work 
<or even be attempted), the idea of fighting 
in the Norwegian Sea has become firmly 
identified as the main justification for 15 
large aircraft carriers. However, no more 
than four of them would be used there. 
What of the others? Five at most would be 
undergoing repairs, leaving between six and 
eight available for deployment elsewhere. 
The navy's strategy for these carriers boils 
down to keeping one group of three or four 
close to Japan and another in the eastern 
Mediterranean. These two groups would 
contribute to the land battle, according to 
the theory, in ways similar to the northern 
group: by tying down enemy land forces, in
flicting losses and buoying up the morale of 
America's beleagured allies. 

That sounds fine. But the actual military 
utility of such operations is at least as ques
tionable as those prescribed for the Atlantic 
forces. For example, in the Mediterranean 
the need to bottle up the Russian fleet with 
air power does not apply: any ships caught 
in the Black Sea could be kept there merely 
by corking up the Dardanelles with mines or 
a nuclear submarine. 

The fact is that none of these scenarios is 
ever likely to be played out, because war be
tween the United States and Russia is not 
likely <though, of course, the carrier forces 
have an obvious deterrent purpose>. What is 
more likely is an assortment of conflicts in 
and around the third world, and nobody 
doubts that a powerful navy can give good 
service if and when they occurred. 

Mr. Lehman would say that the large air
craft carrier is ideal for them as well; and 15 
must be maintained anyway as long as the 
Russians have such a huge, threatening 
navy, whatever the strategy for fighting 
them may be. Admiral Turner and those 
who think as he does would argue that, 
while a few large aircraft carriers might be 
useful, 15 over-egg the pudding; a larger 
number of smaller, cheaper ones, operating 
short-take-off-vertical-landing <STOVL> air
craft such as the British Harrier, would be a 
much better buy, especially for crises out
side European waters. 

But it is not to be. Mr. Lehman has got his 
money and he has ordered his ships. The 15-
carrier, 600-ship navy is virtually assured, 
whatever may happen to American defense 
budgets in the next few years. And what
ever it may turn out to cost in the long run, 
by 1986 the prospect of such a navy had put 
a spring into the steps of its officers and 
men that had been absent for a long time. 

THEY ALso SERVE WHo MERELY SHooT AND 

SCOOT 
The cost of building the latest carriers will 

be about $3.4 billion each in 1984 dollars. To 
this must be added the cost of the aircraft 
and the support ships that are needed to 
bring them fuel, food and ammunition (al
though seven of the carriers are to be nucle
ar-powered, their aircraft gulp a lot of fuel>. 
Throw in the cost of the crews and some
thing well over $5 billion each is involved. 
The unknown is the number of cruisers, de
stroyers and frigates that would be needed 
to escort the carriers. What the numbers 
would be would ultimately turn on the 
threat they were facing. 

But such escorts are not mere appendages 
to the carriers, for they add to the power of 
the battle groups and they have many uses 
outside those groups. Not only can they 
convoy merchant ships and navy replenish
ment groups, but in their own right they 
can chase submarines, fight other surface 
ships and bombard targets ashore. 

The workhorse escorts are two classes of 
4,000-ton frigates, the Knoxes and the 
Perrys. The former are mainly anti-subma
rine ships; the latter carry the medium
range Standard anti-aircraft missile and are 
therefore designated FFG <shorthand for 
guided-missile frigate>. The hull number of 
the first one was 7, and so the class is 
known as fig-sevens. Both sorts of ships can 
carry and operate manned anti-submarine 
helicopters. 

There are about 100 of these frigates alto
gether. They are the lineal descendants of 
the destroyers of the second world war, 
whose role was either to operate with the 
fleet or to escort convoys. However, they 
weigh half as much again as the destroyers 
of even 15 years ago. 

The basic American destroyer today is the 
Spruance class. These ships are some 564 
feet long, weigh about 8,000 tons and are 
driven by four gas-turbine engines. They 
have two five-inch guns, an eight-tube 
ASROC launcher <an anti-submarine missile 
that carries a homing torpedo-or a nuclear 
depth charge-about 10,000 yards from the 
ship and dumps it into the water above the 
submarine>, eight sea-skimming anti-ship 
Harpoon missiles designed to attack surface 
ships up to about 70 miles away and one 
launcher for shortrange anti-aircraft mis
siles <the NATO Sea Sparrow>. Recently 
these ships have had Tomahawk cruise mis
siles installed, with which they can threaten 
ships several hundred miles away <provided 



May 1, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9229 
they have an accurate position for them> or 
land targets more than 1,000 miles away. 

This is not an insignificant armament, but 
it is not nearly as heavy as one would expect 
on an 8,000-ton ship. The Spruances are 
best suited for anti-submarine work. They 
have a good hull-mounted sonar; they can 
operate towed hydrophone arrays for de
tecting submarines; and all have large flight 
decks and hangars for anti-submarine heli
copters. But their medium-power air-search 
radar and short-range anti-aircraft missiles 
limit their usefulness against aircraft. 

The reason for the lack of equipment is 
money. During the early 1970s the navy was 
faced with the choice of buying a few heavi
ly armed Sproances or a greater number of 
less potent ones; it took the extra ships, 
hoping to put in more weapons later on. 
They have now got the Tomahawk missiles. 
But these large destroyers still lack punch 
and still have a lot of empty space. 

Belatedly some of this is being filled. The 
class is beginning to get the Vulcan-Phalanx 
close-in weapons system <CIWS>, based on 
an ultra-rapid-firing Gatling-type machine 
gun, designed to shoot down sea-skimming 
missiles such as the Exocet. Another refine
ment that owes something to Britain's Falk
lands experience is armour. American de
stroyers were for years called "tin cans" be
cause their plating was so thin it could keep 
out the sea but not much else. but in the 
Falklands fighting it was apparent that 
even a small amount of armour would help 
a great deal. So the Sproances are getting 
some armour, both o/4-inch aluminium plate 
and Kevlar <the plastic material out of 
which the American army now makes its 
"steel" helmets>. Dozens of tons of these 
materials are being literally glued on each 
ship, at a cost of around $500,000 per ship, 
to protect vital spaces such as communica
tion and computer compartments. And 
there are plans for yet more equipment and 
weapons, and for breaking the class into two 
distinct sub-classes, one specialising in air 
defence and one in hunting submarines. 

THE AYATOLLAH'S GIFT 

One group of Sproances does have the 
firepower and advanced electronics that one 
would expect to find on such a big new ship: 
the four that were built for the Shah of 
Iran in the mid-1970s. As usual, the Shah 
wanted nothing but the best; his destroyers 
were to have the guns and Harpoon missiles 
of the standard Spruances, but also a twin 
missile launcher both forward and aft that 
could fire either ASROC or the medium
range Standard anti-aircraft missile <with a 
system that can handle three air contacts at 
once-Sea Sparrow can manage only one), a 
CIWS on each side and the advanced SPS-
48 air-search radar. 

These powerful ships were still being built 
when the Shah was overthrown and the 
American hostages seized. Although Ameri
can-Iranian relations could not possibly 
have been worse, Iran stuck to the letter of 
its agreements, canceled the contract for
mally and paid the prescribed termination 
costs to the penny. The American navy com
pleted the ships and took them over. Al
though technically the Kidd class, these 
ships have become universally known as the 
"ayatollah" class, and that designation 
seems certain to stick. Whatever the name, 
many officers believe that with the excep
tion of the new AEGIS cruisers <see later> 
these four destroyers are the best anti-air
craft ships the United States has. 

FROM LONG BEACH TO TICONDEROGA 

The United States has 31 cruisers in active 
service; nine of them nuclear powered. They 

range in size from the 18,000-ton Long 
Beach to some 8,000-ton ones that are 30 
feet shorter than the Sproances and which 
were originally called destroyers when they 
were built in the 1960s. The reason the 
smaller ones now qualify as cruisers is that 
they carry the Standard missile, and most 
mount the SPS-48 air-search radar <or a 
close relative>. Thus, while they have about 
as much ability to attack submarines as the 
Spruances, they are much better equipped 
to deal with incoming air raids and missiles. 

The cream of the American cruiser fleet is 
the celebrated Ticonderoga class carrying 
the Aegis integrated air-defence system. 
There are now four of these ships in service, 
and 12 more are authorised; the navy would 
like 30, two for each aircraft-carrier battle 
group. Built on the Sproance hull and 
driven by the same gas-turbine power plant, 
the Ticonderogas are by far the best air-de
fence ships in the navy-and, almost cer
tainly, in any navy. 

The heart of Aegis is the SPY-1 radar, a 
phased-array device that scans its beams 
electronically from its four fixed, billboard
sized antennas built into the ship's super
structure. Equipped with the latest in elec
tronic gadgetry and computers to enable it 
to "see through" clutter and jamming and 
track dozens of targets simultaneously, this 
is the most advanced air-defence radar 
system afloat today. The armament of the 
Ticonderogas includes two five-inch guns, 
Harpoon, Standard missiles, two CIWs and 
an Asroc launcher. 

Listening to naval officers who have 
worked with Aegis swear that it is little 
short of miraculous, it is hard to believe 
that in its early days the Ticonderoga was 
the most controversial warship in recent 
history. It was widely criticised for costing 
too much <about $1 billion per ship) and 
performing badly. At one time it was even 
suggested that these ships would capsize in 
heavy seas because of their great topside 
weight. Operational experience has laid 
that fear to rest, and the Aegis system has 
proved its worth in both exercises and oper
ations off Lebanon. 

The nayy has another new and controver
sial Aegis ship on the stocks, the Arleigh 
Burke <DDG-51> class destroyer, designed to 
replace some early guided-missile destroyers 
built in the 1960s. The first DDG-51 was 
laid down last year, and the nayy hopes to 
get 28 more. These ships will be smaller 
than the Ticonderogas, but will have essen
tially the same air-defense equipment, and
this is where controversy bubbles-essential
ly the same price tag. 

THE BIG STICK IS BACK 

The arrival of the new destroyers and 
cruisers is part of the reason for the re
newed pride that pervades all levels of the 
American navy in 1986, but the rejuvenation 
of older ships is part of it as well. Although 
the battleships have been displaced by air
craft carriers as the centerpiece of the navy, 
their huge guns, polished brass and holy
stoned decks have a swagger that flat
topped ships with decks askew can never 
have. The decision of the Reagan adminis
tration to bring the four most modem bat
tleships back into service-there had been 
none in commission since 1969-was wel
comed by the uniformed navy, if not by all 
the Washington defence observers and ana
lysts whom Mr. Lehman delights in dispar
aging as "trendy armchair strategists". 

Battleships sailors have always considered 
themselves to be the chosen of the fleet
and they are. Once the word was out that 
the "battle-wagons" were to come back, lit-

erally thousands of retired naVY men asked 
to return to active duty to serve in them-a 
few were accepted-and there were several 
times as many regular volunteers as there 
were places to fill. The pugnacious pride of 
the battleships' crews both in themselves 
and in their ships is unsurpassed anywhere 
in the fleet. <One of the biggest-selling 
items in the ship's store on board USS Iowa, 
which takes its nickname from Theodore 
Roosevelt's famous saying, is a small base
ball bat, inscribed "The Big Stick is Back".) 

But the fast battleships are being brought 
out of mothballs <New Jersey and Iowa are 
already in commission; Missouri and Wis
consin are still to come> not to improve 
morale, but for their power. They have nine 
16-inch guns each; these monstrous cannons 
can throw a 2, 700-pound shell about 20 
miles. And guns can do some things much 
better than either missiles or aircraft 
bombs-particularly, of course, in coastal 
bombardment. The navy does not have 
enough gun-power. Not only did the number 
of barrels in the fleet fall sharply with the 
coming of missiles, but the heavy ones dis
appeared completely. Except for the battle
ships' 16-inchers, no barrel in the fleet is 
larger than five inches in diameter. The ma
rines have lobbied the navy for years to 
deploy more ships with big guns on them. 

The battleships' heavy armour makes 
them virtually impervious to most conven
tional weapons, and they make wonderful 
platforms for helicopters, small-gun systems 
and missiles. Both Tomahawk and Harpoon 
missiles have been installed on the New 
Jersey and Iowa, as well as four CIWs per 
ship. However, at a reactivation cost of 
about $400m each, these ships are not ex
actly cheap. But the navy seems determined 
to go ahead with the remaining two, and to 
keep them all in service for the foreseeable 
future. It is contemplating using them not 
only to operate with the amphibious forces, 
but as main units of surface-action battle 
groups. 

DOWN UNDER 

Walking around an American naval base 
today, one sees a surprising number of Dis
tinguished Service Medal <DSM> ribbons 
<America's third highest decoration, and the 
highest given for non-combat achievement> 
adorning the blue-clad chests of fairly 
junior officers. These chests usually carry 
the gold dolphins of qualified submariners 
as well, and the citations for the awards are 
almost invariably classified. Which means 
they were given for gallantry, excellence 
and success in one of the most demanding 
and exciting peacetime tasks: manoeuvering 
against an enemy submarine hundreds of 
feet below the surface. 

The nuclear submarine opened an entirely 
new era of naval operations. Unlike the old 
diesel boats, the "nukes" were true submer
sibles: they could operate submerged for 
weeks on end, and at high speeds if re
quired. They are divided into two categories: 
the attack boats and the ballistic-missile 
submarines, known as "boomers". 

The navy has 37 boomers. Seven are the 
giant (19,000 tons submerged> Ohio class, 
which has 24 missile tubes; the rest are 
8,500-ton boats with 16 missile tubes. All of 
the big ones and 12 of the smaller ones 
carry the eight-warhead Trident-1 missile; 
the other 18 carry the older and less accu
rate Poseidon missile which has a shorter 
range but 10-14 warheads, depending on the 
target assignment. 

Eleven older submarines have been taken 
out of missile service to keep the United 
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States from exceeding the limits established 
by the SALT agreements; eight of them 
have been put out of commission; the other 
three have been reassigned, one as an engi
neering school ship and two as commando 
carriers. The boomers operate independent
ly at all times, moving from one patrol sta
tion to another at slow speed to avoid detec
tion and believing, rightly, that they have 
accomplished their mission of deterrence if 
nothing happens. 

Most of the DSMs are won by men in 
attack submarines, whose job it is to make 
things happen. Their most important busi
ness in peacetime is to collect intelligence 
on the Russian navy, and particularly on its 
submarine force. The main technique is 
trailing. An American submarine waits off 
one of the submarine ports of Russia's Kola 
peninsula until its quarry-it may be either 
a missile submarine or an attack one
begins a patrol and then attempts to stay in 
contact by following its noise. The Russian 
submariner will go through his bag of "de
lousing tricks" <such as reversing course 
suddenly or speeding up unexpectedly and 
then stopping, in the hope that his tracker, 
if there is one, speeds up as well and gives 
his presence away by making enough noise 
to be detected>. The American submarine 
will try to hang on without being detected. 
Sometimes it works; sometimes not; once in 
a while a terrifying underwater collision 
occurs. 

Following a missile submarine throughout 
an entire patrol of several weeks-it has 
been done-is worth a medal in anybody's 
navy. The Russians try it as well, but seem 
to be less successful. Both the United States 
Navy and the Royal Navy claim that they 
have never had any of their missile subma
rines trailed. 

American submariners have the advantage 
that their equipment is much better than 
the Russians. The submarines are quieter 
and their sensors-the main sensor is a huge 
listening array built into the foward part of 
the boat-are more sensitive. The competi
tion between designers is at least as impor
tant as the cat-and-mouse game carried out 
by the sailors. 

But despite enormous investments in re
search, it will not be possible for the Ameri
cans always to stay ahead. All the obvious 
things to quieten a submarine down have al
ready been done. For example, all the equip
ment is shock mounted, all the pipes set in 
rubber holders and all machinery is special
ly designed to be silent. Further improve
ments cost increasingly more for increasing
ly tiny reductions in noise. The Russians, 
having initially been behind in the competi
tion, are beginning to catch up. The Ameri
can navy now reckons that the quietest of 
the Russian submarines are as quiet as the 
noisiest 30% of the American ones. 

The best of the attack submarines are the 
Los Angeles class, known as the "688s" after 
the hull number of that ship. Some 33 of 
these are in service and ten more are under 
construction; 52 altogether are authorized. 
Weighing some 7,000 tons submerged and 
driven by a single reactor, they can make 
around 35 knots running below the surface. 

One more class, the SSN-21, is planned; 
they should start to arrive around 1995. It is 
possible that there could be one more class 
after that with worthwhile improvements in 
both noise-suppression and sensors. But sub
marines significantly quieter than the sur
rounding oceans in which they swim are al
ready a practical possibility, and even the 
SSN-21 is likely to have some form of sound 
"camouflage" to make the submarine sound 
like specific sea noises. 

The navy's goal is 100 attack submarines. 
<All of them would be nuclear powered; the 
American navy has only four diesel subma
rines left and hopes never to build another 
one, although it is periodically pressed by 
Congress to do so.> This represents an in
crease of about ten over those planned by 
President Carter's administration; Mr Leba
man wanted the extra ones so he could 
assign some to the surface battle groups. Of 
the 97 attack submarines now in service, the 
navy will retire some old ones as the new 
688s are commissioned. 

In a run-up to a war, the Atlantic subma
rines would cover virtually the whole of the 
Russians' exit route from Kola to Iceland 
with patrol areas, the size of each area 
being determined largely by how far away it 
is reckoned that the American submarine 
could hear an approaching enemy one. 
Some 688s would probably try to penetrate 
into the White Sea and attack Russian mis
sile submarines, which could launch their 
missiles from there. In the Pacific the 
Americans would try to seal off the exits 
from Petropavlovak and Vladivostok by 
plugging up the breaks in the Kurile barrier 
and the exits from the Sea of Japan. Be
cause of the difference in magnitude of 
these tasks, 60% of the attack submarines 
are assigned to the Atlantic fleet and 40% to 
the Pacific. 

Mr. Lehman has made a significant 
change in the roles of the attack subma
rines by ordering them to carry cruise mis
siles. There was some resistance, the argu
ment being that the attack submarines 

· could not perform their principal mission of 
hunting and killing enemy submarines if 
they had to stay in a location from which 
the cruise missiles could hit their targets. 
This is not precisely so, for most of their 
normal patrol stations are breathtakingly 
close to the Soviet Union anyway. The real 
problem was torpedoes; the submariners did 
not want to cut down the number they car
ried by having to give house room to the 
missiles. In the end, a compromise emerged. 
Most of the 688s will have vertical launch
ing tubes for the cruise missiles built into 
their forward ballast tanks, where they will 
not displace any torpedoes. 

GETriNG TOGETHER 

The 600-ship size of John Lehman's navy 
is arrived at by adding submarines, convoy
escort ships, the lift for two marine assault 
forces and 100 attack submarines plus the 
ballistic missile ones to the forces for the 19 
battle groups needed to support the navy's 
strategy <chart 4 on previous page). Four of 
these battle groups would be built around 
the fast battleships and 15 around the air
craft carriers. 

A notional aircraft-carrier battle group 
consists of one carrier, two cruisers, four de
stroyers <or fig-sevens> and four frigates. A 
surface-action group consists of one battle
ship, two cruisers, four destroyers and four 
frigates. Either group would be deployed in 
a widely dispersed formation, and some
times two battle groups would be put to
gether. Although not technically part of the 
battle groups, a replenishment group, con
sisting of an oil tanker or two and from time 
to time ammunition and stores ships as well, 
would be operating somewhere under this 
vast umbrella, protected by around four es
corts of its own. 

Often one or two nuclear attack subma
rines would be operating with the battle 
groups as part of is anti-submarine force. 
Because the submarines must be free to 
pursue their search or shadowing operations 
as quietly as possible and at whatever depth 

is required, it is extremely difficult to com
municate with them. In fact, communica
tions are fairly troublesome in the large for
mations of surface ships themselves. Ordi
nary high-frequency radios will work in 
peacetime, but in wartime could easily be 
intercepted and jammed. So the American 
navy has turned to ultra-high frequencies 
<UHF>-which travel in straight lines and 
are therefore restricted to line-of-sight com
munications-and relays these signals by 
satellite. A message from the flagship to a 
distant escort ship would be sent up to a sat
ellite and back down; it could be jammed 
only by equipment that was fairly close to a 
line from the flagship to the satellite or be
tween the satellite and the receiving ship. 
The navy has set up its own satellite net
work wholly dedicated to tactical communi
cations, and most ships have satellite anten
na. 

Communicating with the escort subma
rines is harder. The surface commander 
relays his messages, by satellite, through a 
shore station that broadcasts to submarines 
at pre-set times. For the times when it is es
sential to contact a submarine immediately, 
the navy operates an extremely-low-fre
quency transmitter that can send its radio 
waves through the sea water. Such low fre
quencies can transmit messages only very 
slowly; therefore they are usually used as 
"bell-ringers", to tell the submarine to come 
to periscope depth, put up its antenna and 
listen. 

Not only messages are sent by the satellite 
relay, but also streams of data that contain 
the position, course and speed of individual 
ships and aircraft and information on the 
"unknown" or "enemy" contacts they may 
have. Thus it is possible for a ship to "see" 
on its display screens the picture of the tac
tical situation developed by other ships hun
dreds of miles away. The Ticonderoga. 
moored to a pier in Norfolk, Virginia, can 
display the same picture of friendly forces 
and unknown ships and aircraft as is being 
seen by the fleet flagship in the eastern 
Mediterranean. 

To THE SHORES OF TRIPOLI 

Purists in the marines will object to their 
service being included in a survey of the 
navy. They will say that the Marine Corps, 
the oldest and proudest of the American 
armed forces, is a separate service. They are 
correct: it is recognized as such by law, and 
its commandant is a full member of the 
joint chiefs of staff. However, its main mis
sion, amphibious warfare, is inextricably 
bound up with the navy. 

Today's Marine Corps has 195,000 men 
and women, about 30,000 more than the 
British army. Its main combat forces are or
ganized into three divisions and three air 
wings, two of each assigned to the Pacific 
and one to the Atlantic. Although marines 
often fight as light infantry units, these di
visions possess a whole range of equipment 
from heavy tanks and self-propelled eight
inch artillery to heavy hauling machinery 
and water-purification plants. The air wings 
fly many of the same aircraft as the navy, 
plus some that are peculiar to the marines. 
Unlike the army and air force, marine divi
sions and wings are not expected to fight as 
separate units, but to provide building 
blocks for combined-arms groups called 
MAGTFs <Marine Air-Ground Task Forces). 

These task forces would be organized for 
specific missions, but there are three basic 
sizes that serve as starting points. The 
smallest is the MAU <Marine Amphibious 
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Unit> which is built around an infantry bat
talion and a group of helicopters (plus, 
maybe, some Harriers). The next step up is 
a MAB (brigade>. It consists of four infantry 
battalions; an air group of around 60 fight
er-bombers; 20 transport and reconnaissance 
aircraft and 100 helicopters; and a support 
group big enough to keep the whole forma
tion going for 30 days. Some 16,000 men 
strong, it is about the size of an army divi
sion. 

The biggest task force is the Marine Am
phibious Force <MAF>, built of an entire 
marine division < 18,000 men), including nine 
infantry battalions, an air wing composed of 
at least two groups and a support group to 
match. Nominally 50,000 men strong, it 
would probably be commanded by a lieuten
ant-general. In peacetime one MAU is nor
mally deployed in amphibious ships in the 
Mediterranean and another in the western 
Pacific. 

Amphibious assault is the name of the 
marines' game, so any of these task forces 
has to have ships it can get out of quickly 
and on to the land in fighting order. The 
huge <40,000-ton> LHAs are the capital ships 
of the amphibious forces. Faintly resem
bling the straight-deck aircraft carriers of 
the second world war, one of them can carry 
a MAU's helicopters and Harriers, along 
with some landing craft in its well deck. To 
launch these boats, the ship is ballasted 
down, the stern doors opened and the land
ing craft "swim" out. One of these ships 
plus a smaller landing-craft carrier, a land
ing ship for tanks and a cargo ship can lift 
the MAU. However, the navy has only five 
LHAs (plus seven smaller helicopter carriers 
that cannot handle landing craft>. Altogeth
er it has about enough amphibious ships to 
lift one MAF. 

The goal of the navy and the marines-set 
by the Reagan administration-is to be able 
to lift the assault elements of a MAB and a 
MAF simultaneously, conceivably to two dif
ferent trouble spots. More amphibious ships 
are on the way, and on present plans 
enough for the extra MAB should be avail
able about 1996. The star of these plans is a 
new class of ship called the LHD. Although 
they have a different designation and are 
slightly larger, these ships generally resem
ble the LHAs. The navy hopes to build five 
all told, both to increase its lift and to re
place older ships that are to be retired. 

One advantage of getting the new flat
topped landing ships is that the marines can 
use them to operate the new AV-8B Harri
er-2s that are beginning to come into serv
ice. The marines were the first service out
side Britain to buy the original Harrier. 
These remarkable STOVL aircraft are well 
suited for amphibious missions, as they can 
operate from short metal strips or bits of 
roadway once the marines are ashore. How
ever, their range-under 100 miles with any 
sort of bomb load-is too short. The new 
Harriers can do roughly twice that. The ma
rines plan to organize eight 20-aircraft Har
rier-2 squadrons and deploy them regularly 
on LHAs and LHDs with their MAUs, start
ing in 1987. 

Although senior marine officers deny that 
their ambition is to operate their own air
craft carriers-indeed, they maintain strong
ly that during an assault they will need the 
support of navy and marine aircraft flying 
from the regular aircraft carriers-clearly 
with the Harrier-2 the marines can provide 
a lot of their own close air support. Equally 
clearly the use of the Harrier-2s from the 
LHAs comes pretty close to Admiral Turn
er's ideas of using small aircraft carriers in 
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place of large ones. It is not impossible that 
the marines may be pioneering the way of 
the future for naval aviation. 

But even when the marines eventually get 
enough amphibious ships to lift a MAB and 
a MAF simultaneously, these two units 
would account for only about half their 
combat strength. What do the rest do? The 
short answer is to fly in as back-up forces. 

It was always planned that an assault 
would open the door and that reinforce
ments could then come in either by ordi
nary ships or by air. Bringing the men by 
air gets them there in just a few hours. But 
because of the great weight and size of their 
equipment and supplies, flying all the clob
ber for a force of any size is out of the ques
tion. <The biggest airlift the United States 
has mounted since the Berlin blockade was 
the reinforcement of Israel during the 1973 
war; in about three weeks virtually all the 
airlifters the air force could muster man
aged to carry about one medium-sized ship
load.) 

To combine the advantages of both fast 
airlift (for the men> and heavy sealift <for 
the equipment>, the navy and marines have 
put enough equipment and supplies for two 
MABs on board two squadrons of specially 
converted cargo ships, one in the Atlantic 
and one in the Pacific. Each squadron has 
the equipment for a MAB along with 
enough supplies, including fuel and water, 
to keep it going for 30 days. It could unload 
over piers in a matter of hours, or by the 
lighters that they carry in five days. 
If the marines knew exactly where they 

would be deployed, even more time could be 
saved by putting their equipment ashore 
there ahead of time. There is one such 
place: Norway. The reinforcement of north
ern Norway against a possible Russian inva
sion is one of the great problems for NATO, 
and great problems often call for marines. 
In this case the matter has been assigned to 
both the British and American ones. Be
cause the Americans have so far to come, 
they are now positioning a MAB-worth of 
supplies and equipment in central Norway, 
near Trondheim, and hope to have the job 
completed in 1989. 

Although they may be a separate service 
in some respects, the marines are part of 
Mr. Lehman's jurisdiction. Mr. Lehman has 
taken his responsibilities as secretary of the 
Marine Corps extremely seriously, and the 
results show. The marines are getting new 
equipment and lots of it, and the new atti
tudes are producing better people. 

During the "lean years" from 1979 to 
1980, the corps had trouble getting good re
cruits and had at least its share of discipli
nary problems with the men it did get. 
These problems have virtually disappeared. 
The marines are now getting plenty of top
flight men and women both to sign on and 
to stay on after their first tour of duty. An 
astonishing 97% of enlisted marines are now 
high-school graduates. 

The equipment picture is equally bright. 
The marines are getting a whole range of 
new equipment, including a new rifle <the 
M-16A2> which they claim is the best in the 
world, new landing craft and a new light ar
moured vehicle. All that in addition to the 
new Harriers and the new amphibious ships 
and the battleships that they have wanted 
for years. According to Colonel Martin Len
zini, a planner at the marines' Washington 
headquarters, "over the past five years the 
Marine Corps has undergone a moderniza
tion unprecedented in its history." 

Yet more goodies are in the pipeline, one 
of which could have an immense impact on 

the marines' operations. It is an 88-foot air
cushion landing craft, awkwardly called the 
LCAC-a hovercraft in other words. It can 
carry up to 75 tons of cargo out of a well
deck to the beach, up on to the beach and 
beyond. But unlike conventional landing 
craft, which are too slow to operate effec
tively far from their parent ships, the 
LCACs can boil along at 40 knots for some 
200 miles. And because they can whiz over 
shallow-gradient beaches that would strand 
old-style landing boats miles away from the 
shore where they are supposed to deliver 
the troops, the LCACs will add hugely to 
the areas of the world where the marines 
can operate. The first group of six LCACs 
enters service this year. If they work as well 
as hoped, by the 1990s the marines will be 
able to land large forces at high speed from 
ships remaining well out of sight of the 
beach. 

The marines contend, convincingly, that 
they make a unique contribution to deter
rence and that they are essential to the 
navy's mission: that there is no such thing 
as a "striking fleet" that cannot land troops 
ashore. The navy and the secretary they 
share seem to agree; right now the navy
marine corps partnership looks stronger 
than ever. But it will be tested when the 
budget cuts begin to bite. 

WHEN THE WAVE BREAKS 

The navy, as well as the marine corps, is 
riding the crest of a wave. It has received 
big budget increases over the five years of 
the Reagan administration. The question is 
what happens if the flood of money dries 
up. Mr. Lehman and his admirals and gener
als argue that the big cash injections in 
1981-85 were necessary to counter the dan
gerous rundown during the years of the 
Carter administration but, now that the 
600-ship navy is in the bag, modest annual 
rises of 3% in real terms will do the job from 
here on in. However, the navy's planning, 
even with 3% increases, is based on the 
premise that it can continue to cut procure
ment costs. It may not be able to do so. 

There is no doubt that Mr Lehman and 
his canny assistant secretary for research, 
engineering and systems, Mr Melvyn Pais
ley, have driven procurement prices down 
substantially since taking office, by requir
ing more contracts to be awarded competi
tively and for fixed amounts <in place of the 
"cost-plus" sort>, my making more use of 
multi-year procurement and by refusing to 
provide tooling at government expense. But 
all the easy improvements have been made. 
There is certainly more cost-cutting to be 
done, but over the next five years the navy 
is not likely to achieve as much as it has 
over the past five. 

Some observers also believe the navy will 
not be able to man its 600-ship-15-carrier 
navy. The new ships operate with fewer 
people than the old ones, and some of the 
new aircraft are easier to maintain. Howev
er, the navy has already taken credit for 
these factors in its future plans, and still 
needs its annual 3% increases to make ends 
meet. 

And, in one of the ironies of histories, Mr 
Lehman, who has become known as the man 
who built a new navy, is actually presiding 
over an increasingly old one. New ships are 
coming, true, but his expansion programme 
owes more to putting off the retirement of 
old ships than to the new ones he has man
aged to get authorized. Some 550 ships are 
now in service, virtually all authorised 
during previous administrations. And many 
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of them that would have looked like golden 
visions to sailors sweating over the trouble
some rustbuckets of the 1960s and early 
1970s are already more than halfway 
through their normal service lives. The av
erage age of the fleet will increase even if 
the navy gets its 3%. 

The plain fact is that annual increases of 
even 3% are unlikely to continue, so some
thing will have to give. The 600-ship-15-car
rier building plan is now far enough along 
to be virtually untouchable, but managing 
this aging fleet when defence spending 
slows down will be much more trying for the 
next administration than building it was for 
the present one. And operating it will not be 
nearly the thrill for the sailors that it has 
been to watch it grow. The measure of the 
United States Navy of the 1980s will not be 
how it rode to the crest during the first part 
of the decade, but how it weathers the 
trough that seems certain to come towards 
the end of it. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PREssLER). Morning business is closed. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1987 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A Senate concurrent resolution <S. Con. 

Res. 120) setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Government 
for the fiscal years 1987, 1988, and 1989. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we have 
been attempting over the past week to 
10 days, I think on both sides of the 
aisle, to put together a responsible 
budget package to meet the dead
lines-we missed the April 15 dead
line-but as quickly as possible adopt a 
Senate budget resolution so that we 
could move the budget process for
ward. And I certainly wish to com
mend the distinguished budget chair
man, Senator DoMENICI, and Senator 
CHILES, the ranking Democrat on the 
Budget Committee. 

I have been saying for a number of 
days now that we are being set up by 
the House Democrats and that the 
press, of course, would play that down. 
But I now have in my hand the Demo
cratic House budget-no tax increase, 
no tax increase-$5.8 billion, the same 
as the President's number. 

It seems to me that this is the smok
ing gun. I am pleased that we received 
it this morning before we took any 
premature action trying to act respon
sibly on a budget, because it is obvious 
to me that there is nothing but poli
tics being played on the other side of 
the Capitol. We have had an inkling 
right along this is what was coming. 
The Senate Republicans and some 
Senate Democrats would pass a budget 
with a revenue increase and we would 
be attacked by the House Democrats 

for raising taxes. And I think now we 
understand that was the plan. 

Now that does not mean we are 
going to stop negotiating in an effort 
to find a responsible solution to the 
budget process. And as anybody might 
guess, knowing the makeup of the 
House, why should they raise reve
nues? Just take it out of defense with 
the budget authority of defense of 
$282 billion and outlays of $273.5 bil
lion, which really guts that part of the 
budget. 

Again, it would not take any genius 
to understand what the liberals in the 
House, the Democratic leadership, had 
in mind at the outset. 
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Let the Republicans and the Demo

crats in the Senate walk the plank. 
Then they would come forth with a 
budget that would show the American 
people that, they do not want to raise 
revenues. The President is right. 

On domestic savings, we have not 
had an opportunity to analyze this 
buck, since we have only had this doc
ument a few moments. But, again, as 
you might guess, on the House side do
mestic savings are never a matter of 
great priority. It is around $15 billion, 
though we are not certain how much 
of that is real and how much is smoke. 
They appear to be mostly user fees, 
which may or may not be enacted. So 
there is no real reduction in any do
mestic programs. Again, that is not un
precedented on the House side. 

So by every measure, it is pretty ob
vious to the leader in the Senate that 
we have a problem. I think the prob
lem is that if we want to play politics, 
we need to make a judgment whether 
we should play the same game being 
played by the leadership Democrats in 
the House. 

This is a rather extensive document. 
If this is not their budget, then I hope 
they would deny it and let us see the 
real budget. They are going to say 
they have 10 or 12 budgets floating 
around. I do not care how many are 
floating around. This is the one we be
lieved would show up, and it has. I 
cannot say where it came from. It just 
came into my hands. 

I believe we have some work to do 
today on the Senate side. I believe we 
have to go back to the drawing board 
on the revenue side. I hope that my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
will understand that we have been 
had. This Senator does not intend to 
be a part of it. 

We met in good faith with the 
Democratic leadership, Members of 
both parties in the Senate. I guess if 
the bottom line is we do not really 
want a budget, or if they have the 
votes in the House to gut defense as 
they proposed to do in the budget, at 
least the one that is now available, 
then I think we need to take another 

look where the Senate will end up 
sometime today. 

I am going to turn over this docu
ment to the distinguished chairman of 
the Budget Committee and ask his 
staff to analyze it to see what the sav
ings are and to verify the numbers. 

It says here, subtotal changes from 
baseline, 5.8 revenues in 1987; 5.9 in 
1988; and 6.9 in 1989. That adds up to 
18.6 as a number that we should try to 
achieve. 

As I indicated earlier I talked to the 
Chief of Staff, Donald Regan, in Indo
nesia last night-early this morning
for him. And I indicated that we had 
been working, in a bipartisan way, to 
come together on some responsible 
numbers on revenues, defense, and ad
ditional nondefense spending reduc
tions. 

I met with the distinguished chair
man, Senator DoMENICI, a number of 
times. I met with the distinguished 
Senator from Indiana, Senator 
QUAYLE, who had written me a letter 
earlier saying that about 25 Senators 
were opposed to the Senate Budget 
Committee proposal, primarily be
cause of the revenues and defense. 

So, Mr. President, we still have time 
to put something together. But I think 
now we need a response from the 
highest levels in the House Democrat
ic leadership. Is this the Democratic 
budget, the House budget? Is this 
what they plan to report out as soon 
as the Senate finished work on the 
budget resolution if we did it today, if 
we did it tomorrow, or Monday, to 
Tuesday of next week? I think these 
questions need to be answered before 
we can conclude our action. 

I hope some of my colleagues on the 
Democratic side will indicate their dis
tress at this kind of gimmickry, poli
tics at its worst, and budgeting at its 
worst. 

Again, I say that I do not see any 
reason to ask the Democrats or Re
publicans in the Senate to vote for 
anything with more revenues at this 
point. It seems to me that the House 
Democrats have shown their hand. 
They have gotten the message. They 
know that the polls indicate the Amer
ican people do not want additional rev
enue increases. So they reflect that in 
their budget. They take it all out of 
defense, and they do less on nonde
fense domestic spending restraint, as 
the chairman already pointed out 
from a quick survey, that most of 
those are user fees. So probably there 
are not any real cuts at all. There is 
not much precedent for real spending 
cuts in the House. 

I do not have any copies. I delivered 
the only copy I had to the chairman. I 
hope that perhaps we can meet with 
Senator CHILES and others, go back, 
take another look, and redraft our 
substitute. The one I proposed we no 
longer even talk about. 
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I talked with Don Regan about it 

last evening because we were talking 
about increases on the revenue side 
matched by increases in defense, and 
matched by additional spending re
straint. But it would seem to me now 
that all bets are off. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on the resolution? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico has 4 hours 
and 22 minutes; the Senator from 
Florida has 4 hours and 38 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in
quiry: Is the budget resolution the 
pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

now have in my hands the document 
that our distinguished leader referred 
to. I have never seen it and he has not 
seen it until a short time ago. I will 
now, as he has suggested, obviously 
review it in its entirety and attempt to 
report back to him and the Senate on 
what it is all about. 

I think it is imperative that we un
derstand what the House intends to 
do. They indicate to us at the last 
leadership meeting that they were 
ready to act within 72 hours after we 
acted. We are doing our best. We have 
different rules than they have. It 
takes use a while to get through. We 
have 50 hours. We have to permit ev
erybody to speak their piece and 
defend amendments. We do not have 
any Rules Committee. We cannot 
review the budget in 42 hours, 2 days 
and a half. It takes us 8, 9, or 10 days 
on the floor of the Senate. But we are 
getting down to the time now where 
clearly it seems like we are going to 
fish or cut bait. We have a total of 8 
hours for both sides. 

Having said that, I would like the 
time to continue running so that we 
will all know that we are getting close 
to that hour when we have to decide 
whether we will have a budget or not, 
whether it is going to be real, realistic, 
something we can do, and have some
thing we can expect not only for the 
next 6 months but for the next 3 or 4 
years to accomplish significant policy 
goals that a majority of the U.S. 
Senate wants, not the least of which is 
to get the deficit down to the manda
tory target stated by Gramm-Rudman
Hollings in a reasonable manner and a 
manner that we really expect will 
occur. 

I have not had a chance to analyze 
this document other than on the de
fense number. In that regard, I can 
only see the bulk numbers. That 
number is an impossibililty. I think 
they know that. There is no way that 
responsible people ultimately are 
going to vote when it comes to paying 
for defense, and they are not going to 

vote these kinds of low numbers when 
it comes to deciding what that kind of 
reduction means out there in the field 
in terms of troop strength reductions, 
in terms of canceling in midstream 
scores of programs that we have 
worked years and years to get started, 
commitments we have around the 
world, and a very good new operation 
and maintenance program that makes 
us proud again of our defense. Clearly, 
these kinds of numbers are just incred
ible. 

I think the majority leader is correct 
when he talks about realism and real
istic budgets, and whether that is 
what we have in mind or not. Knowing 
nothing about the rest, but just speak
ing to that number, we ought to know 
that right now, the year we are living 
in as far as defense, we have told the 
American people so much about de
fense they think defense went up this 
year. Defense went down. 

If you ask out there, "How much do 
you think defense went up this year?" 
and give them a multiple choice, 5 per
cent, 10 percent or 15 percent, or none 
of the above, 95 percent would pick 
one of the three. The way we promote 
this defense buildup probably most of 
the people would pick the highest 
number. The truth is that it is down 7 
percent this year, after sequester and 
after appropriations. Does anybody 
think we can take another real 6 per
cent cut on top of that and literally 
throw away the improvements we 
have made in the last 5 years in de
fense? 

I assure you, looking at the numbers 
and history, through good fortune this 
was the decade to bring back the de
fense establishment for the United 
States. 

Actually, in one of the periods in the 
1970's, defense went down 7 percent. 
There was no indication that that was 
the right thing for the United States 
to do. Everybody knows it. Now we 
have started to build it back up. 

If this document is the proposal for 
the budget, it is an automatic retreat 
back to where we were. 

Having said that, if the distin
guished Senator from Indiana desires 
to speak, I will yield him time from 
the resolution on our time. I ask him 
to do me a personal favor when he 
completes speaking, to put in a 
quorum call while I proceed to analyse 
the document, asking that the time be 
charged to both sides. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. QUAYLE. I thank my distin

guished chairman. 
I would like to join in his remarks 

concerning the reaction about the 
House budget that had been proposed 
to the levels that have been cited, par
ticularly for defense spending, 282 in 
authorization and 272 in outlays. It is 
perhaps one of the more irresponsible 
acts I have seen since I have been in 
the Senate. 

I hope that we can get an answer 
from the House leadership, but I also 
hope that defense-minded Senators on 
the other side of the aisle will speak 
and address this budget. 

I have been impressed over the last 
few years how a number of people 
have been trying to get bipartisan sup
port for having a sound national secu
rity. This type of approach will cer
tainly put that kind of effort in the 
drawer rather than bringing it out 
into the open. 

There is absolutely no way that any
body who has looked at the armed 
services or national security does not 
know what a phony budget this is. 
This is playing politics at its absolute 
worst. 

Quite frankly, I am getting a little 
bit tired of playing politics with the 
defense budget. 

Certainly, there are some savings 
that can be made. We are working on 
defense procurement. We have a reor
ganization bill. Certainly, there are 
some efficiencies that can be achieved. 
But just to come out where it obvious
ly looks like pure politics, to say that 
you are going to come out with this 
kind of a budget for defense, says one 
of two things: Either the leadership in 
the other body is being terribly irre
sponsible, or, two, that they really be
lieve in this antidefense budget. 

If they believe in this antidefense 
budget, then we certainly have to ex
plain very clearly to the American 
people who is interested in national 
security. 

I would imagine before the day is 
out many of the media will begin to 
ask some of the Senators on the other 
side of the aisle if they have thought 
about this budget. I would say any
body who knows about this budget 
would say this budget is totally unreal
istic. It is either, as I say, a cheap po
litical shot or it is where their true 
feeling is, that you can radically 
reduce national defense without any 
kind of risk to national security. 

I would imagine that there are those 
who will be smiling upon the House 
budget resolution which has been 
talked about here this morning. It is 
just simply ridiculous. We cannot go 
on with any programs at all. We 
cannot go on with the modernization 
programs, with the defense programs, 
the voluntary services pay, compensa
tion, housing, this type of thing. 

We have commitments around the 
world that we have to keep. Those 
commitments, unless the Congress 
wants to get out of those commit
ments, must certainly be kept. 

So I think this is the height of irre
sponsibility. I join with my chairman 
and majority leader in strongly de
nouncing this as either a cheap politi
cal gimmick or real feeling of where 
their true colors are, a radical differ
ence between where I think the senti-
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ment of this Congress is and certainly 
the opinion of the American people. 

Certainly, they believe in savings, 
but to put defense in jeopardy, our 
freedoms in jeopardy, as this budget 
would do, I think is totally nonsensi
cal. 

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

Mr. QUAYLE. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DOLE. Obviously, now we are 

going to hear cries of anguish from 
House Democrats, saying that this 
must be a mistake. But it is their 
budget. 

I want to commend the distin
guished Senator from Indiana for 
sending me a letter some weeks ago to 
alert us that there were certain things 
lurking around that we ought to be 
aware of. 

I still believe that we want to get a 
budget today if we can. But, we have 
to change the mix. 

It is hard enough. I do not think any 
budget could pass right now. I think 
anybody who would now vote for the 
pending budget resolution in the face 
of the House document would be walk
ing into a bear trap. I do not think too 
many people around here are noted 
for that, at least not intentionally. 

I really believe that after the chair
man of the Budget Committee, Sena
tor DoMENICI, has analyzed this, and 
the ranking member, Senator CHILES, 
who must be as distressed as we are, I 
would hope that he would be willing to 
retreat now from the high revenue po
sition that they hold and perhaps we 
can all agree that we do not need a 
revenue increase. 

We can do more on the spending 
side, and I think we can fulfill our re
sponsibility. 

I want to get a budget, but I am not 
about to walk into the trap set by the 
House Democrats. I do not think any 
of us should, whether we are for or 
against the budget. 

We now know why the Democrats 
did not want to do this in tandem. 
They wanted to wait, to let us pass a 
budget with more taxes, a fair defense 
number, and then they would come in 
with a very low defense number and a 
very low tax number. They do that by 
taking it all out of defense. They do 
not cut spending. They increase taxes, 
even user fees, to get their spending 
cuts. 

I know there are some who really do 
not worry about revenue numbers, but 
they are not in the majority. I think 
those who do not worry about the rev
enue number, should understand that 
we agreed to regroup. And hopefully, 
we can do that before the day is out. 

Mr. WEICKER. Will the distin
guished Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. QUAYLE. I yield. 
Mr. WEICKER. I gather it appears 

the House budget calls for rather large 
cuts in defense spending with no 
taxes, is that correct? 

Mr. QUAYLE. The Senator is cor
rect. That is the way we understand it. 
It is not only large cuts but radical 
cuts. They are down to 282, and the 
authority is $42 billion off the Presi
dent's request. 

I think that is absurd and irresponsi
ble. If they are serious about it, they 
really have a revelation coming from 
the American people as to where they 
stand on defense, because I have 
heard, over the last few months par
ticularly, a number of people saying 
that the other party wants to be on 
the side of being for strong national 
security. Anybody who knows this 
issue knows you cannot have that with 
this kind of budget. 

D 1130 
Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 

wonder if the distinguished Senator 
from Indiana would yield me a few 
minutes to make some comments with 
regard to our own budget, or was he 
prepared to yield the floor? 

Mr. QUAYLE. I would have to make 
a parliamentary inquiry. I think the 
time is controlled so, as a member of 
the Budget Committee, I yield as 
much time as the Senator would like. 

Mr. WEICKER. I thank the Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. President, I commend the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. DOMENICI] and the ranking 
member, the distinguished Senator 
from Florida [Mr. CHILES] for their di
rection in this budget and budget 
debate. Yes, I think it is essential, as 
indicated by the majority leader, that 
the U.S. Senate pass out a budget of 
its doing. Nobody is going to sit here 
and be fooled by a political attempt 
from the House of Representatives to 
achieve what cannot be achieved. 

I might not agree with the Senator 
from Indiana as to what defense fig
ures are vis-a-vis our budget. Believe 
me, defense is well taken care of, even 
in the Domenici budget it is well taken 
care of. I shall get to that in a minute. 

I think whatever it is that we do in 
terms of a budget and in terms of 
achieving a balance in that budget, 
whatever we do we either have to pay 
for or we have to achieve it by virtue 
of cuts in other portions of the budget. 

To come along and say you can just 
go ahead and cut defense is not going 
to work. It will not supply the funds 
and it might very well leave defense 
debilitated. All along, throughout this 
entire budget debate, anybody who 
knew what they were talking about 
understood that, yes, there had to be 
some cut in defense, there had to be 
cutting of the entitlements in the 
budgetary process, there had to be 
some revenue raising. All of these 
things had to take place if, indeed, we 
were to achieve a balanced budget. In
dividual Senators might have their dis
agreements with what is slowly being 
fashioned here, on the floor of the 

U.S. Senate, but it is a good-faith 
effort to incorporate the views of all 
the Members of this body in that doc
ument. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
DoMENICI] has spent hours with this 
Senator discussing the subjects of edu
cation, of health, of science, of the re
tarded, of the disabled. Those are the 
elements of the population that are 
under the jurisdiction of my commit
tee. I am not talking about welfare 
programs, I am not talking about give
aways. 

You cannot have good education on 
the cheap and nobody is going to pre
tend that you can. It does not do us 
any good to have all the missiles in the 
world if nobody has the brains to use 
them. And indeed, at the present time, 
under present budgets, education has 
been severely short changed. 

I come from my committee hearing 
room where every form of disability 
and of affliction, both of mind and of 
body, is paraded before me day after 
day. Now, what are we to do? Are we 
to refuse to acknowledge opportunities 
to alleviate suffering in this Nation? Is 
that what we are going to do? 

For example, in the budget proposed 
by the administration, 48 clinical trials 
are going to be abandoned. The clini
cal trial is not something at the outset 
of the research process; it is almost at 
the end of the line, when you are 
about to make a breakthrough. Forty
eight of them are going to be aban
doned. What kind of budgetary proc
ess is that, never mind the human 
process? 

The economic cost of disease and of 
disability in this country is enormous. 
Does the Senator realize we spend 
$2,000 per person in the way of health 
care and in this budget there is $25 for 
research? Mr. President, do you think 
we can ever balance our budget when 
it costs $2,000 per person in this 
Nation for health care as against $25 
for the research budget? 

I speak not only in human terms of 
doing the right thing, but in fiscal 
terms. So, yes, these matters were 
under discussion with both the chair
man and the ranking member as to 
whether or not that budget ought to 
be reshaped in some way to be sure 
that the budgets of this Nation are at 
a level where we can do what is neces
sary both in health terms and in fiscal 
terms. 

The initiative within this budget for 
the retarded children of America, as 
my colleagues know, Public Law 94-
142, which is the Education For All 
Handicapped Children Act, is up for 
reauthorization. We can be proud of 
the fact that two of our colleagues had 
a huge hand in developing that law
Senator BoB STAFFORD, of Vermont; 
Senator PAUL SIMON, of Illinois. It has 
been 10 years since that law went on 
the books and because it went on the 
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books, retarded persons have had an 
opportunity to share in the main
stream of life in this Nation. Because 
of that law, the state of the art as to 
how one comes at their problems to
tally changed. 

We now know the education process 
is best started at birth. The law as it 
was written 10 years ago said from age 
3 to 21. Then it left a huge loophole of 
State discretion from ages 3 to 5 and 
did not provide at all from birth to 3 
years of age. That reauthorization is 
going to be passed shortly and in 
effect, it will close that loophole and 
bring the age back to birth. It will now 
mean that the retarded children of 
this Nation will have an education 
from birth but, more importantly, 
they will have an opportunity at living 
a life in the mainstream of America 
once they get through the educational 
process-something that has never 
been achieved before anywhere in the 
world. 

Mr. President, I am not going to pre
tend that that is not going to cost 
some money; it is going to cost some 
money. But the few dollars spent in 
that educational process is cheap as 
compared to the institutionalization of 
those children or, to put it in its crud
est terms, the warehousing of those 
children as they get older. 

This is another matter that was dis
cussed with the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico in preparation of 
this budget. The Andrews amendment 
with regard to the education of our 
young people has already passed. The 
Senate has spoken overwhelmingly in 
favor of putting more money into edu
cation. 

The reason I raise these points is 
that the distinguished chairman of 
the Budget Committee and others 
have not been out here willy-nilly 
taking political approaches to what
ever might be presented in the press 
or from across the Capitol. Rather we 
have spent now close to 40 hours on 
this trying to fashion a budget that is 
in tune with the needs of the United 
States. To say that excellence in any 
of these things, whether it is science 
or health or education, whether it is 
the retarded, whether it is the dis
abled, whatever, can be achieved by 
words-that is politics and that is a 
very cruel politics and one in which we 
should have no part. 

I gather there has been some philo
sophical disagreement on the budget 
that is before us. I do not think that is 
particularly difficult to overcome, be
cause I think we all have our hearts in 
the right place. But what I think is im
portant is that the U.S. Senate fashion 
a budget regardless of what the House 
does, regardless of what people think 
the political ramifications are. 

The fact is that, number one, the 
American people want excellence in 
what is legislated and we all under
stand that we are going to have to pay 

for that excellence. And you cannot 
get around it. And you certainly have 
to pay to reduce a budget deficit. 

So I only add my word to the debate 
at this juncture to fully illustrate the 
difficulties the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico and the Senator 
from Florida have had in trying to 
craft a budget. It is not so much in 
tune with the politics of the time as it 
is in turn with the needs of the time. I 
think they are to be commended and I 
hope we push through and get this 
budget in the next 2 days. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that it be 
charged equally. 

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

0 1200 
Mr. HECHT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum be rescinded. 

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

RECESS FOR 5 MINUTES 

Under the previous order, in recogni
tion of this being a national day of 
prayer, the Senate will stand in recess 
for 5 minutes. 

Thereupon, at 12 noon, the Senate 
recessed until 12:05 p.m.; whereupon, 
the Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer <Mr. 
PRESSLER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
equally charged against both sides on 
the quorum. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
0 1230 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
wtanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a few 
minutes ago the distinguished majori
ty leader came on the floor and said 
that he was holding in his hand the 
Democratic House budget. 

Well, Mr. President, the House has 
not produced a budget. The House 
Budget Committee has not marked up 
a budget. The Speaker indicated to 
several of us on both sides of the 
aisle-the leadership in the Senate, 
Mr. DOLE, myself, Mr. CHILES, Mr. Do
MENICI, and others-a few days ago in 
the House in a meeting there that the 

House would not act before the Senate 
but that within 72 hours after the 
Senate had acted on the budget reso
lution, the House would then report 
out its budget resolution. 

I was just now talking to the Speak
er and he has restated that to me. 

I have also talked with Mr. GRAY, 
the chairman of the Budget Commit
tee on the House side. Both have said 
that the House has not produced a 
House budget but is waiting on the 
Senate, just as we were told face to 
face by them not many days ago. 

I would hope, Mr. President, that we 
would act and act responsibly in this 
body. 

How much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Mexico has 3 hours 
37 minutes, and the Democratic leader 
has 4 hours 15 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. That is a total of some
thing between 7 and 8 hours. 

It may be regretful that the House 
has not yet reported a budget, but 
that is one of the facts of life. They 
told us very clearly that they were not 
going to report a budget until the 
Senate had gone ahead with its budget 
and that within 72 hours they would 
then act. 

So I think it is up to us, Mr. Presi
dent. 

This measure is the real budget. I 
hold in my hand Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 120. This is the concurrent 
resolution that was reported from the 
Senate Budget Committee on March 
24. This is the real budget. And our 
time under the statute has about run 
its course. Of the 50 hours we have 
about 7 or 8 hours left. 

So I think we ought not be distract
ed by the red herring that was pur
ported to be the House budget. 

We have a responsibility to act and 
we ought to act. Let us stop waiting 
for something to happen or for an op
portunity to blame the other body. We 
have our own duties. 

The chairman of the Budget Com
mittee [Mr. DOMENICI] and the rank
ing member [Mr. CHILES] have worked 
diligently. Both sides on the commit
tee worked diligently and hard and 
brought out a fair, moderate, and rea
sonable budget. We have had it before 
the Senate now for more than 40 
hours. 

So let us get on with the effort, and 
it is a bipartisan effort, to work on this 
package. Let us vote on it up or down. 
Let us not postpone action on it. Let 
us vote on it up or down. If there is 
going to be a substitute offered, I 
would hope they would offer it in time 
for the Senate to analyze and scruti
nize it. 

But the Senate needs to act. We 
know where our responsibilities are. 
Let us forget about the House for a 
moment. Let the House act as it will 
and let us attend to our duties here. 
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Mr. CHILES. Will the minority 

leader yield? 
Mr. BYRD. I yield to the distin

guished Senator from Florida. 
Mr. cmLES. I thank the distin

guished minority leader and I associ
ate myself with his remarks. 

This is a critical process, and we are 
at a crucial time. This is a different 
era, with the guillotine of the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings sequester hanging 
over us. It makes all of us to tend to 
look at shadows for a while and think. 
As we reach this last day, I have 
become nervous myself. I almost had 
to hold one hand this morning when I 
was shaving so I would not cut my own 
throat. 

We are reaching that point-and I 
find it in my caucus and on the other 
side-where everybody is seeing all 
kinds of spectres. Maybe there are 
some out there. I do not know. 

I think the minority leader is cor
rect. We ought to do what we think is 
right, meet our responsibility, and 
trust things will work out if we do 
what the people elected us to do. 

I have had a chance to look briefly 
at this document which was talked 
about this morning. Supposedly, it is 
the House budget. But it is my under
standing from the conversations I had 
with House people that they had a 
number of working papers, that this 
one was over 30 days old, that there 
were a number of different working 
papers on ways to do things. 

As I look at this document, it tells 
me our Senate budget is the better 
way to do things because there is no 
way this Congress is going to cut de
fense outlays to $282 billion; no way. 
It is not going to happen. Those num
bers are not there on the House side, 
and they are certainly not here in the 
Senate. 

In terms of other savings alleged in 
the House document, it resembles son 
of Stockman because it describes man
agement savings. I say son of Stock
man because rather than having a 
plug for promised savings in future 
years, they put it in the function but 
call it management savings or some 
kind of user fees. It is a smoky mirror. 
There is no way it is meaningful. 

What it says to me is the deeper we 
got into our numbers, the more we re
alized we could not get down to $144 
billion without cutting domestic pro
grams, restraining the growth of de
fense, and putting some revenue into 
the package. That is what we have 
done. That is what we had to do. I 
challenge the House or anyone else, if 
they are going to use true numbers 
and avoid the smoky mirror, to do the 
same thing. 

I think the House, as they start 
meeting in their Budget Committee 
and marking up, will have to arrive at 
that same thing. 

I was at some of the meetings, the 
minority leader talks about, as was the 

majority leader, as was the chairman 
of the Budget Committee. We were 
told at that time that in the event the 
Senate completed its work, the House 
would produce a package. We were 
also told that if a majority of the Re
publicans in the Senate produced reve
nues in the package and if there was 
some support on the Republican side 
in the House, the House also would 
put revenues into their package. 

But those are things we cannot be 
totally sure of. We can be sure that 
the hours are running on our budget 
resolution and we need to go forward 
and produce a product. I hope we can 
do that today. 

D 1240 
Mr. BYRD. If the distinguished Sen

ator will yield, Mr. President, what 
does the distinguished Senator see de
veloping as we get closer and closer to 
the deadline? 

We have between 7 and 8 hours and 
they are running. Are we going to be 
faced with a vote up or down on the 
budget resolution that was reported 
out of the committee? Are we going to 
be faced with a vote on a substitute in 
the last hour of the day? Or are we 
going to be faced, I ask the Senator, as 
he has been working very closely with 
this matter for so long a time, with a 
motion to postpone action on this 
budget resolution? What does he think 
is going to happen? 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I wish I 
knew. 

Mr. BYRD. I for one would like to 
know what has been going on behind 
the scenes. I have not been invited to 
participate in any backroom discus
sions. I am not shedding tears because 
I have not been invited in; I have great 
confidence in the Senator from Flori
da [Mr. CHILES] and the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI]. I am 
sure they have been putting their 
heads together and trying to develop a 
reasonable possible compromise. 

Mr. CHILES. The distinguished mi
nority leader is correct on that score. I 
wish my crystal ball were cleared up so 
I could tell him what is going to take 
place the rest of the day. I cannot, nor 
whether we are going to be faced with 
that motion. 

I agree we should not go down to the 
last hour and confront a surprise pack
age. I think any option should be out 
here so that people have a chance to 
examine and deliberate it. 

He is correct. The Senator from New 
Mexico and the Senator from Florida 
have been trying to put their heads to
gether to see if there is a way of sus
taining the spirit we had in the 
Budget Committee. We had a majority 
of the majority party and a majority 
of the minority party that agreed and 
came out with a package. We will, I 
hope, during the day see if we can 
present something this body can con
sider. 

Mr. BYRD. Would the distinguished 
Senator agree with me that it is irrele
vant to the other body's delay and in
accurate to refer to some phantom 
paper that purportedly is the Demo
cratic House budget when we all know 
that that body has not reported a 
budget, the Budget Committee has not 
reported a budget, and we were told 
very frankly that the House would not 
report a budget until the Senate had 
acted. We have our own budget here. 
It has been skillfully drawn by our 
own Budget Committee. It is our duty 
now to get on with action on this. 

Mr. CHILES. I think it is our respon
sibility and our duty. I also would say 
that as far as this plan being a trap, 
this is a briar patch that I would like 
to be thrown into. If this is a trap, I 
think Br•er Rabbit could say, "Please 
don't throw me into this briar patch" 
and hope he might be thrown in there, 
because I do not see anything in here 
that is much of a trap. 

My staff has worked on 40 or 50 
budget options. I assume if somebody 
got a copy of one of those and came 
out here, he might be wanting to nail 
me to the wall or somebody else might 
be wanting to nail me to the wall. You 
look at different options and packages 
as you go through the process. As you 
weigh them, one of those 40 or 50 
would displease every Senator in here 
and most of them have displeased me 
at some time. But we go through that 
process every year. I think that is the 
case with this document from the 
House. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Flori
da, the ranking member of the Budget 
Committee. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I believe 
the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. ExoN] wishes some time. I 
do not have control over it. 

Mr. CHILES. I yield 15 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from N e
braska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this is the 
first day of televising the U.S. Senate. 
In my opinion, it has gotten off to the 
rocky start that I was fearful it might. 
Here we are, with only 8 hours of 
debate left on the vital budget resolu
tion that was supposed to have been 
completed not later than the 15th of 
last month and we seem possibly 
facing even further delay. The majori
ty leader has been waving some papers 
around with some indication that he 
thinks there has been a trap laid, that 
he has uncovered some kind of plan by 
the Democratic-controlled House to 
trap the Republican-controlled U.S. 
Senate. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
the people of the United States, those 
whom we are supposed to be here rep
resenting, could not care less about a 
trap or parliamentary shenanigans or 
a contest between the House of Repre-
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sentatives and the U.S. Senate. They 
want something done about the scary 
deficit and skyrocketing national debt. 
I suggest, Mr. President, that what the 
President of the United States or any 
Member of the House of Representa
tives feels about our budget plan, we 
have the obligation here to discharge 
our duties and our awesome responsi
bilities and to do it here, now, and to 
proceed as quickly as possible some
time today on an up-or-down vote on 
the budget as amended that is before 
us. I hope, Mr. President, that that 
will be the case. 

Mr. President, the Nation faces a 
most serious deficit crisis. In 5 short 
years, the accumulated national debt 
has doubled to $2 trillion. 

In 1987, the first 15 cents of every 
tax dollar will go to pay interest on 
the national debt. A record $145 bil
lion will be paid to service our existing 
debt. The Federal Government's inter
est expense for 1987 alone, would have 
funded the Federal Government's 
entire 1967 budget. The Federal Gov
ernment is literally borrowing money 
to make its interest payments. 

Common sense tells us that this 
trend cannot continue. Like a business 
or a family, a government must bal
ance its books or face financial ruin. 
The problem is, the ill effects of Gov
ernment borrowing are not immediate
ly apparent. While the supply-side ad
vocates have preached, "let the good 
times roll" a mountain of debt has ac
cumulated. If we do not act now to 
shore up our fiscal condition, that 
mountain will avalanche. 

Rather than looking at the deficit in 
cold economic terms, we should ask 
ourselves a simple question. Do we 
love our grandchildren? Every dollar 
added to the massive Federal debt fur
ther compromises their economic 
future. Each generation leaves a 
legacy for the next. Our forefathers 
built a strong nation and a strong 
economy. Our legacy should be more 
than the massive debt left from our 
reckless spending binges. 

The recent confessions of the former 
Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget indicate that the adminis
tration has been kidding itself with 
regard to the deficit. Many of us knew 
it all along and spoke out only to have 
our warnings fall on optimistic but 
deaf ears. During the consideration of 
the 1981 reconciliation bill, the senior 
Senator from New Jersey and I of
fered an amendment which would 
have made the second and third in
stallments of the massive 1981 tax cuts 
conditional on actual reductions in the 
deficits. I venture to say that if our 
amendment had been adopted, our 
current crisis would have been avoid
ed. 

For several years, Senators HoL
LINGS, ANDREWS, and I have come to 
this floor to propose comprehensive 
plans to balance the budget. While we 

enjoyed broad bipartisan support, 
each year, the Senate, as a body, 
found some reason to put off the inevi
table tough choices necessary to effec
tively deal with the deficit. 

In the fall of last year. the Congress 
and the President tried to duck the 
deficit crisis again by turning over the 
legislative responsibility to make diffi
cult choices to an arbitrary mathemat
ical formula. As my colleagues well 
know, I strongly opposed the Gramm
Rudman amendment to the Presi
dent's $2 trillion debt ceiling request. I 
felt that the Gramm-Rudman ap
proach was not a responsible answer 
to our Nation's most serious economic 
problem. 

While I opposed the arbitrary and 
unfair automatic spending reductions 
in the Gramm-Rudman proposal, I 
fully supported its goals. The 1986 
budget which Senators CHILES, HoL
LINGS, and I sponsored would have 
fully met the deficit reduction targets 
of the Gramm-Rudman law. The 
Gramm-Rudman legislation was not 
inevitable; there were plenty of oppor
tunities to put the Federal Govern
ment on a balanced diet of deficit re
duction. 

Today a serious and meaningful plan 
to place the Nation on a sound fiscal 
policy is before the Senate. I am 
pleased to support the Domenici
Chiles bipartisan budget plan. I voted 
for this proposal in the Senate Budget 
Committee and participated in the ne
gotiations which produced this broad 
based compromise. 

The bipartisan budget is a fair and 
fiscally sound plan to balance the 
budget by 1991. This bipartisan budget 
proposal fully meets the deficit reduc
tion targets of the Gramm-Rudman 
law. 

The chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Budget Committee are 
to be congratulated. They worked long 
and hard under difficult circumstances 
to find common ground. For the first 
time in several years, the Senate 
Budget Committee worked in a truly 
bipartisan and cooperative manner to 
produce a tight budget which will sig
nificantly reduce the deficit. 

While I suspect that each Senator 
supporting this package would make 
some changes if he or she could write 
their ideal budget, none of us have 
that luxury. We must design a budget 
in realistic terms. 

Most certainly, compared to the 
meat ax approach of the Gramm
Rudman automatic sequester, and the 
President's package of previously dis
carded proposals, the bipartisan 
budget is a fair, prudent and realistic 
budget. It clearly represents the con
sensus of the Senate Budget Commit
tee, and I believe it represents the con
sensus of the Congress and the people. 

Make no mistake about it, this is a 
tough budget and it will take a consid
erable amount of political courage to 

fully enact. The bipartisan package 
asks shared sacrifice of the American 
people. In essence, the bipartisan 
budget is a "freeze" budget with selec
tive reductions. By holding most 
spending to last year's level the Con
gress can make a significant reduction 
in the projected $183 billion deficit for 
1987. In areas where appropriate, the 
committee budget reduces spending. 
There are only a limited number of 
areas where the committee deter
mined it necessary to provide funding 
above last year's level. These areas in
clude funding for a much needed farm 
credit initiative, embassy security and 
a replacement for the Challenger 
space shuttle. 

I am especially pleased to note that 
new revenues are more than matched 
by spending reductions. This formula 
assures that any new revenues con
tained in the bipartisan package are 
used to reduce the deficit rather than 
finance new spending. The bipartisan 
package also explicitly rejects any in
crease in individual income tax rates. 
We can fully meet the revenue re
quirement by closing corporate tax 
loopholes, increasing taxpayer compli
ance or possibly increasing the tariff 
on imported oil, or some other plan 
that the Finance Committee might 
devise. 

Mr. President, perhaps most impor
tant, the bipartisan budget fully meets 
the deficit targets of the Gramm
Rudman law. This is in stark contrast 
to the President's proposal. The non
partisan Congressional Budget Office 
has estimated that if the President's 
budget where fully implemented, the 
1987 deficit would be $160 billion. In 
other words, the President's budget 
would miss the 1987 Gramm-Rudman 
deficit target by $16 billion. That 
means to fully comply with the law, 
and avoid another sequester, the Con
gress would need to add another $16 
billion in revenues and/or spending re
ductions to the President's plan, which 
falls far short. 

It is time to be practical. Democrats 
and Republicans must put politics and 
dogma aside. Let us work together to 
bring fiscal sanity to the Federal 
budget. As a former Governor who 
balanced eight budgets, and as a Sena
tor who has preached the gospel of 
fiscal restraint, I urge my colleagues in 
the strongest terms to join in this bi
partisan effort. Our children and 
grandchildren cannot afford the con
tinued stalemate. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
going to yield 1 minute to Senator 
STAFFORD and then I might ask my 
friend, Senator BoscHWITZ, if he could 
man the floor for about 8 or 10 min
utes while the Senator from New 
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Mexico sees a constituent. I have to 
make one little speech first and then I 
will leave. I yield the floor. 

Mr. STAFFORD addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
just wanted to take this opportunity, 
and it is apropos following the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska, to say 
that I think the Budget Committee is 
on the right track; that this Senate 
ought to be indebted to the chairman 
of the Budget Committee, the distin
guished Senator frm New Mexico, and 
ranking member, Senator CHILES. This 
budget will allow us to achieve the tar
gets that were set in the so-called 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings amendment, 
and it will allow us to do it in a way 
that I think is proper and humane and 
in the best interests of the country. So 
I would simply offer my encourage
ment to the Budget Committee and its 
leaders to go ahead and work this 
through to a successful conclusion. I 
can tell the chairman of the commit
tee that this Senator is prepared to 
support him when we reach a final 
vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my friend 
and am most pleased that the Senator 
came to the floor and offered his re
marks. We are getting close to the end 
and it seems that the closer we get to 
the end the further away we get from 
solutions, but we will keep trying. I 
thank the Senator once again. 

Mr. President, I yield myself 3 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

D 1300 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

was not here for all of the discussions 
on the other side of the aisle with ref
erence to the House document that 
has been discussed here this morning. 
Let me just say by way of a concern of 
mine-1 am sure it is a genuine con
cern on the part of the majority 
leader-clearly the U.S. House has not 
acted. Clearly the last official kind of 
communication we had was when we 
met with them and they said they 
would act promptly after we acted. 

On the other hand, we have had a 
situation before when the deficit was 
serious, when the U.S. Senate made se
rious votes and produced a serious 
budget. That was last year. I do not 
think it comes as any shock that the 
U.S. House, because our budget had 
tough stuff in it, very little smoke and 
mirrors, very few items that were not 
real, very few items that if accom
plished would not have a permanent 
effect of reducing the deficit, not only 
in a single year but over the course of 
2 or 3 years-1 do not think it comes as 
any shock that after we did that, the 
House did not follow suit. As a matter 
of fact, I think it is common knowl-

edge that the best you could say about The legislative clerk proceeded to 
what they produced was that it was call the roll. 
technically correct but that in terms Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
of real savings and getting the job unanimous consent that the order for 
done, wherever there was an easy way the quorum call be rescinded. 
out, it was taken. The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

1 do not know how we solve the di- out objection, it is os ordered. 
lemma now of some kind of simultane- Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
ity of action, but I believe that the ma- unanimous consent that I be allowed 
jority leader has a genuine concern. to proceed for 3 minutes. 
The Senator from New Mexico has a The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
genuine concern. out objection, it is so ordered. 

I am not here preaching. We have a Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
difficult enough time-at least, I do, as think it is very important that the 
chairman of this committee-talking Senate move forward with the budget, 
to the Senate. I am not a very good and I shall support the chairman of 
preacher, even to the U.S. Senate, the Budget Committee. I hope we can 
much less to even consider preaching come to a vote later today. 
to the U.S. House. But I believe there What has happened in this whole 
is a growing problem, and I hope they budget process is that dates have 
understand it. slipped. One House waits for the 

I believe there is a legitimate, grow- other, and Washington is not doing its 
ing concern about what their true in- business as we should. The fact is that 
tentions are. I hope they find a way- if the Senate waits for the House or 
again, I say this only as the hope of a the House waits for the Senate, we 
Senator from New Mexico-that they will merely be continuing this specta
find a way to get some kind of message cle of getting nothing done. Therefore, 
to the majority leader and perhaps the I hope that when the time on this res-
minority leader. elution runs out, we will have a vote. 

I am not suggesting that we are enti- I do not agree with everything in 
tied to any kind of special treatment, this budget, but it would at least pro
but I think there is now enough skep- . vide a framework so that we can go in 
ticism around. There was plenty to the authorization and appropria
before; there is more now. I do not tions process. If we allow this system 
want to assess why, whether it is the to collapse, it will make our work 
document we looked at before, I think much harder and will make our efforts 
we are getting close, and obviously at reducing deficits and providing a 
that makes it tought for everybody. national economic program much 
We are getting close to: "Do we want a harder. 
budget or do we not; what does it look Mr. President, I yield back the re-
like?" mainder of my time, and I suggest the 

I urge those in the U.S. House who absence of a quorum. 
are interested in a real budget-they Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
have their policy choices; no doubt ask unanimous consent that the time 
about that. They can choose a realistic for the quorum call be charged equally 
defense level and that is realistic against both sides. 
about what you have to cut, a realistic The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
revenue level and find some way to out objection, it so ordered. 
communicate their intentions, not nee- The clerk will call the roll. 
essarily their final product. I cannot The legislative clerk proceeded to 
say it any better than I have. call the roll. 

I think those people we work with in 
the U.S. House, on both sides of the 
aisle, who are interested in something 
significant and serious happening in 
the next week or so in both bodies, 
here and then there, know what I am 
talking about. I hope they will find 
some way to clear the air a little with 
reference to what might be expected 
by way of the U.S. House taking some 
action soon and what it might look 
like, and in terms of action on the part 
of the Senate that might occur before 
the day is out. 

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

suggest the absence of a quorum, and I 
ask that the time be equally charged 
against both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DENTON). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

D 1320 
Mr. D'AMATO. 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. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1816 

<Purpose: To increase budget authority and 
outlays for programs relating to drug pre
vention and education and drug rehabili
tation and treatment for each of the fiscal 
years 1987, 1988, and 1989, and to reduce 
budget authority and outlays for furni
ture and furnishings for the Federal Gov
ernment by corresponding amounts in 
each such fiscal year> 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read a follows: 
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The Senator from New York [Mr. 

D'AMATO], for himself, Mr. WEICKER, and 
Mr. PREssLER, proposes an amendment num
bered 1816. 

Mr. D'AMATO. 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 reads as follows: 
On page 2, increase the amount on line 19 

by $7,156,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 20 

by $275,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 21 

by $15,000. 
On page 5, increase the amount on line 10 

by $7,156,000. 
On page 5, decrease the amount on line 11 

by $275,000. 
On page 5, decrease the amount on line 12 

by $15,000. 
On page 6, decrease the amount on line 10 

by $47,160,000. 
On page 6, decrease the amount on line 11 

by $37,727,000. 
On page 6, decrease the amount on line 19 

by $46,440,000. 
On page 6, decrease the amount on line 20 

by $46,575,000. 
On page 7, decrease the amount on line 3 

by $46,620,000. 
On page 7, decrease the amount on line 4 

by $46,575,000. 
On page 7, decrease the amount on line 12 

by $2,687,000. 
On page 7, decrease the amount on line 13 

by $2,552,000. 
On page 7, decrease the amount on line 21 

by $3,176,000. 
On page 7, decrease the amount on line 22 

by $3,151,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 6 

by $3,149,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 7 

by $3,151,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 16 

by $188,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 17 

by $179,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 24 

by $222,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 25 

by $221,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 7 

by $220,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 8 

by $221,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 16 

by $448,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 17 

by $425,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 25 

by $529,000. 
On page 10, decrease the amount on line 1 

by $525,000. 
On page 10, decrease the amount on line 9 

by $525,000. 
On page 10, decrease the amount on line 

10 by $525,000. 
On page 10, decrease the amount on line 

19 by $448,000. 
On page 10, decrease the amount on line 

20 by $425,000. 
On page 11, decrease the amount on line 4 

by $529,000. 
On page 11, decrease the amount on line 5 

by $525,000. 
On page 11, decrease the amount on line 

13 by $525,000. 
On page 11, decrease the amount on line 

14 by $525,000. 

On page 11, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $233,000. 

On page 11, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $221,000. 

On page 12, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $275,000. 

On page 12, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $273,000. 

On page 12, decrease the amount on line 
17 by $273,000. 

On page 12, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $273,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $202,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $191,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $238,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 
12 by $236,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 
20 by $236,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 
21 by $236,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 5 
by $233,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $221,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $275,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $273,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $273,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $273,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $179,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $170,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
22 by $212,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $210,000. 

On page 17, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $210,000. 

On page 17, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $210,000. 

On page 17, decrease the amount on line 
16 by $99,100,000. 

On page 17, decrease the amount on line 
17 by $80,271,000. 

On page 17, increase the amount on line 
24 by $99,100,000. 

On page 17, increase the amount on line 
25 by $99,100,000. 

On page 18, increase the amount on line 7 
by $99,100,000. 

On page 18, increase the amount on line 8 
by $99,100,000. 

On page 21, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $1,836,000. 

On page 21, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $1,744,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $2,170,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $2,153,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 
17 by $2,152,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $2,153,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $940,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $893,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 
10 by $1,112,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $1,103,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $1,102,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $1,103,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $37,391,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $35,521,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 
10 by $44,197,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $43,854,000 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $43,829,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $43,854,000. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, on 
Tuesday, the Senate adopted an excel
lent amendment offered by Senators 
DECONCINI and ABDNOR to strengthen 
drug law enforcement, and thereby 
reduce the supply of drugs in this 
country. The amendment I am now of
fering builds upon this approach by 
addressing the other major reason for 
our national drug epidemic, and that is 
the demand for drugs. The Attorney 
General, the Drug Enforcement Ad
ministration, and law enforcement of
ficials everywhere admit that law en
forcment is only a part of the answer 
to this problem. 

We can double spending on law en
forcement, but unless we teach chil
dren to say "no" to drugs, and unless 
we help the millions of Americans who 
are serious abusers of drugs and alco
hol, we will never end this epidemic. 

According to the National Associa
tion of Drug Abuse Directors, 22 mil
lion Americans are current users of il
legal drugs, and 10 million more have 
serious problems with alcohol abuse. 
Treatment admissions for cocaine ad
diction have increased by 48 percent in 
the last year. 

The National Institute on Drug 
Abuse 1985 survey indicates that: 

First, 54 percent of high school sen
iors have used marijuana or hashish; 
41 percent have done so in the last 
year. 

Second, 17 percent have used co
caine; 13 percent in the last year. 

Third, 12 percent have used hallu
cinogens; 8 percent in the last year. 

Fourth, 10 percent have used opiates 
other than heroin; 6 percent in the 
last year. 

So that if we were going to review or 
take a profile of American high school 
students today, let me summarize 
what their level of abuse is as it re
lates, not to alcohol, which is also 
great-but to drugs: 41 percent in the 
last year involved in some use of mari
juana; 13 percent involved in the use 
of cocaine-one of the most deadly 
drugs in terms of its addictive propen
sities, and the difficulty once they 
become addicted, of breaking that ad
diction-S percent in terms of hallu
cinogenics, PCP, angel dust; and 6 per
cent involved in opiates other than 
heroin. 

Mr. President, drug and alcohol 
abuse continues to cause more than 60 
percent of all the crime in America. 
Who is it attracting but our young 
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people? It brings the destruction of 
countless millions of lives. and the de
structions of countless millions of 
hopes. opportunities. and dreams. It is 
a $200 billion a year drain on our econ
omy. 

Despite the spread of drug abuse 
into almost every community in Amer
ica. the Federal Government today 
spends far less on drug prevention and 
treatment than it did in 1980. It pro
vides only about 20 percent of the 
total spent on prevention and treat
ment. State and local governments 
now provide close to 60 percent of the 
total. 

Drug education and rehabilitation is 
funded, in declining order. by: 

State and county agencies. $797.3 
million; private sources. $294.6 million; 
and Federal sources. $252.0 million. 
We do less than private sources. 

At least 40 States have documented 
a serious need to increase prevention 
and treatment for young people. par
ticularly because of a spreading co
caine epidemic made worse by the 
emergence of an extremely addictive 
and cheap form of this drug known as 
crack. 

By adding $100 million per year of 
Federal money for these programs, my 
amendment can provide: 

Preventive education to teach mil
lions of young people-who now re
ceive no such education-how to say 
"no" to drugs; and 

Residential and outpatient help for 
tens of thousands of young people 
who cannot get into overcrowded reha
bilitation centers around the country. 

The money for this initiative will 
not come out of taxpayers' pockets. 
According to the General Services Ad
ministration. the Federal Government 
spent $820 million last year alone on 
new furniture and on new furnishings, 
such as rugs and drapes. 

What we are asking for, Mr. Presi
dent. is that instead of spending $820 
million for new desks and chairs, new 
drapes, et cetera, let us tell the bu
reaucrats that they are going to have 
to cut back on these demands. Let us 
say that we can set aside $100 million 
to do what we should be doing: fight a 
war on drug addiction, and see to it 
that our resources are better applied. 

Mr. President. our limited effort to 
combat the drug epidemic is a national 
scandal and disgrace. For the past sev
eral years. Mr. President, when I have 
raised amendments and made efforts 
to fund a better war against drug ad
diction. I have continually been met 
by this reply: 

Senator, we agree with you, but where do 
we get the money? We agree that we need 
strong law enforcement. 

We passed a measure overwhelming
ly. the DeConcini proposal, to increase 
law enforcement. but we have not 
done anything in terms of drug educa
tion and prevention. We have not done 
anything in terms of rehabilitation. 

I am met with this constant throw
back: "Yes. this is a good proposal. but 
we don't have the money. We cannot 
increase the deficit." 

That is why, Mr. President, what we 
have done is identify with specificity 
an area of the budget by which we 
look to offset that $100 million in
crease. 

The question is simply this: Are we 
going to say that we will continue to 
spend more than $820 million annual
ly for furniture. for furnishings, and 
that we are not willing to reduce that 
by $100 million to begin the battle 
against the drug epidemic that takes 
place, to better fund prevention in 
education programs and to better fund 
rehabilitation programs that are abso
lutely strained beyond capacity? 

There is an institution that does 
great rehabilitation work in my State, 
and that institution is known as 
Daytop Village. Every day. they turn 
away 100 addicts who come to them 
looking for help. Their record in terms 
of helping to rehabilitate is second to 
none. It is a drug-free environment 
they operate under. 

0 1330 
There are few Federal dollars that 

go into that program, and yet they 
must tum away addicts who come and 
who seek treatment. who seek help be
cause they have no funding because 
their place is jammed. So we say on 
the one hand, let us win the war, let us 
fight the war against drug addiction. 
Yet when people seek help in every 
State, we have this incredible problem 
with inadequate resources, and no re
habilitation centers. How do we get 
ahead of the problem? We do not fund 
rehabilitation adequately. and we do 
not fund education and prevention 
adequately. 

So let us ask the question: Are we 
going to face up to the fact that we 
have an epidemic and reorder our pri
orities. or will we continue to do busi
ness as usual? 

Mr. President, I think the choice is 
rather simple. The small reductions 
contained in this amendment are 
spread so broadly across so many func
tional areas of the Government that 
no single function. other than general 
government. suffers a cut of even one
fiftieth of 1 percent. Ten functions are 
cut by less than $4 million. 

I think that it is absolutely criminal 
that we are spending $820 million on 
new furniture and new furnishings, 
and that we would even consider con
tinuing that kind of expenditure. I 
think $100 million that I have put up 
is too small. But I offer this $100 mil
lion because I think maybe it is a start 
in the right direction, a direction that 
we abandoned in 1980. 

The reduction in each function is 
based on its percentage share of 1984 
and 1985 total spending on new fumi-

ture and furnishings, as reported by 
the Federal procurement data system. 

For example, the Department of Ag
riculture spent 0.3 percent of the total 
spent on furniture and furnishings in 
1984 and 1985, so it is cut 0.3 percent 
of $100 million, or $300,000. If the bu
reaucrats in the Department of Agri
culture have to get by with $300,000 
less on new desks and office decora
tions so that farm children can receive 
better drug prevention education, then 
so be it! 

Although the general government 
function and the defense function to
gether provide $89.7 million of the 
total directed to the war on drugs, the 
impact on these functions is quite 
small. General government is cut by 
only 0. 76 percent, and the defense 
function is cut by only 0.013 percent, 
as the following table shows. 

Function: 
050 National defense ..................................... . 
150 International affairs ................................. . 
250 General science, space and technology ... . 
270 Energy ..................................................... . 
300 Natural resources and environment ........ . 

~~~ ~:r:.:::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : : 
400 Transportation ......................................... . 
500 Education, training, employment, social 

services ...................................................... . 
700 Veterans benefits and services ............... . 
750 Administration of Justice .............•.•.......... 
800 General government... ............................. . 

1 Cut as percent of total amount in function. 

Amount cut 
(millions) 

$46.5 
3.4 
.2 
.7 
.4 
.3 
.2 
.3 

.2 
2.6 
1.1 

43.2 

Percent 1 

0.013 
.020 
.002 
.013 
.003 
.001 
.002 
.001 

.001 

.007 

.013 

.760 

I realize that, under the rules. a 
budget amendment can specify only 
the dollar amounts to be added to, or 
cut from, each functional area. I wish 
to note for the record, therefore, that 
it is my intent to find the additional 
funds for this initiative in the furni
ture and furnishings accounts of the 
various agencies. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a detailed, 20-page statement 
of unmet drug abuse prevention, edu
cation, rehabilitation, and treatment 
needs in 48 States-compiled by the 
National Association of State Alcohol 
and Drug Abuse Directors-be printed 
in its entirety at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

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

<See exhibit # 1.) 
Mr. D'AMATO. By voting today to 

cut a few hundredths or a few thou
sandths of 1 percent from 12 func
tions, and that the general Govern
ment function be cut by less than 
eight-tenths of 1 percent. we can meet 
many of these needs. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to think about the people they know, 
and particulary the children in their 
communities. whose lives have been 
destroyed by drugs or alcohol. Think 
about the police and the law enforce
ment officers who tell you they cannot 
win this battle alone. I urge you to 
then give our drug and alcohol pro-
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grams some of the help they need by 
cutting back just 12 percent on Gov
ernment purchases of new furniture 
and new furnishings. I urge my 'col
leagues to support this amendment. 

I also note for the record that Sena
tor WEICKER is a cosponsor of this 
amendment and Senator PREssLER has 
asked to be added as a cosponsor to 
this amendment. 

I hope my colleagues will join with 
me in support of this amendment. 

Before I yield the floor, Mr. Presi
dent, I will 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. D'AMATO. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
EXHIBIT 1 

STATE NARRATIVE REPORTS ON MAJOR UNMET 
NEEDS 

ALABAMA 

The planning process has resulted in 
three major areas of unmet need. 

Increased funding of existing residential 
services. 

Expansion of short term and long term 
substance abuse residential services. 

Expansion of outpatient and day treat
ment services with emphasis on accessibility 
to target populations such as working 
people, women, children and elderly. 

ALASKA 

Improved efforts in the prevention of 
Fetal Alcohol Syndrome. 

Establishment and operation of a residen
tial youth treatment facility. 

There is an overall need to conduct special 
prevention efforts on a regular and consist
ent basis. 

ARIZONA 
The Office of Community Behavioral 

Health has identified domestic violence 
shelter services as under-developed in Arizo
na. While not specifically supported by 
drug, alcohol, or mental health funds <do
mestic violence funds are a separate legisla
tive appropriation> the clients served often 
have difficulties that grow out of substance 
abuse problems. We fund shelters and safe 
homes throughout Arizona and believe this 
system is in need of expansion. 

The capacity to serve clients in need of 
methadone maintenance services is not suf
ficient to meet demand. Publicly supported 
programs are having to delay client registra
tion. Additional funding is required. 

Expanded residential treatment services 
are needed for women with dependent chil
dren, for clients needing detoxification serv
ices, and for drug abusing youth. Various fa
cilities already established need refurbish
ment and more realistic salary structures. 
Additional funding is required. 

ARKANSAS 
Youth involved, at some level of severity, 

with alcohol and other drugs, and how to 
create/design services for this group have 
gained increasing emphasis in the last year. 
Data on the number of youth needing treat
ment are limited. A recent drop-out study 
has provided considerable new information 
in this area. The OADAP has made avail
able limited funds for a pilot project de
signed to provide residential treatment to 
adolescents. There are not sufficient funds 
to initiate a new program. It is anticipated 

that the limited pilot will provide further Residential treatment alternatives to in
support for the need for more services to carceration for alcohol/drug abusers with 
this group. The current funding situation significant criminal justice involvement. 2 

will prohibit any service expansion. DISTRICT OF COLUKBIA 
CALIFORNIA <ALCOHOL> The following needs were identified, but 

A survey of the critical unmet needs, as not provided in the District of Columbia due 
defined by the local county alcohol authori- to inadequate resources: 
ties, resulted in an unmet need costing $85 Needs Inadequate resources 
million. Inpatient drug detoxifi- Funds. 

Other data sources, identified in the State cation <PCP and other 
Alcohol Plan, indicate that special under- drugs>. 
served population groups are inadequately Treatment slots for Funds, staff. 

court referral. 
served in California. These groups are made High risk identification 
up of women, ethnic minorities, youth, the and referral <AIDS, 

Do. 

elderly and the disabled. prenatal care>. 
A variety of services are needed through- Communications net- Funds, technology. 

out the State, such as social model detoxifi- work <to link treat-
cation and recovery homes, residential ment programs and 
treatment, non-residential and outpatient compile data>. 
services, and prevention services. 

CALIFORNIA <DRUG> 
Major needs include: 
Treatment facilities for cocaine and syn

thetic drug abusers. 
Treatment facilities <residential> specifi

cally for AIDS-diagnosed patients and for 
youth services. 

Affordable laboratory tests to detect pres
ence of fentanyl analogs. 

Resources required include: 
Adequate and timely research on the epi

demiology of synthetic and natural drugs to 
facilitate development of public policy and 
program funding priorities. 

COLORADO 
With increased funds we would be able to 

provide higher reimbursement rates for 
services currently provided and expand serv
ices to meet the needs of a greater percent
age of the target population. 

CONNECTICUT 
A major need identified is the replace

ment of federal funds due to decreased 
block grant allocations and lack of inflation
ary increases. In the first instance, a 
$410,000 decrease in Social Services Block 
Grant <SSBG > funds became effective Octo
ber 1, 1985. These monies are needed to 
maintain the existing community based 
treatment and rehabilitation system. The 
October 1, 1985 decrease in SSBG funds was 
offset this year by unallocated funds which 
resulted from the closing of one program. 
Without an increase in subsequent years, 
service reductions would be required. In the 
second instance, CADAC has identified 
$66,819 needed to replace the amount of Al
cohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health Serv
ices <ADMS> block grant funds which will 
no longer be available due to inflationary 
costs. The effect of status quo funding is a 
loss of ability to maintain current positions 
due to increased costs relating to collective 
bargaining increases and anniversary in
creases. 

Another major need identified in our 
planning process is the expansion of the 
service delivery capability of existing pre
vention programs. CADAC has identified 
$100,000 to increase by 50% the number of 
youth, teachers and other adults to be 
served by high demand population services. 

DELAWARE 

FLORIDA 
There are currently insufficient funds to 

expand and enhance alcohol and drug abuse 
services. In addition, with an increase in co
caine use and AIDS clients <Florida current
ly has the third highest number of con
firmed AIDS cases) additional resources will 
be needed to provide adequate services for 
these two population groups. 

GEORGIA 
During 1985, the Alcoholism and Drug 

Abuse Services Plan was formulated in 
order to realign resources to shift the bal
ance more toward a community-based con
tinuum of care. The plan further provided 
that the size and function of the eight re
gional hospital alcohol and drug units be re
duced to serve only the most problematic 
patients and the acutely medically involved. 
Over a four year period, hospital resources 
are being redirected to develop 24 hour com
munity services to provide for detoxifica
tion, 28-day residential treatment and ex
tended residential care in eight regions of 
Georgia. During FY 1986, three regions will 
implement a regional system of services for 
alcohol and drug clients. The implementa
tion of this portion of the plan is supported 
by the Department of Human Resources FY 
1986 improvement funds. The plan projects 
an increase in all alcohol and drug abuse 
residential treatment beds from the current 
number of 646 to a total of 992 at a cost of 
$6 million over a four year period. 

GUAM 
Major needs that were identified for 

which resources were not adequate include 
the development and implementation of a 
drug and alcohol unit, a satellite medication 
and mental health clinic, specific risk reduc
tion services for special populations, the De
partment's quality assurance program, and 
the Department's management information 
system. Many of these needs were not met 
because of a lack in funds, educational insti
tutions, and coordination among other plan
ning/research agencies. 

HAWAII 

The following table demonstrates the gap 
in available services and the resources 
needed to reach a low average level of 
services: 

Available 
resources Support needed 

Appropriate residential treatment re-
source for adolescent alcohol/drug abusers.l Prevention ..................................... $430,604 $723,331 plus 38.6 F.T.l 

Emergency/crisis inteM!ltion ....... 21,926 $495,385 plus 19.3 F.T.l plus 

• Legally under auspices of separate governmen
tal unit. Need acknowledged but not responsibility 
of this agency. 

26,055 bed days. 
Outpatient... .................................. 1,224,335 $1l,467,573 plus 104.2 F.T.l 

• Not sole responsibility of this agency. 
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Available 
resources 

Residential .................................... 1,122,731 $5,839,915 plus 138,400 bed 
days. 

mAHO 

Idaho identified the need to establish a 
residential treatment program for adoles
cents needing longer term, more structured 
substance abuse treatment. Estimates were 
that this would cost $250,000 or more. Also 
identified as a need was the development of 
treatment programs for persons under cus
tody of the state or county-<criminal jus
tice systems-jails, prisons, etc.) or foster 
homes, youth homes, etc. The need to find 
cost effective treatments, matching clients 
and treatments, has continued to be a prior
ity for substance abuse administration. 

ILLINOIS 

The Illinois Department of Alcoholism 
and Substance Abuse <DASA> coordinates 
services and distributes grants to communi
ty drug and alcohol prevention and treat
ment service providers. By far, the largest 
portion of the DASA budget is grant-in-aid. 
Based on research conducted by the agency, 
it appears that the major problem in Illinois 
is the lack of a full range of services in all 
areas, as well as the lack of adequate serv
ices to special populations <i.e., youth, 
women, minorities> in all parts of the State. 
This is caused by the fact that federal and 
state funding is limited, and the State's top 
priority at this time is to provide continued 
funding to the existing service system, 
thereby upgrading the quality of care. In a 
state as geographically large and culturally 
diverse as Illinois, additional centers 
throughout the state are necessary to ade
quately serve the population. 

INDIANA 

Services, primarily of a non-hospital 24 
hour residential nature, were identified as 
deficient for both youth and adults. Inten
sive outpatient treatment (day treatment) 
needs were likewise noted as insufficient. 
The absence of a statewide prevention strat
egy was noted. Funding in the areas of 
$12,000,000 annually was identified as 
needed to meet the reasonable demands for 
services. 

IOWA 

Respondents to a mailed questionnaire 
identified the following treatment needs: 
specialized services to ethnic/racial minori
ties and the elderly adult in-patient services; 
halfway house services for men and women· 
day care services; and adolescent residentiai 
services. In prevention, respondents called 
for increased services to minorities, the el
derly, and women. In addition, respondents 
requested more specialized training for 
groups outside the network of prevention 
and treatment programs. Those groups in
cluded police officers, volunteers, parents, 
physicians, clubs and organizations, prison 
staff, administrators and teachers. 

Although there was an increased state ap
propriation for FY 1985, these funds were 
not sufficient to address the identified 
needs. 

To enhance and promote community pro
grams furthering youth prevention, inter
vention and treatment services a $10.6 mil
lion investment is needed over the next 5 
years. 

To promote and enhance community pro
grams furthering alcohol and other drug 
abuse outpatient services, with special at
tention to the needs of both employed and 

indigent clients, a 5 year $650,000 invest
ment is necessary. 

To enhance and promote community pro
grams furthering prevention, intervention 
and treatment services for minority popula
tions a $2,376,000 investment is needed. 

More than $5 million in state and commu
nity funding is needed for capital improve
ments in treatment facilities. 

Inadequate counselor salaries resulting in 
excessive turnover is a longstanding prob
lem. 

KENTUCKY 

Governor's Task Force on Drug and Alco
hol Prevention-funds would be allocated to 
implement the recommendations of the 
Governor's Task Force. 

Treatment Services for Adolescents
through subcontract arrangements with 
CCC's new services targeted at youth who 
have alcohol and drug problems would be 
developed. 

A&D Treatment Services for Adults-Ex
pansion of CCC system would include more 
halfway house and residential treatment 
programs for adults who abuse alcohol and 
drugs. 

Alternatives to Incarceration-In order to 
implement the intent of the Decriminaliza
tion of Public Intoxication Act, alternative 
programs need to be established. 

Prescription Abuse Data · Synthesis 
<PADS>-One staff position and computer 
capability would be required to implement 
this recommended program of the Gover
nor's Task Force on Prescription Drug 
Abuse. 

Criminal Justice Diversion Program
Each CCC would have opportunity to estab
lish court liaison for MH-MR-8A identifica
tion and referral. 

Capitol Construction of Alcohol and Drug 
Facilities-The legislature would appropri
ate funds for a Bond Issue. 

Employee Assistance Program for State 
Government-An EAP program would be es
tablished by the Department of Personnel 
for all state government employees. 

Alcohol & Drug Programs in Kentucky 
Prisons-the Corrections Cabinet would 
expand programs in 5 prisons in Kentucky. 

LOUISIANA 

A recently completed needs assessment 
identified the following major needs and the 
resources required to meet total needs of 
those dependent on public sector treatment 
resources. 

To provide 100% of detoxification needs; 
an additional 197 beds would be needed. Ex
isting beds for detox services in the public 
sector totals 40. 

For inpatient (30 day) treatment, unmet 
need is estimated to be 207 beds. Through 
existing resources, 310 beds are presently 
available for a total bed need of 517. 

Halfway house/residential services are 
now provided through 197 beds. Unmet need 
is estimated to be 557 beds. 

For outpatient treatment services, it is es
timated that an additional 395 treatment 
staff positions would be needed to meet 
100% of need for services based on a case
load of 1:50. 

An additional $10,625,634 would be needed 
to fund approximately 50% of the unmet 
need in new or expanded prevention/inter
vention/treatment programs. 

MAINE 

Both inflation and increased quality of 
services have diminished the buying power 
of existing funds. 

Halfway house services for women. 
Expansion of rural outpatient services. 

Extended care services for late stage popu
lation. 

Expansion of adolescent treatment. 
Shelter I detoxification services. 

MARYLAND <ALCOHOL) 

Services to adolescents-additional funds 
need to be appropriated to provide expand
ed assessment and treatment and residential 
treatment services. These gaps in services 
have been identified and are priority fund
ing items for this current fiscal year and the 
next three fiscal years. In addition to this 
increased prevention and intervention ef
forts have been initiated in conjunction 
with other human service agencies in the 
State. It is projected that annually, a need 
to provide residential placements for 300 
adolescents in fiscal year 1986 will outstrip 
the available resources and additional resi
den~ial facilities will have to be developed. 
ProJected costs through purchase of service 
contracts will be around $500,000 to 
$750,000 annually. 

MARYLAND DRUG 

To fund an additional nine addiction 
counselor positions to serve as adolescent 
treatment coordinators throughout the 
State to provide liaison with other juvenile 
agencies; assessment and referral to residen
tial facilities; outpatient and family counsel
ing ($200,000). 

To improve treatment services for an esti
mated . 750 new female clients annually in 
outpatient programs by providing two coun
selor/coordinator positions in each of the 
five regions throughout the State 
($225,000). 

To provide Group Home Care for approxi
mately 92 adolescents annually who have 
completed formal treatment for substance 
abuse, but need extended aftercare and are 
unable to return to their own homes 
<$303,000). 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Several major needs were identified 
through the recent state planning process 
for which resources were not adequate to 
meet those needs. First, there has been a 
need to increase prevention efforts in the 
schools and to develop resources to train 
teachers and to support the development of 
comprehensive drug and alcohol prevention 
curricula. Second, the need to acquire addi
tional funding to upgrade residential drug 
programming was identified. Third, the 
need to expand the availability of metha
done services was identified. 

For all services, there is a need to main
tain the existing level of operations while at 
the same time providing for cost of living in
creases. This has become increasingly diffi
cult in that state and federal funding are 
static. Federal "lag" money is no longer 
available for alcoholism services, and we are 
faced with the prospect of service reduc
tions in the state 1986-87 fiscal year. 

MINNESOTA 

Specialized programs to prevent, identify, 
and treat drug and alcohol problems among 
various "special" populations, including the 
elderly, adolescents, Southeast Asians 
Blacks, Hispanics, the handicapped, vario~ 
dual disability groups <MI/CD, MR/CD 
hearing impaired, etc.), etc. While the stat~ 
can and does provide grants for demonstra
tion projects, on-going funding and dissemi
nation of results to effect permanent system 
change continue to be problems. 

Treatment for those who do not meet 
public assistance guidelines but have no in
surance or other resources. 



May 1, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9243 
MISSISSIPPI 

Additional treatment beds for adolescents 
are needed, especially in the Northern and 
Southern portions of the state. The re
quired resources is funding. 

Prevention activities within the school 
system are inconsistent both in availability 
and quality where they exist at all. The re
quired resource is a policy mandate from 
the State Board of Education for the inclu
sion of prevention activities in the curricu
lum requirements. 

MISSOURI 

The table below summarizes the Missouri 
Division of Alcohol and Drug Abuse target 
population and the level of service needed 
for that population. As can be seen, there is 
a large gap between existing and desired 
service level. An additional $76 million 
would be necessary to reach the desired 
service level. 

Target 
popula

tion 

46,614 DetoxifiCation beds ................................... . 
Residential beds ........................................ . 
Nonresidelltial hours ...........•....•................. 

MONTANA 

Existing 
services 

129 
551 

151 ,118 

Desired 
services 

516 
2,601 

649,514 

Need identified 
<1 > Lack of inpatient 

treatment beds for in
digents in the eastern 
part of State. 

Resources required 
Funding. 

<2> Need for more transi
tional living, or ex
tended care facilities. 

<3> Need for adolescent 
treatment services. 

<4> Increase training for 
adolescent diagnosis 
and assessment. 

<S> Maintaining existing 
services with a contin
ued decrease in public 
<State and Federal> 
funds. 

Funding. 

Funding, staff and facili
ties. 

Funding. 

Do. 

NEBRASKA 

Our most recent plan was published in 
July, 1985, and proposes a model service 
system for the six planning regions in the 
State. It identifies a general lack of public 
information, education, and prevention serv
ices in 3 of the 6 regions. Day Care <Partial 
Care) is not available in 3 regions nor are 
youth services available in 4 regions. Detoxi
fication services are available in all but one 
region. 

In an analysis of geographic accessibility 
three multiregional level services were 
found not to be accessible (youth halfway 
house, youth short term residential, and 
adult extended residential). 

Analysis of financial accessibility reveals 
that five types of services are not offered on 
an ability to pay basis <emergency detoxifi
cation, <1 region), youth short-term residen
tial (2 regions), adult short term residential 
(3 regions), youth halfway < 1 region) and 
adult halfway house <1 region>. 

No estimate of resources required to fulfill 
these needs was made. From the above, I 
have estimated that there is a need for 
about 21 new programs <facilities). The pro
grams listed are not of the inexpensive vari
ety. A very rough estimate of cost would be 
approximately $5 million in additional state 
funds or about twice as much as we current
ly provide. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE' 

Although more people than ever have 
been served, due to tight budgets and limit
ed fiscal resources, OADAP is still only 

reaching four < 4) percent of the identified 
population in need of treatment. The in
creasing numbers being identified as a 
result of prevention and awareness efforts 
have strained resources and created gaps in 
services. Because of the same constraints, 
special populations troubled by substance 
abuse, such as the hearing impaired, blind, 
or developmentally disabled, have not been 
served. 

NEW JERSEY 

The following major programmatic areas 
are in need of substantial funding resources 
and represent major categorical under
served populations as well: <1) Homeless/ 
Chronic Debiliated Alcoholics and Drug Ad
dicts in need of residential extended care 
services, (2) Teenage substance abusers in 
need of primary services, and (3) Substance 
abusers who have an additional simultane
ous condition including AIDS, Mental Ill
ness and Hearing Loss in need of specialized 
treatment services. 

Additional technological resources are 
necessary to provide more complete, rapidly 
available drunk driving data and client 
tracking capability. 

NEW YORK (ALCOHOL) 

The current alcoholism service delivery 
system reaches approximately eight percent 
of the population in need. Almost all exist
ing inpatient and outpatient alcoholism 
treatment services report excessive waiting 
time for entry into services. In many com
munities, the most fundamental services in
cluding alcoholism clinics do not exist. 

The following chart illustrates immediate 
and projected needs by program type: 

Program type 1985 
(beds) 

Inpatient detroxifK:ation ......... ................................... 684 
Inpatient rehabilitation .............................................. 421 
Community residence ................................................ 582 
Outpatient alcoholism rehabilitation (visits) ............. 4,004,762 

NEW YORK <DRUG) 

1986 
(beds) 

717 
479 

4,212 
4,104,542 

The Division of Substance Abuse Services 
oversees a statewide network of programs 
providing treatment and rehabilitation serv
ices to substance abusers in communities 
throughout the State. Treatment services 
benefit not only the abusers whose health 
and personal status are improved, but socie
ty at large. However, a great many sub
stance abusers whose problems are serious
including substantial numbers who are the 
cause of enormous social and economic 
costs-are not in treatment. Overall, there 
are more than 240,000 narcotic addicts and 
more than 550,000 heavy non-narcotic abus
ers in the state-while only 75,000-80,000 
substance abusers are known to receive 
treatment during a year. 

In order to adequately address the unmet 
treatment need problem that currently 
exists in the State of New York the follow
ing directions need to be undertaken: <1 > 
expand treatment capabilities; <2> increase 
availability of services; (3) assess and design 
services for nonnarcotic abusers; <4> further 
increase the quality of service; (5) undertake 
additional research <6> increase appropriate 
services to special populations; (7) continue 
efforts to impact on public awareness/atti
tudes; and (8) continue contributions to 
AIDS research efforts. 

New York also supports an extensive net
work of prevention and early intervention 
services that include statewide public infor
mation/awareness and community volun
teer efforts, and local prevention and early 

intervention programs. While the great ma
jority of the local prevention programs 
focus on a youthful population, incidence 
and prevalence data indicates a need to also 
target other groups. However, prevention 
services already severely constrained by 
recent funding decisions. 

In order to adequately address the unmet 
prevention needs problems that currently 
exists in the State of New York the follow
ing directions need to be undertaken: 1 > 
expand the capabilities of the substance 
abuse prevention services system, especially 
for target populations; 2) continue efforts to 
increase public awareness; 3) increase qual
ity and cost-effectiveness of services; 4) 
study the future elderly population; 5) de
velop additional information; 6) develop and 
implement mechanisms to foster increased 
coordination of program efforts; and 7) de
velop mechanisms to access additional fund
ing sources. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Prevention.-There is a need to have per
sonnel to do prevention full-time; and funds 
for demonstration projects in student inter
vention and parent education. 

Adolescents.-Although the dimensions of 
the problem are unclear at present compre
hensive early identification and treatment 
for adolescents with substance abuse prob
lems is being given special emphasis in 
North Carolina. Our legislature has allocat
ed $1.2 million for start up funds for new 
programs in 1985-86 that are designed to 
demonstrate model services for communi
ties. These resources will also assist in the 
better assessment of needs for underserved 
populations in our system and further plan
ning and training. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Major resource needs include residential 
and intermediate care for adolescents which 
include both facility and operational funds 
with no specific estimate of the dollars re
quired. Present outpatient programs are 
adequate in their present locations but our 
need is to expand existing treatment pro
grams to include outreach programming in 
various parts of our State. The major need 
here is additional addiction counseling staff 
with an estimated budget to be around 
$500,000 per year including salary and travel 
expenses. No facilities are necessary. 

OHIO 

Although Ohio was able to increase fund
ing, fiscal year 1985 again fell dramatically 
short of its needs for treatment and preven
tion dollars. As we have described in FY '84, 
it costs approximately $46.5 million to treat 
30,105 Ohio indigents within three levels of 
care-inpatient, residential and outpatient. 
That cost is now approximately $48 million 
based on a 3 percent inflation factor. This 
cost takes into consideration all resource 
areas-staff, funding, facilities etc. 

The increases in state funds from DWI li
cense reinstatement fees was also certainly 
a step in the right direction, however, 
Ohio's need for an adequate continuum of 
care accessible to all Ohioans, particularly 
to specific populations, remains a high pri
ority. This will require special attention in 
the area of resource development and a uni
fied approach, whether it be through the 
implementation of a generally controlled 
statewide system, or some other alternative 
system. 

Prevention remains a priority for Ohio. 
Again, despite Ohio's efforts to increase 
state funding for the development of a 
system to provide training and consultation 
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of Ohio communities on prevention/inter
vention, the gap between available resources 
and existing need is considerable, as previ
ously identified, Ohio plans to implement 
such a system through essentially three ave
nues: (1) intervention training; <2> personal 
resources and (3) community training. 

OKLAHOMA 

The Department requested $960,559 as ex
pansion funds for FY 86 but did not receive. 
The increase was to assist in: 

Developing new adolescent residential 
service; upgrading the three existing adoles
cent residential facilities; developing new 
adolescent/women's residential facility for 
minorities; developing a new service of de
toxification in one residential program; ex
panding residential services; expanding out
patient services. 

No additional funds were received to de
velop or expand the programs. 

OREGON 

The following needs exist: 
Prevention and treatment services for el

derly people; 
Prevention and treatment services for 

handicapped people; 
Prevention and treatment services for ado

lescents; 
Residential services for women. 
Treatment services for the most chronic 

and severe clients, many of whom have or
ganic brain damage; 

Treatment services for incarcerated indi
viduals-juveniles and adults. 

Residential treatment capability for the 
adolescent. 

Transitional housing for the homeless. 
Treatment alternatives for the youthful 

criminal justice substance abuser. <TASC> 
School prevention program. 

PUERTO RICO 

Prevention: 
To reestablish the Humacao Prevention 

Center, thereby increasing services in the 
Eastern part of the Island, an often report
ed service lack, at a total cost of $74,568. 

To provide additional technicians for 
Mobile Units and centers to broaden cover
age of the Island, at a total cost of $71,850. 

To intensify the mass media effort, at a 
cost of $34,500. 

To increase personnel in the Juvenile Res
titution Program at a cost of $121,768. 

Treatment: 
To create a complete treatment center in 

the Eastern area to service adults, children 
and adolescents, at a cost of $484,877. 

To establish Day Care Centers for Alco
holics in Manati and Caguas at a cost of 
$75,000. 

To increase the DWI Program staff, at a 
cost of $86,052. 

To establish a specialized residential treat
ment center for girls and women. 

To strengthen the treatment modules 
prevalent in the penal institutions and to 
set up new modules in the institutions in 
need of them. 

To expand services at the Industrial 
School for Girls at Ponce and Boys at Maya
guez, at a cost of $80,000. 

RHODE ISLAND 

Transitional and long-term care for chron
ic alcoholics. 

Shelter care for alcoholics. 
Residential and outpatient treatment pro

grams for adolescents. 
Rhode Island-specific drug abuse study I 

survey. 
Methadone maintenance services are inad

equate. 

Inadequate services, across all modalities, 
to meet the current demand. 

Lack of growth/expansion in the treat
ment/prevention system due to decreased 
and inadequate funding. 

Two catchment areas do not have funded 
prevention programs. 

Inadequate financial resources ·to imple
ment school substance abuse intervention 
and student assistance programs. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Needs were identified in treatment, pre
vention and early intervention, and in sever
al non-programmatic areas. 

The principal treatment need is for addi
tional outpatient counselors as a result of 
increases during the last three years in the 
demand for outpatient services. For the 
same reason, a need has been identified for 
increased funding to support training and 
technical assistance for treatment providers. 

Several needs were identified in the areas 
of prevention and early intervention, includ
ing expansion of primary prevention activi
ties in communities, expansion of the 
School Intervention Program, expansion of 
prevention and intervention services for in
stitutionalized youth, a second Teen Insti
tute, and increased information services. 

Non-programmatic needs include funding 
for facility renovation, funding to allow 
cost-of-living salary adjustments for person
nel and funding for improvements in infor
mation technology capability. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

An assessment of adolescent needs re
vealed a need for at least 2 more residential 
treatment programs, 5 structured outpa
tient treatment programs; 22 FTE's in coun
seling and referral centers with expertise to 
deal with chelnically dependent adolescents 
and issues of children of alcoholics and 
33,852 days of transitional or group home 
care. 

We are in the process of assessing state
wide services and determining systeins 
needs. We should have specific identified 
need areas by late December. More informa
tion will be forwarded to you at that time. 

TENNESSEE 

Adolescent Residential Treatment has 
been a priority. In FY 84-85 the first public
ly funded 15-bed program was established. 
With the impact of the Governor's Task 
Force on Youth Alcohol and Drugs, FY 85-
86, two additional publicly funded 15-bed 
programs are being established for a total 
state resource amount of $1,500,000. This 
gives one program in each grant region of 
the state. The Statewide Planning Comlnit
tee recommended one program per region 
<six regions>, which would require an addi
tional $1,500,000 of state resources. 

Adolescent Aftercare and Outpatient 
Services was also recommended by the 
Statewide Comlnittee. No identified state re
sources are available to meet this need in 
the development of the continuum of care 
for youth. For the present, we are asking 
for a percentage <10%> of contracted outpa
tient slot utilization for adolescents across 
the state. 

The Statewide Planning Comlnittee also 
made recommendations concerning under 
funding for adult services. This addresses 
unmet needs in regions across the state. The 
percentage annual increase of state funding 
does not meet this recommendation. It re
mains a continuing planning issue for this 
year, to more concretely address the unmet 
needs and resources required during the 
next three years to improve adult services. 
This will require Departmental improve-

ment requests in the budget process and leg
islative action. 

TEXAS 

Detoxification, evaluation, and referral 
centers for public inebriates diverted from 
the criminal justice system are needed in 
every region of the state. At present, there 
are three. At least twenty-four are needed, 
and the three which are in operation need 
expansion. 

The insufficient number of long-term care 
facilities for chronic inebriates also com
prises a major gap in services. 

Adolescent treatment services are a major 
need, in addition to a need to expand the 
number of outpatient services. Texas has 
few non-hospital based residential substance 
abuse treatment services for persons under 
18 who are unable to access for-profit serv
ices. 

The Comlnission also has a priority for es
tablishing at least 24 programs to serve chil
dren from chemically dependent families. 
We need one in each region; at present 
there are five. 

Additional casefinding and referral capa
bilities and training resources are needed to 
respond to the divergence of public inebri
ates. 

Services for youthful inhalant abusers are 
inadequate and need significantly more fi
nancial support. 

Funding and technology are also needed 
to respond to the service needs of specific 
substance abuse trends, such as cocaine and 
designer drugs. 

UTAH 

Alcohol and drug abuse probleins affect 
the lives and health of many youth in Utah. 
A 1983 study by the Utah State Division of 
Alcoholism and Drugs shows that 7.4% of 
Utah teens ages 12-17 <13,067> have either 
extreme or severe probleins with alcohol 
and drugs and are in need of treatment 
intervention. Recent increases in State ap
propriations for alcohol and drug services 
have been directed at relieving public safety 
pressures and at prevention. As a result, 
adequate treatment resources do not exist; 
treatment programs are filled to capacity 
and many youth are required to be placed 
on waiting lists. A survey conducted across 
the State in 1985 indicates that it would 
cost $4,961,568 over the next two years to 
develop and implement an adequate service 
system to address the needs of our youth 
who have extreme or severe alcohol or other 
drug probleins. 

VERKONT 

A major need for the State of Vermont is 
an instate residential facility for youth. 

Currently the existing array of services is 
having difficulty meeting the client 
demand. More general outpatient services 
are required for this purpose. In addition, 
services to older Vermonts, women and 
school age youth are needed. We believe 
that we have the technology to meet these 
needs. The resources are the primary prob
lem. 

Overall the existing system is in financial 
trouble. With the exception of a few outpa
tient clinics most programs are experiencing 
serious probleins. 

VIRGINIA 

Although new detoxification services have 
been initiated in Virginia recently, there re
mains a need to continue development of 
community-based detoxification especially 
in areas previously served by state facilities 
which are now reducing detoxifcation serv
ices. 
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Progress is continuing in accessing care in 

local, general hospitals; however, as with 
the detoxification service need noted above, 
funding is an issue especially for medical 
services to the indigent alcoholic under the 
primary diagnosis of alcoholism. 

Employment services are required to deal 
with the current 50% rate of unemployment 
among our treatment clientele; connections 
among local agencies are required. 

Virginia has become increasingly aware of 
the special needs of the dually diagnosed 
<MH/SA> population-technology and im
proved relationships between MH and SA 
providers is required; then the funding issue 
can be examined. 

Additional funding <with a focus on rural 
areas> is required to meet current demand 
as evidenced by waiting lists and to further 
develop a continuum of services. 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 

New programs for women's treatment 
were designed, one in St. Thomas and one in 
St. Croix. The St. Croix program still lacks 
a staff member and although women are 
being served, the program, as designed, will 
not be implemented until a staff member 
can be hired. 

Increase services to women and youth, co
operative efforts with the school are moving 
along slower than expected. A new program 
entitled "Women's Challenges" has been de
signed and minimally implemented. 

Staff person also need to implement this 
program. 

WASHINGTON 

There are 2,800 alcoholics and drug abus
ers who are receiving welfare checks on the 
basis of a substance abuse disability. While 
state policy requires that these persons be 
enrolled in a program at residential or out
patient treatment, funds are insufficient to 
provide the necessary treatment services for 
this population. 

All persons convicted of Driving While In
toxicated <DWI> are required to undergo an 
assessment of alcohol dependency. Those 
considered to be in need of alcoholism treat
ment are referred to treatment by the 
courts as a condition of their retaining driv
ing privileges. New DWI statutes have in
creased the total number of court referrals 
to (primarily> outpatient treatment, among 
them a significant number of low income 
persons. Bureau funding is insufficient to 
pay for the cost of treatment of all of these 
persons. 

In the past, most alcohol and drug de
pendent youth were treated together with 
adults by regular treatment agencies. 
During the last two years, the bureau has 
been funding twenty-eight youth alcohol 
and drug treatment beds in three special 
residential facilities for youth, but has not 
developed a continuum of aftercare outpa
tient services for youth. There is a need for 
additional specialized youth treatment beds 
and for specially trained youth therapists to 
provide outpatient and aftercare services. 

We have only fifty percent of the drug 
residential treatment capacity which we 
need to keep up with the service demand 
generated by court treatment placement. At 
present, there is a seventy-six day average 
waiting period for admission to residential 
drug treatment agencies. In addition, the 
quality of treatment is suffering because of 
attempts by agencies to accommodate the 
demand by coverextending themselves. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

1. Residential treatment for adolescents. 
2. Long-term residential treatment for 

chronic alcoholics. 

3. Expanded day treatment programs. 
4. Expansion of outpatient services. 
5. Expansion of transitional living serv

ices. 
All above services could be provided with a 

sufficient increase in funds to provide staff, 
and, in the case of 1 and 2, facilities. 

WISCONSIN 

The State of Wisconsin, through its bien
nial planning and budgetary process, pre
pares proposals to meet the state needs. 
Proposals in the area of alcohol and other 
drug abuse programs include the following: 

In addition to the increase to counties to 
address women's initiatives, other priorities 
to be considered if funding allows include: 
expansion of the Women Reaching Women 
program to all counties <$235,000). 

Earmark block grant funds for specific ini
tiatives for women through the community 
aids process <$360,000). 

Pool funds with the Domestic Abuse 
Council and jointly fund new programs 
($360,000). 

Develop procedure to use funding for 
child care for women in treatment ($75,000). 

Increase funding for the TRAILS pro
grams to a level that will minimally fund 
one full-time employee at each reservation 
with adequate travel and training <$75,000). 

Support and encourage the development 
and expansion of services to special popula
tions (i.e., women, minorities, elderly, crimi
nal justice, youth, the chronic, the dis
abled>. <Amount to be determined $1-2 mil
lion approximately.> 

Fund services for hearing impaired treat
ment <$720,000). 

Fund an American Indian residential 
treatment center <$350,000). 

Fund an American Indian Women's Treat
ment Center <$350,000>. 

Provide funding for the State Chronic Al
coholic Community Support program <$3-4 
million>. 

Major need is treatment services for chil
dren/adolescents <persons under the age of 
majority which is 19 in Wyoming>. Impetus 
for this need emerged from an overall exam
ination by the State of all youth services in 
Wyoming. It became clear that alcohol and 
drug treatment services for youth in Wyo
ming are not available. Many youth are 
being sent to special youth treatment facili
ties in neighboring States. Questions arose 
as to whether these youth could or should 
be treated in adult facilities. Currently the 
State is exploring and searching for appro
priate treatment alternatives for youth in 
Wyoming. Although the State is experienc
ing an economic downturn and new monies 
are difficult to obtain, the State is commit
ted to improving the adequacy of services 
for children. 

It is estimated that in 1982 there were 22 
million persons in American households 
that were current drug users and 10 million 
persons with alcohol problems. Only 5-10 
percent of these individuals are receiving 
treatment. Waiting lists for admission to 
drug and alcohol treatment programs are 
common in many States. Treatment admis
sions for cocaine addiction have increased 
by 48 percent in the past year. Residential 
and outpatient treatment programs are 
being inundated with demands for treat
ment services from intravenous drug users 
who are seeking treatment as a means of 
preventing their infection with the deadly 
AIDS virus. 

The current appropriation for the ADMS 
Block Grant program is $468.9 million. The 
FY 1987 authorization level for the Block 
Grant Program is $576 million of which al-

cohol and drug abuse receive approximately 
50 percent at the national level. If the 
ADMS Block Grant program was increased 
by $100 million, the States would be able to 
readily absorb the increase for drug and al
cohol treatment and prevention services 
into their long-standing comprehensive 
treatment and prevention systems. These 
comprehensive service systems provide vary
ing levels of prevention, education and 
treatment services which are targeted to the 
needs of the specific individual. 

The States use the alcohol and drug por
tion of the ADMS Block Grant program to 
provide community and school-based pre
vention, education and information services 
as well as residential and outpatient treat
ment services for tens of thousands of cli
ents. In FY 1985, the States provided alco
hol and drug abuse treatment services to 
1,423,689 clients. Of the total number of cli
ents, approximately 20 percent or 284,738 
were supported with ADMS Block Grant 
monies. In addition, hundreds of thousands 
of children and other members of the com
munity received prevention services. 

At the onset, the provision of education, 
information and prevention services are the 
most effective means for preventing alcohol 
and drug abuse problems. These services are 
both community and school-based and are 
provided through various forums. If one
half or $50 million of a $100 million increase 
for the ADMS Block Grant program was 
targeted for prevention, education and in
formation services the following number of 
education/information sessions and con
tacts would be supported within community 
and school-based programs: 909,000 educa
tion/information sessions and 12 million 
education/information contacts. In addi
tion, 762,200 counseling sessions would be 
provided in both community and school
based settings along with 1,115,800 individ
ual contacts. 

For those in need of treatment, services 
are available through comprehensive array 
of treatment modalities and environments 
which are targeted to the individual's par
ticular needs. These services are typically 
provided in a non hospital setting and are 
cost effective. In the State of New York, for 
example, drug abuse services in a residential 
setting cost approximately $8,000-$10,000 
per year. Inpatient rehabilitation services 
for alcoholism costs approximately $200 per 
day with an average stay of approximately 
40 days. Care provided in a halfway house 
setting for those individuals seeking to 
return to the community is approximately 
$33 per day for an average stay of 75 days. 
On an outpatient basis, drug abuse services 
cost approximately $3,000-$4,000 per year· 
per client. 

Depending on the needs of the particular 
State, the additional funds provided for 
drug and alcohol treatment would be spent 
on a variety of services. Information from 
the National Association of State Alcohol 
and Drug Abuse Directors has indicated 
that a major need in many States centers on 
the development and expansion of residen
tial programs for youth and it is anticipated 
that much of this need could be met with 
the additional influx of Federal dollars. 

With an increase of $10 million for pre
vention activities the National Institute on 
Drug Abuse would be able to expand its ex
isting prevention activities and develop new 
initiatives which remain unfunded due to a 
lack of Federal funds. It has been also been 
noted that the National Institute on Alco
hol Abuse and Alcoholism could immediate
ly utilize $3-$5 million for prevention ac-
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tivities. Examples of drug and alcohol pre
vention activities that would be funded with 
additional Federal dollars include: develop
ment of parent training materials on drugs 
and videotapes to teach parents how to talk 
with their children about the dangers of 
drug use; expansion of pilot projects for 
runaways, delinquent populations and chil
dren of drug abusers; further promotion of 
ongoing national media campaigns and de
velopment of new national campaigns; an 
increase of cooperative activities and techni
cal assistance to the States, including the 
development of model prevention programs 
at the school and community-based level. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum, and 
ask unanimous consent that it be 
equally divided. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Louisiana, 
who desires to speak, as I understand 
it. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes; for not to 
exceed 5 minutes on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Louisiana for 5 minutes on the bill. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 
might I inquire if the Senator from 
Louisiana, since we have less time left 
on this side, would ask that the 5 min
utes would be off their time on the 
bill? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
I thank the Senator. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
want to say a couple of things here 
while we are in this key negotiating 
phase on the budget. First is to com
mend the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico, Senator DoMENICI, and 
the distinguished Senator from Flori
da, Senator CHILES, for the excellent 
work that they have done. It would 
have been almost inconceivable that 
we would have gotten what I regard as 
an excellent budget out of the Budget 
Committee without their good, excel
lent, hard, difficult work involving 
compromises. 

Mr. President, they are continuing 
to work hard to make this process 
work. It is a very, very fragile process. 
I was not for Gramm-Rudman. I am 
still not for Gramm-Rudman but I 
would like to try to make it work. It is 
because of their good work and their 
good efforts that they are trying to 
make it work. 

Mr. President, I want to sound a 
word of caution about what I regard as 
negotiations that are presently going 

on because I hope they are not going 
on on a false assumption. 

I fear that at least the outlines of 
the budget compromise which I hear 
about are not going to be that well re
ceived on this side of the aisle, particu
larly by this Senator, and I have heard 
many other Senators. Let me say why. 

First of all, the budget compromise 
that came out of the Senate Budget 
Committee I thought was an excellent 
one. For example, we started with a 
budget figure on national defense of, 
if I recall the figure, $287 billion 
which we had been told on our first 
crunch of the numbers would be the 
nominal level plus an allowance for in
flation, plus maybe a billion or 2 bil
lion extra, additional dollars which we 
thought was sufficient for national de
fense. 

We went back and scrubbed the 
numbers again, and decided that was 
not enough for national defense-that, 
sort of, beauty is in the eye of the be
holder as to what the actual nominal 
level on the inflationary level is. 

So we decided using a new approach 
that $291 billion was the inflationary 
full allowance. Then we ended up, Mr. 
President, with a figure of $295 billion, 
which in my judgment was inflation 
plus $4 billion. And I can say that 
many of those on our side of the aisle 
stretched themselves to go to $295 bil
lion. 

On the tax side, Mr. President, there 
are many of us who feel that you can 
raise some significant amount of reve
nue without putting any additional 
burden on individuals, by simply clos
ing some of the most egregious loop
holes, the kind of loopholes that allow 
the biggest companies in this country 
to escape all tax altogether, and I am 
talking about the General Electrics, 
the General Dynamics, and other 
great companies with great people 
running them, and in the great spirit 
of free enterprise are making a lot of 
money. But they are not paying any 
taxes-none. 

We felt, Mr. President, that we could 
put together a modest package of reve
nue enhancement. We ended up with I 
think $18.7 billion which was not 
going to hurt anybody but was going 
to really give you more equity. 

So, Mr. President, we came out with~ 
out resolution out of the Budget Com
mittee, and it was supported by a ma
jority of the Republicans and a major
ity of the Democrats. 

Mr. President, I do not know what it 
is we are doing now with this negotia
tion. We are saying somehow that 
cannot work because of some ideologi
cal fixation on additional money on 
defense to fund a lot of gold plating of 
a lot of programs in national defense. 
We are being told that is not enough. 
We have to use what we did in the 
Budget Committee with a majority of 
both sides as a starting point for a new 
bargaining position. 
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Mr. President, I have not OK'd what 

I hear, and there are a lot of others on 
this side of the aisle who have not 
either. 

Yes, I am for a strong national de
fense, and we thought $295 billion was 
a strong national defense. We thought 
that was not gold plated but a good, 
strong program. 

We thought that of $18.7 billion on 
taxes with no tax on individuals, and it 
is not the kind of figure that you can 
say tax and tax, spend and spend. 
That is ridiculous. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I ask for one addi
tional minute, Mr. President. 

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

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
speaking for myself, I am not saying 
that I am stuck in concrete on every 
last jot and tittle of that bipartisan 
package so artfully put together under 
the leadership of the Senator from 
New Mexico. But I am saying as a 
word of caution, just do not take for 
granted those of us who are regarded 
as moderate to conservative Demo
crats that we are just automatically 
going to decrease taxes and increase 
national defense so you can have a lot 
of gold plated, unnecessary programs 
like $4.75 billion for the strategic de
fense initiative. 

There are just some of us who are 
going to say, if you are talking about 
spend and spend, that is spend and 
spend and that is what has put us in 
the shape we are in. 

With that word of caution, Mr. 
President, I yield back the remainder 
of my time. 
• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I want to 
see more money spent for educating 
the youth of this country about the 
dangers of drugs. For that reason, this 
amendment has a good deal of appeal 
tome. 

However, I am concerned that in an 
effort to make this amendment deficit 
neutral, as is required by Gramm
Rudman, this amendment proposes to 
reduce the funds for other Govern
ment functions by $100 million with
out any assessment as to whether such 
a proposed reduction is justified by 
the facts. Without such a record, I do 
not believe that it is responsible to 
support such a reduction here on the 
floor. I know that Government furni
ture is an attractive target and, I'm 
not claiming that it's wrong to cut 
funding for it. But just as it makes 
sense to look before we leap, it makes 
sense to know the facts before we cut. 
Unfortunately, those facts were not 
laid out during the debate. 

This amendment is appealing and 
tempting, but until there is an analysis 
offered of its impact, decent legislative 
process requires it not be adopted, de-
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spite the ease with which a negative 
vote can be misconstrued.• 
e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
support the amendment to the budget 
resolution to add $100 million per year 
for 3 years to the Nation's efforts to 
combat drug abuse. This amendment 
will add $100 million per year in 
budget authority to the health func
tion of the budget-$50 million for 
drug abuse education and prevention, 
and $50 million for drug abuse treat
ment and rehabilitation. 

Passage of this amendment, spon
sored by my distinguished colleague, 
Senator D' AMATo, must be part of a 
comprehensive approach to dealing 
with this country's drug problem. At 
stake is not only the incidence of 
crime, overdose deaths, and property 
loss associated with drug abuse, but 
the loss of part of a generation of 
young people consumed by the un
staunched tide of illegal drugs into 
this country. 

At the beginning of this Congress, I 
introduced S. 15, the State and Local 
Narcotics Control Assistance Act of 
1985, to provide $125 million in grants, 
administered through the Department 
of Justice, to assist State and local ef
forts to catch, prosecute, and incarcer
ate those who violate drug laws, and to 
destroy illegal drug supplies. 

My legislation will also provide $125 
million in grants, administered 
through the Department of Health 
and Human Services, for programs to 
treat and rehabilitate victims of drug 
abuse and to educate the public, espe
cially schoolchildren, to the dangers of 
drug abuse. 

S. 15 has 20 cosponsors, including 
the distinguished Senator from Flori
da [Mrs. HAWKINS] in whose Subcom
mittee on Children, Family, Drugs, 
and Alcohol the legislation is pending. 

This measure represents an impor
tant element in what I hope will be a 
more comprehensive approach to drug 
abuse and trafficking. I urge all of my 
colleagues to support the State and 
Local Narcotics Control Assistance 
Act.e 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
want to say to the junior Senator from 
New York, Senator D'AMATo, that I do 
not intend to spend much time discuss
ing his amendment. If he is prepared, 
shortly we will have the rollcall vote 
he has sought. 

If I had to choose between the hun
dreds and hundreds of accounts that 
the Government will fund in the ap
propriations process after we are 
through with the budget resolution, 
there is no doubt in my mind that I 
would look around for savings, in 
order to fund the specific program 
that he is talking about to the level 

that he is asking in his debate and 
that he contends he wants. 

So I commend him for that. 
Having said that, however, let me 

make sure that the Senate under
stands the impact of the amendment 
as a matter of budget resolution activi
ty. 

I am not going to spend time repeat
ing the effectiveness or lack of effec
tiveness when one comes here and 
offers an amendment that moves 
money from existing programs and 
says, "I want it here.'' I am not going 
to give the whole budget process ex
planation. 

Suffice it to say that whether or not 
this particular program within the 
very large health program function of 
our Government is increased as the 
Senator from New York indicates he 
would like it to be increased or not has 
nothing to do with the budget resolu
tion. 

The appropriations will decide from 
all of this money, all the budget au
thority, how much they want to send 
over to the subcommittee that spends 
money on health, including this drug 
prevention program. 

So for starters, the distinguished 
Senator is on that committee. He has 
always been a staunch advocate of 
making sure we spend more in this 
program if we can find it within some 
bounds of fiscal sanity, and I assume 
that he will be joined by many others 
in the appropriations process. He may 
very well end up in August or Septem
ber when we have the appropriations 
processes completed, if we do, with 
this program increased as he desires. 

But Senators ought to know that 
this amendment, this amendment to 
the budget resolution, is not going to 
assure that these programs increase. 
The reason is that the appropriators 
are going to decide in defense and in 
all the other functions whether they 
are going to save enough to add it to 
this account so that this program can 
go up. That is No. 1. 

And No.2, if they decide to save else
where and put it in this 550 health 
function, there are hundreds of pro
grams in the function, including the 
National Institutes of Health, the Na
tional Institutes of Mental Health, 
and others. The appropriators are 
going to decide within all those ac
counts whether they are going to in
crease some of the other accounts 
rather than this specific one. 

So since that is the case, I do not 
think anyone should assume in 6 or 7 
months "I voted for the D' Amato 
amendment and, therefore, did not I 
vote to increase by $100 million drug 
prevention programs." The answer is 
no. "You voted to move money around 
within the budget to add to a very 
large function called health within 
which the program lies, and you sent 
sort of a signal of some sort to the ap-

propriations that you think this is a 
high priority program." 

I believe that is as fair a statement 
as I could make about this amend
ment. It is not intended to be anything 
but complimentary to the Senator 
from New York. But I think everyone 
shoud know that the effectiveness of 
the amendment will find itself to be 
realized or not realized only after the 
appropriators do their work. The ap
propriators would have to cut other 
places, perhaps even the furniture ac
count he speaks of, across the Govern
ment to spend more in this drug pre
vention program. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena
tor yield for a question? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have read 
the D'Amato amendment and I recog
nize the increase of the function 
health of $300 million. I totally sup
port that concept, and that it would be 
used in drug abuse and rehabilitation. 
That is fine. But I wonder whether 
the chairman of the Budget Commit
tee, with whom I serve, would not 
agree with me that for us to make an 
assumption that reduction would come 
from furniture acquisition in three 
separate accounts, defense, interna
tional affairs, and general government, 
is not a little bit of smoky mirrors. In 
the legislation we are working on here, 
we do not deal with the specific ex
penditures of furniture, we do not deal 
with travel allowances, we do not deal 
with automobile repair costs. We deal 
with broad categories. 

To make that assumption is to in
clude it as a factual representation 
without it having any basis whatso
ever and totally nonbinding on the Ap
propriations Committee. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me respond. I 
clearly cannot respond to a question 
that uses words like smoky mirrors. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I will take out 
the words smoky mirrors. It is not un
realistic for us to make an assumption 
that it will come from furniture acqui
sition since, in a budget resolution, we 
do not get into that kind of detailed 
specific? Would the Senator be good 
enough to answer that? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I have done my 
very best to explain the ultimate effi
cacy of this amendment. Honestly, I 
would not be surprised that even if 
this amendment were not offered-if 
we did not vote on it and it was not 
adopted-that the appropriators 
would increase the account for this 
drug program and find offsets within 
other areas of Government-maybe 
not furniture but maybe travel, maybe 
attrition, maybe postage. I would not 
be at all surprised because of the enor
mous increase in the drug problem in 
this country, the growing recognition 
that we are not doing enough in the 
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prevention area, and in particular as it 
applies to the young people in schools. 

I do not know how to answer the 
question. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I think the 
chairman has answered it and I appre
ciate his response. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield. 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 

not going to disagree with anything 
that my distinguished friend and col
league, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, said with reference to 
what the budget amendment does, 
what the legal effect or authority is. 
But this does set parameters, it does 
set a priority, it does send a clear 
signal. 

When we go to the Appropriations 
Committee-and I might note that a 
cosponsor of this is the chairman of 
the subcommittee charged with 
health, Senator WEICitER-what we 
are saying here and now is that the 
Senate of the United States recognizes 
as a Committee of the Whole that 
there should be additional appropria
tions specifically set up not just for 
health but for increasing the efforts in 
prevention and education. They have 
literally been abandoned. 

In rehabilitation, we have a problem 
in 48 out of 50 States which have indi
cated a serious deficiency in this area. 

Then, of course, we meet the prob
lem with every subcommittee chair
man of the Appropriations Committee, 
jealous of their prerogatives in terms 
of seeing that funds are not taken 
from their accounts, from their func
tions, and we say this is an area which 
we have set out as one which the 
Senate of the United States has said 
we will not spend $820 million on: fur
niture. 

By the way, we are spending more 
than $820 million. That is just money 
we have been able to identify. 
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Let us see to it that the appropri

ators look at this as a vehicle by which 
to increase spending in the area of 
drug prevention and education and re
habilitation, and decrease the ac
counts that fund the purchase of fur
niture and furnishings. That is what 
we ought to do, to send a very clear 
signal, one that I believe will be suc
cessful, because heretofore I must con
fess to you I have been thwarted in 
the Appropriations Committee as it re
lates to this kind of an amendment 
without there being a clear indication 
that the powerful budget process and 
committee is supportive of a move in 
this direction. So that is why we do 
this. I appreciate, by the way, the 
chairman's comments on it. I hope 
that not only will we pass it here, but I 
would ask the chairman to be an out
spoken advocate after we do this, if it 
does come to pass, as it relates to the 

appropriating process, as he and I 
both serve on the appropriations com
mittee. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let 
me again say that I commend the dis
tinguished Senator from New York. 
His interest in this area, his desire to 
have more funding in this area, is of 
long standing and well known. On the 
other hand, I do not want anyone to 
misunderstand the amendment. This 
amendment assumes that we will take 
$37 million out of defense, function 
050 to pay for this program because 
the Senator assumes that the appro
priators will cut $37 million of outlays 
in what he perceives to be furniture 
accounts in the Defense Department. 
Clearly there is that much of a furni
ture account in a $300 billion defense 
budget, no question about it. It as
sumes $47 million in budget authority 
out of defense as the principal compo
nent of the $100 million. Frankly, I do 
not believe we are going to cut defense 
that much, not because of this amend
ment. Based on $295 billion that we 
have for defense, I do not think there 
is that much latitude to cut, and this 
amendment is just a general reduction 
of the defense function. Having said 
that, I do not desire to belabor the 
point. I am prepared to yield back the 
remainder of my time if the Senator 
is, and we will vote. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield back the remainder 
of my time. I yield it back. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time 
and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time having been yielded back, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from New York. 
The yeas and nays are ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD
WATER] and the Senator from Florida 
[Mrs. HAWKINS] are necessarily 
absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. MATHIAS] is 
absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Florida 
[Mrs. HAWKINS] would vote "yea." 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE], the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. NUNN], and the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] are necessar
ily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
EvANS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 82, 
nays 12, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 87 Leg.) 

YEAS-82 
Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcinl 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenlci 
Eagleton 
East 
Evans 

Boren 
Duren berger 
Ex on 
Glenn 

Ford 
Gam 
Gore 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hecht 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Matsunaga 
Mattingly 
McClure 
McConnell 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 

NAYS-12 
Hollings 
Johnston 
Levin 
Long 

Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowsk.l 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Riegle 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 
Zorinsky 

Lugar 
Proxmire 
Quayle 
Stafford 

NOT VOTING-6 
Goldwater Inouye Nunn 
Hawkins Mathias Stennls 

So the amendment <No. 1816) was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. President, I am very shortly 
going to yield to my good friend, the 
senior Senator from Virginia. 

But I want to make a statement off 
the resolution on the amendment by 
the Senator from New York and 
amendments like it to see if I can one 
more time make sure those who are 
observing and those who are attempt
ing to derive some significance out of 
the vote just taken and similar votes 
on amendments that transfer money 
back and forth between the functions. 
First, this is not a vote for a new drug 
program if you voted for it. It is not a 
vote against this .new drug program if 
you voted against it. It is not a vote for 
more money for drug prevention if 
you voted for it. And it is not a vote 
against more money if you voted 
against it. 

Plain and simple, none of these votes 
which a sponsor says is for reducing 
the expenditure on carpets and in
creasing expenditure for child nutri
tion, are for or against those items. 

Admittedly, the sponsor says that is 
what they are for. We have no way in 
this Senate at this point in our history 
on budget resolutions of letting the 
record reflect what it really is. So 
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some will go look in their voting pro
file of who is for more money for 
drugs and they will say those people 
who voted against D' Amato are 
against more money for drug educa
tion and drug prevention. 

I urge that everyone understand 
that is not the case. 

Having said that, obviously there are 
not very many people around here 
who have enough courage to vote 
against what looks and sounds and 
smells like more money for drug pre
vention. I will say right here, right up 
front, I voted for it. In fact, if we get 
very many more I am going to ask that 
everyone vote for them because the 
truth of the matter is that these 
amendments are just a first go around 
in a budget process. The amendments 
move money from one function of 
Government to another one with no 
assurance that the move will be the 
final outcome. In the case of this 
amendment, it moves money to a giant 
function of health care with absolute
ly no assurance that the appropriators 
are going to spend that extra money 
for this specific program if they spend 
it in that function at all. 

I know for some that sounds like a 
very complicated sort of matter. I 
would hope that some Senators are 
concerned about this as it evolves, 
since we now work under a deficit neu
trality requirement. I would hope we 
would begin to think of some kind of a 
rule that we might establish as to 
what the vote really means rather 
than what sponsors say it means. 

I think the simplest explanation for 
this amendment would be it is a sug
gestion that defense be reduced $50 
million and some other functions be 
reduced $50 million and that it be 
added to health care. I think in its 
simplest form it is that and no more. 
But to even suggest that in the final 
analysis what the sponsor claims the 
money will be used for is what it will 
end up being is more than one can say. 
It is but an amendment with reference 
to a budget resolution, no more, no 
less. 

For those who voted to take some 
money out of functions and put it into 
more drug prevention activities 2 or 3 
days ago, the argument I have just 
made is exactly the same. The conclu
sion that one should draw from it is 
exactly the same. We will have to wait 
around 3, 4, 5, 6 months and see what 
the appropriate subcommittees of ap
propriations decide to do in allocating 
these totals to their respective func
tions as they move to appropriate 
money. 

Now I yield 3 minutes to the senior 
Senator from Virginia. 

ministration's most recent proposed 
sale of weapons to Saudi Arabia. 

This sale involves $354 million worth 
of air to air, air to sea, and air to sur
face missiles. 

The Saudi Government currently 
has all of these type weapons in its in
ventories, so the purpose of this sale is 
essentially to bolster the existing in
ventories. 

As the Iran-Iraq war has recently in
tensified, both Saudi Arabia and 
Kuwait have felt increasingly threat
ened. 

Iranian aircraft recently attacked 
and inflicted damage on a Saudi Arabi
an oil tanker sailing off the coast of 
Qatar. 

Previously, the Saudi military was 
forced to intercept and shoot down 
one-possibly two-Iranian planes 
headed toward Saudi Arabia territorial 
areas; namely, their vital oilfields. 

This sale will serve as a clear signal 
that the United States is steady in its 
resolve and will provide the assistance 
necessary for our friends in this region 
to stand firm and defend themselves 
against hostile acts by increasingly 
radical Iranian forces. 

I know that some of my colleagues 
have expressed concern regarding this 
sale. 

For that reason, I am proposing that 
certain assurances be attached to this 
sale as we did with the sale of AWACS 
system to Saudi Arabia. 

Because these missile systems are 
far less complex than the AWACS, 
similar technical assurances probably 
may not be appropriate; however, con
sideration should be given to assur
ances providing for security safe
guards, use restrictions and participa
tion by the Saudi Government in ef
forts to stabilize conditions in that 
region namely, the peace process. 

As we move to debate this measure, I 
urge my colleagues to consider the im
portance of maintaining a balanced 
policy in this area of the world, which 
is essential to the strategic interests of 
the United States of America. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1987 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 120. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CHILES. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum, time to be used to be di
vided equally between each side. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
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SAUDI ARABIA ARMS SALE Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise ask unanimous consent that the order 
today to speak in support of the ad- for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, parliamentary in

quiry: How much time remains on the 
resolution and how much to each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At the 
present time, the remaining time on 
the resolution is 5 hours 6 minutes 
total and it is divided as follows: 2 
hours 22 minutes to the Senator from 
New Mexico and the balance to the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, the Senate has just 
heard the Chair announce how much 
time remains on this resolution. Obvi
ously, there is still considerable time. 
But I would like Senators to know 
that I have not been advised to the 
contrary, nor has the distinguished 
senior Senator from Florida, the 
Democratic manager, with reference 
to amendments. 

I still have a number of amendments 
listed by various Senators that have 
indicated that they desire to offer 
amendments. I urge that, if there are 
serious amendments, the Senators 
begin to discuss them with us, in light 
of the expiring time. I understand 
that Senator McCLURE has a possible 
amendment regarding reconciliation 
and Senator RUDMAN has one on the 
same subject with a different ap
proach. I also understand that Senator 
STEVENS desires to offer an amend
ment or discuss an issue of how you 
score outlays for the Department of 
Defense, function 050. We have been 
in touch with those three Senators 
and understand that Senator STEVENs 
clearly intends to come to the floor 
with reference to his issue around 4 
o'clock. I urge any other Senators that 
have amendments, that they seriously 
consider bringing them to the floor 
and begin discussion so we can dispose 
of them. 

Obviously, as everyone knows, under 
the Budget Act, when the time runs 
out, you can still offer amendments, 
you just cannot debate them. We have 
been in that position a couple of times. 
Clearly that is not the best way to give 
Senators an opportunity to under
stand and know what we are doing. 
But, nonetheless, it is available for 
anybody that desires to use it. We 
have 4 or 5 hours. 

It would be preferable to the floor 
managers if they did something differ
ent than that and I urge that Senators 
who are interested to proceed accord
ingly. And I thank then for their coop
eration over the last 7 or 8 days. We 
clearly have a much shorter list of 
amendments for this time in a budget 
resolution than we probably have had 
in at least my 5 previous years chair
ing it and managing it here on the 
floor. 
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But I thank them for that. I hope 

we can proceed with dispatch to ac
commodate, and perhaps make sure 
that we clean up the amendment list 
as we move into the waning hours of 
the debate on this resolution. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum, and ask unanimous 
consent that it be charged equally. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
D 1550 

Mr. STEVENS. 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. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1817 

Mr. STEVENS. 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 Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) 

proposes an amendment numbered 1817: 
SEc. < ) For the purpose of Senate consid

eration of appropriations bills for defense 
spending, outlay estimates shall be deter
mined for prior year expenditures at levels 
consistent with estimates provided by the 
Office of Management and Budget. The 
Office of Management and Budget shall be 
required to limit actual expenditures from 
enacted appropriations in accordance with 
the outlay limitations established by this 
resolution. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
trying to raise an issue here and have 
a little dialog with the chairman and 
members of the Budget Committee 
concerning a problem that I see. I 
apologize to the Chair; the pollen 
count is a little bit too high for me 
today, and I may be a little short of 
breath from time to time. The difficul
ty is that as we face defense outlays 
for 1987, a figure that is computed for 
the outlays from prior year appropria
tions, that has been interpreted one 
way by the CBO and another way by 
the OMB. While the OMB figures are 
lower, the CBO has estimated a higher 
level of outlays from prior year com
mitments. In order to match the 
outlay target if the bill is approved 
based on the Budget Committee rec
ommendation, we will have to increase 
defense budget authority for 1987 to a 
level that I personally think is un
achievable given the mood of the 
Senate now. 

Several years ago and again last year 
we had differences between computers 
and we actually lost a continuing reso
lution because of the very great diffi
culty that the Senate and the House 
had because of this conflict. I perceive 
this conflict to be similar in the sense 
that I believe the House is relying on 
the Office of Management and Budget 
and the Senate is relying upon the 

Congressional Budget Office for their 
estimates. As a matter of fact, the Ap
propriations Committee advised the 
Budget Committee earlier this year 
that we realize this problem and we 
asked the Budget Committee to rely 
upon the Congressional Budget Office 
outlay projections in aggregate for de
fense. 

Now we have a problem where I be
lieve there is an $8 billion difference 
which between OMB and CBO be
cause of the interpretation of prior 
years outlay projections. The purpose 
of my amendment is to direct that the 
scoring of prior year obligations be 
scored at a rate consistent with the 
Office of Management and Budget es
timates. 

If we do that-and I think there is 
great rationale for doing it-we will 
not have the $8 billion outlay gap that 
exists if we continue to use the Con
gressional Budget Office figures. 

The Office of Management and 
Budget is authorized through its ap
portionment procedure to control 
actual outlays. This amendment would 
require the Office of Management and 
Budget to monitor the outlays of the 
Department of Defense in fiscal year 
1987 so that outlay would not exceed 
the level of the final budget resolu
tion. Consistent with approach the 
Office of Management and Budget 
outlay estimate should be used in in
terpreting this budget resolution. 

If we are to get out of the problem 
that is going to come about because of 
the different computation of the 
impact of prior years' budget author
ity, we are going to have to do some
thing like this. I had also suggested we 
might have an averaging procedure. I 
think we will have to get to some kind 
of averaging procedure, similar to the 
way we average income if we have a 
windfall income in any particular year. 
But I do believe that is something 
which will require an amendment to 
the Budget Act itself and I do not 
want to take that on at this time. I 
would like to take on just this year's 
problem. It is a different problem be
cause this year the outlays are going 
up. Very frankly, we have to pay for 
some things that we authorized and 
appropriated in prior years. We are 
paying an increasing amount in terms 
of outlays for past years' budget au
thority. So even with a lower budget 
authority target this year, outlays will 
increase due to these prior year out
lays stemming from enacted appro
priations. 

I believe that we should not have 
future budget authority driven by cur
rent outlay problems when those prob
lems are the result of accumulating 
prior year outlays. This unnecessarily 
restricts our ability to choose among 
all programs in the defense request in 
order to achieve the budget resolution 
targets. 

D 1630 
I hope that the Budget Committee 

realizes that the Defense Subcommit
tee, which I chair, is trying to be rea
sonable about this problem and to be 
responsible. 

Last year, the defense authorization 
bill, for example, met the budget au
thority target for defense, but outlays 
were not taken into account. If the 
Appropriations Committee had recom
mended a bill consis~ent with the de
fense authorization bill, the outlays 
would have exceeded the budget reso
lution targets. This year, it is apparent 
to me that in the authorization proc
ess and in the appropriations process, 
we have to adhere to both the budget 
authority and the outlays limitations 
or we are going to be in severe difficul
ties. 

I believe this amendment would go a 
long way toward avoiding the prob
lems, because the Appropriations 
Committee will be permitted to adhere 
to the OMB's calculations as to out
lays, and OMB will be required to 
assure that outlays be limited to their 
estimates. This amendment to this res
olution would direct the Appropria
tions Committee to require OMB to do 
just that. I think it would be an ad hoc 
solution on a 1-year basis and would 
avoid the problems and misunder
standings we had last year. In large 
measure, the mismatch between 
budget authority and outlays was a 
significant factor in the appropriation 
of funds now claimed to be unauthor
ized. 

I do not want to reiterate these 
problems, especially since we are still 
facing them. We still have daily nego
tiations with the Armed Services Com
mittee, attempting to work out the 
problems on what they consider were 
unauthorized appropriations last year 
and what we considered were neces
sary deviations because of the outlay 
impact, because we were under the 
outlay limitation and they were not in 
the authorization bill. 

I ask my good friend from New 
Mexico, the distinguished chairman of 
the Budget Committee, if he perceives 
the same problem I do about the two 
scoring techniques. I might say to him 
that our staffs have discussed that 
there is an alternative to this, and 
that would be a Budget Committee re
quest to the Congressional Budget 
Office that would put CBO on notice 
that it is our desire that they use the 
OMB figures with regard to outlay cal
culations so far as prior-year budget 
authority is concerned. 

Does the Senator from New Mexico 
wish to comment on my proposition? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PREssLER). The Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 
first, I say to my friend, the senior 
Senator from Alaska, that he has as 
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difficult a job as any Senator. He 
chairs the subcommittee on appropria
tions that. for all interests and pur
poses. handles almost the entire de
fense budget of this country. 

I, for one. want to say right up front 
that while he is a staunch advocate of 
defense preparedness. as is the Sena
tor from New Mexico, there is no Sen
ator who has been more cooperative in 
trying to understand the serious 
nature of this deficit, and no one who 
has been more helpful in trying to 
make this budget process work. 

Despite the budget problems we 
have, and the serious deficiences that 
existed in the Defense Department 
that required us to increase and the 
fact that during the defense funding 
during the past 5 years, after a decade 
of neglect, the Senator from Alaska 
has continued to be supportive of us, 
trying to put some reasonable limita
tions on budget authority-that is, 
program level as well as outlays-in 
order to keep annual deficits within 
control. He is to be commended and 
complimented, and I do that. 

I think that anyone who is familiar 
with the budget of the United States, 
knows it is complicated. It is a hybrid 
consisting of many different kinds of 
spending. It has entitlements, appro
priated entitlements, forward-funded 
programs, and many other kinds of 
spending. When it comes to the De
fense Department most of the spend
ing is funded in appropriations bills, 
but it consists of many differing activi
ties. Many of the programs purchase 
complicated, strategic and tactical 
hardware that takes a long time to get 
deliver.ed. As a consequence, there is a 
constant job of estimating how much 
each of those things will spend-out 
during the year in terms of checks 
written on the U.S. Treasury. 

This is nothing new. I can vividly re
member the days of the very first 
Budget Committee chairman, Senator 
Muskie; we had cycles for a couple of 
years when the best estimates of how 
much defense would expend in actual 
checks written; would be much higher 
than anybody estimated. 

Then, for some reason, it may have 
had to do with inflation or the level of 
contracts let during the year. We 
would go through cycles when we esti
mated high levels; and midway 
through a year, we would reestimate 
outlays downward. 

What has actually happened, and 
what the Senator from Alaska is talk
ing about now, is that the year before 
last, the estimate of what the Defense 
Department would write checks for 
was overestimated by those of us look
ing at the budgets. In other words, we 
thought they would spend more in 
paying for what they agreed to pay 
for. 

I have heard some experts-in fact, I 
have heard some within the Defense 
Department-say, "Outlays don't 

mean anything. We'll just control 
them." 

That might be the case for a year or 
two, but you cannot do that forever. 
The outlays are going to be deter
mined by the programs approved by 
Congress in the appropriations bills 
that the senior Senator from Alaska 
sends them after those conferences. 

However, we do have a situation 
where we had a history of low outlays 
versus low program level and now, this 
year they are substantially over what 
the administration predicted. The Sen
ator is attempting to address that 
issue, because he is concerned that 
when we talk about the budget for the 
Defense Department, for the defense 
of our Nation, nobody-certainly not 
the budget resolution that is before 
us-intends that the total level of pro
grams available, budget authority, will 
go down. 

We can look at the resolution before 
us. We are all saying that there are 
certain things we have to budget for 
that are new, that are add-ons. In fact, 
that is the big fight. The resolution 
allows about 2.8 percent of that type 
of add-on, and the President is asking 
for 12. 

The Senator from Alaska is worried, 
if I understand him correctly, that if 
the current short-term history of 
outlay upward movement remains for 
a couple of years, you would not even 
be able to accommodate any new 
budget authority, even the 2.6 nominal 
growth we have in the resolution. We 
would actually have to cut back on the 
programmatic authority that is al
ready there. I understand that that is 
the nature of the problem he brings to 
the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. STEVENS. It goes even further 
than that, because if we are to live 
within the limits of the budget resolu
tion and the outlay limitations, I be
lieve we will be forced to cut the 
higher spendout areas-readiness, the 
operation and maintenance accounts 
and personnel. As the Senator knows, 
the outlay percentage is much higher 
in those accounts in order to meet the 
outlay limitation. This would have the 
most serious effect on our defense, if 
we have to impose a limitation on 
readiness in order to achieve the 
outlay limitations. The reported reso
lution assures a budget authority cut 
of $25 billion and an outlay cut of $16 
billion. In order to reach outlays sav
ings of this magnitude, high spend-out 
accounts must be targeted hardest. 
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If we can have some understanding 

as to who is going to interpret the 
outlay impact of prior years' budget 
authority, and particularly to give it to 
the OMB, the problem may be more 
manageable. OMB has the authority 
year by year to control expenditures 
so that they will not exceed a certain 
limitation. I agree with the Senator, 

by the way, you could not do that on 
the basis of holding back expendi
tures. But every year we could have 
OMB tell us what is their estimate of 
apportionment and set these levels as 
the outlay target which could not be 
exceeded. Then perhaps we would not 
be in a position of being forced to 
reduce the high spend-out annual 
readiness accounts, such as, as I said, 
O&M and personnel, in order to meet 
outlay ceilings. 

We should not be forced into person
nel reductions in order to meet outlay 
ceilings is what I am saying. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to my 
friend again, the Senator from Alaska, 
that I understand the problem clearly 
and clearly there is a problem. I am 
sure this comes as no surprise to the 
Senator from Alaska, when I say I 
could not agree today on even a sense 
of the Senate proposal that we are 
going to, that we are going to change 
the Budget Act in a very meaningful 
way without hearings and a thorough 
understanding. For years, we have 
been trying to firmly fix who makes 
the estimates of spending that are 
binding. Unless the Congress wants to 
change. What we did in the new 
Budget Reform Act, which says in sec
tion 311 that the Senate has to look to 
the Congressional Budget Office, and 
then the Budget Committee gives an 
answer to the other committees on the 
result of those findings, then this issue 
is now settled. 

It is fixed and in statutory law. We 
worked hard on that. Obviously, every
one is worried about outlays around 
here. The checks written each year are 
what determine the deficits just as the 
taxes that come in each year deter
mine the revenues. 

So we could not agree here to 
change that, and I do not think my 
friend from Alaska expects that. 

Second, let me say in all honesty to 
Senator STEVENS that I do not believe, 
if the Senate were prepared to change 
the guidelines and the rules, they 
would give that exclusively to the 
Office of Management and Budget. 

I think the Senator knows the great 
respect I had for the previous Director 
and the great respect I have for the 
current Director. I think the Senator 
also knows about the Pentagon and its 
dispute with the Congress on how 
much is enough for defense and how 
much is left over and available for re
programming, reprogrammed some
where, because there are savings. 
There has been a dispute about how 
much is needed to maintain our de
fense growth that the Senator and I 
worked so hard to get. 

So I do not believe we have hit on 
some new formula by putting that in 
OMB's hands. 

I am willing to say to the Senator 
that we will work on the problem. We 
understand the problems. I am also, 
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willing to say that I did not intend 
that to cause a dramatic cut in budget 
authority beyond the $295 billion in 
budget authority because of the 
outlay number I attributed to it. That 
is my own personal view, and I can tell 
the Senator that I do not think it has 
to happen. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, no 
one has greater admiration for the 
Senator from New Mexico and what 
he has done in the budget area than 
this Senator, but I want to make sure 
we understand each other. 

By virtue of the CBO assessing the 
amount they do to prior years' budget 
authority, these outlays come through 
into 1987 and squeezes out a substan
tial portion of the new budget author
ity allocation for outlays. So, by bring
ing in that past year's outlays, let us 
assume there is a $20 billion difference 
between CBO and the OMB as to how 
much comes forward. OMB says there 
is $20 billion less and CBO says there 
is $20 billion more. That means when 
prior year outlays come into the allo
cation for us in 1987, there is $20 bil
lion less that can be spent of the new 
budget authority in 1987. New sys
tems, which spend out very low in the 
early period, have to move out, but 
there are not enough of those to signi
ficiantly offset the outlay cuts re
quired. 

It means that we would have to sig
nificantly pare back new programs in 
the 1987 appropriations bill. There are 
a whole series of things we would not 
start. Beyond more severely it would 
also mean we have to reduce troops, 
reduce steaming hours, and reduce 
flying hours. We would have to limit 
the use of battleships because of the 
high operations cost. We would have 
to cut down O&M and restrict readi
ness in a way that would be severe in 
order to get that $20 billion if it is 
taken away from 1987, because of the 
allocation to prior years' appropria
tions. 

I know that the Senator from New 
Mexico understands that. I am not 
sure many other Members of the 
Senate do understand it. And what it 
means to have this difference and all I 
plead is that somehow or other we rely 
on similar baselines and scorekeeping 
because I see us coming back, as I told 
the Senator from New Mexico, with a 
continuing resolution sometime about 
the first or second day of October with 
the House saying "We are going to 
rely on one," and the Senate saying, 
"We are going to rely on the other," 
and we are somewhere $8 to $20 billion 
apart in terms of the baselines. 

That is no way to run a Department 
of Defense, and I can tell you they 
could not operate under that hiatus. 

We have to decide who is right. We 
have to decide whether the prior 
year's allocation of outlays applied to 
this budget resolution is divided from 
one source or the other. 

I tell you if you rely on the basis of nally reaching a conclusion to this 
reported resolution you have to in- budget dilemma we are now in. 
crease the outlays substantially to cor- But as we approach the end of this 
rect the imbalance. If we adopt the ap- discussion, I am disturbed by three 
proach I've outlined, we do not have to trends which seem to be prevalent. 
have a substantial increase and we in First, the hero amendments, which in 
fact can have an operating Depart- their explanation bear little resem
ment of Defense. Since outlays are en- blance to the amendments themselves. 
forceable on the appropriations bill, As the Senator from New Mexico has 
it's important to resolve this issue. pointed out so many times, the amend-

Mr. President, I ask that the Budget ments are merely dollars. They shift 
Committee, in deference to them, to from one place to another. The argu
come to the Senate and give us a rec- ments all surround some of the benefi
ommendation as to how the impact of cial but most popular programs that 
prior year outlay will be interpreted people want in this country. 
when the Appropriations Committee I have voted against virtually all of 
reports a Department of Defense ap- those amendments because I do not 
propriations bill for fiscal year 1987. believe that is the way in which we 

Mr. President, I withdraw my ought to create a responsible budget. 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The We ought to do it comprehensively 
amendment is withdrawn. and we ought to do it keeping in mind 

The Senator from New Mexico. all of the needs and all of the expendi
tures we have. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let The second disturbing trend is the 
me once again thank the Senator from demand to use potential future savings 
Alaska for the constructive discussion. to calculate ourselves out of a deficit. 
I hope a number of Senators who 
should be as concerned as the Senator And I fear that we will see, later on 
from Alaska will read this record and this evening or at some time, a modi
will begin to discuss this issue. I under- fied proposal, which may even come 

from the Budget Committee itself. 
stand it exactly. He gave the exact And that modified proposal, Mr. Presi-
~~:~~ remarks that this Senate dent, will very likely assume that 

Let me say to him, however, it is there will be better times ahead be
very interesting because we have had tween now and the August 15 date on 
some people say to us, not the Senator which we must calculate the final eco
from Alaska, "You do not have to nomic figures for this budget. And I 
worry about a budget resolution, you think that is a dangerous step indeed. 
do not have to worry about restraining The third disturbing trend is the 
domestic spending, you do not have to horrifying fear of taxes most Members 
worry about any new revenues; it is all of this body seem to have, even 
going to work out." though the discussions revolve around 

Incidentally, I have seen one of the something less than a 2-percent differ
"it is all going to work out" work- ential, a 2 percent of total revenues in 
sheets that says, "we are going to terms of proposed taxes. And that is 
make sure defense does not spend out not between a zero presentation by the 
as fast as people thought. we are President and 2 percent by this 
going to make sure the outlays come Senate, but between a 1-percent in
down." The Senator from Alaska, how- crease in taxation which the President 
ever, is saying they are going up this himself suggested in his budget and 3 
year; they were underestimated. percent which the Budget Committee 

I want to make the point that out- recommended. 
lays, that is the checks written during Mr. President, I do not think incum
the year, are now the whole ball game bents ever get defeated on the basis 
under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. solely of taxation or of voting for a 
There is no sequester based on pro- new taxation. They get beat because 
grams. It is on outlays. The Senator is they do not take the case to their own 
correct. It is on estimates of outlays citizens and to the people of their 
but we have established a procedure communities on the need for new 
for estimating them. We have to get taxes. 
our heads together on this issue of es- In past years we balanced our 
timating outlays on defense, to help budget on the size of the deficit. That 
the Senator solve his problem. I thank was the easy way to do it. We could 
him for his efforts. add up all of our expenditures for 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who · either defense or nondefense. We usu-
yields time? ally ignored taxes, because that was 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I the easy thing to do, and let the size of 
yield 10 minutes to the junior Senator the deficit be the balancing figure. 
from Washington. Mr. President, if there is one good 

thing that happened under Gramm.-
0 1650 Rudman, it ended that opportunity. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. President, I have We now must hew to a fixed target of 
listened with considerable interest to $144 billion. And, as a result, we must 
this most recent discussion which I honestly measure both expenditures 
think was useful and will help us in fi- and taxes. 
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Mr. President, for a long period of 

time in my political life, I have felt 
that working on a budget, determining 
the expenditure patterns and what 
service you would provide for your 
people and what taxes you would take 
from them, was the most fundamental 
effort we could do. 

I think it might be useful to remind 
ourselves of the preamble to our Con
stitution, because what we are arguing 
here may come closer to meeting that 
preamble or figuring how we can meet 
the preamble than in any other act we 
pass in this Congress. And that, of 
course, says: 

We the people of the United States, in 
order to form a more perfect Union, estab
lish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, 
provide for the common defense, promote 
the general Welfare, and secure the Bless
ings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posteri
ty, do ordain and establish this Constitution 
of the United States of America. 

That is precisely what we are at
tempting to do-to promote the 
common defense, to ensure the bless
ings of liberty to ourselves and our 
posterity, to provide for the common 
welfare. These are the elements of a 
budget and ultimately of the appro
priation acts which will follow this 
budget. 

So, Mr. President, between now and 
the end of this debate, we must hon
estly measure the economy as well as 
we can. Now those figures have been 
given to us at the beginning of the 
budget debate and they will be revised 
again in August. And that is the time 
we ought to review and perhaps 
change our own attitudes toward 
spending and toward taxation when 
that final figure is calculated in 
August. 

We simply must ensure that we have 
provided efficiently and adequately 
for the domestic needs of our citi
zens-for those who need the help of 
welfare, for those who are ill, for 
those who need pensions, and the 
many ways we have become accus
tomed to providing adequately for the 
public welfare. It is important to con
tinue to do that. 

And equally, perhaps, even more im
portant at the national level, to pro
vide for the common defense. There 
has been a lot of argument about what 
is necessary, but there should be no 
argument that an adequate defense is 
primary among all of the expenditures 
we have in this Nation. This is because 
inadequacy-failure to provide for the 
common defense-ultimately could be 
terminal. 

And after we have done all of that
after we have done the job of ·effi
ciently and well providing for domestic 
expenditures and for the common de
fense; after we have done those jobs, 
and after we have measured the econ
omy as well as we can to determine 
what kind of revenues we are going to 
receive. Mr. President, then the differ-

ence is what we may be required to 
raise in terms of adequate taxation. 

I think the Budget Committee, in 
the proposal they sent to us on the 
floor, has come very close to that ap
propriate balance. We have modified it 
to a degree especially on the domestic 
side. Some suggest that we are not 
quite there in terms of spending for 
national defense. But now it looks as 
though there are some who, in order 
to make it a little easier; to reject the 
idea that we might have to vote for a 
little additional revenue, now want to 
borrow from the future by assuming 
that we will spend less for the cost-of
living allowances, for Social Security 
recipients and for pensioners, because 
somehow inflation is lower than the 
original estimates on which the budget 
was built. 

Well, I say, Mr. President, that we 
will find that out in August. We ought 
not to make those assumptions now. 
Because we are assuming the good 
half of a lowered inflation when there 
is a bad half that goes along with it. 
And let me explain. 

If there is a !-percent drop in infla
tion, the overall revenues of the 
Nation will drop by about $15 billion. 
Outlays will drop by $14 billion. That 
is virtually a wash, but it does mean 
that there will be no great bonanza if 
inflation drops by 1 or 2 percent. 

Now, that is leaving aside for the 
moment the question of whether the 
gross national product will be as 
healthy as the original expectations or 
whether interest rates will be lower or 
higher. But if we are talking about 
COLA's, we are talking about infla
tion. And if inflation is lower and you 
take the benefits of that to reduce ex
penditures on COLA's and do not look 
at the other half of that equation, we 
are digging ourselves a hole which we 
will be forced to meet up with on 
August 15 of this year. 

To explain it further, the $15 billion 
that will be reduced in terms of reve
nues comes from $8 billion lower indi
vidual income taxes and $2 billion in 
the corporate income tax rate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. GORTON. I yield 4 more min
utes to the Senator from Washington. 
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Mr. EVANS. Mr. President, social in

surance taxes will decrease by $4 bil
lion, and others by $2 billion-round
ing down to a total of $15 billion. On 
the other side, the outlays of auto
matically indexed programs will be re
duced by $1.6 billion, indirectly in
dexed programs by $1.6 billion, discre
tionary appropriated programs by $2.2 
billion, and interest savings $8.6 bil
lion-adding up to $14 billion. 

Mr. President, I think there is an
other and a better way to hope for 
these better economic times in August. 
Some say that interest rates will also 

go down along with inflation, and that 
we ought to use that as another meas
ure of reducing our problem. They are 
correct. If interest rates go down by 1 
percentage point, then the net deficit 
problem goes down by about $10 bil
lion. But if our gross national product 
is not quite as healthy as some sug
gest, or as our estimates would pro
pose, for every 1 percent that the 
gross national product is short we 
have a $19 billion bigger problem. 

I think we should take advantage of 
the possibility of a better economic sit
uation in August without the danger 
that comes from making optimistic as
sumptions today. I believe we ought to 
provide on a contingency basis that if 
the situation is better in August, if the 
deficit as a result is lower than $144 
billion, that we provide the modest ad-· 
ditional help necessary to ensure that 
national defense is adequately provid
ed for, and use the remainder to 
reduce tax requirements. 

That is really a challenge to those 
who think that we will have lower in
flation, that we will have lower inter
est rates, and that we will have a 
booming economy. If they are correct, 
there would be virtually no tax in
creases required, and we would have 
adequate national defense as well as 
domestic programs. If they are wrong, 
and if the situation is no better than 
we now expect, then we have not put 
ourselves at risk. We have not created 
a hole for ourselves that will require 
more painful votes in August or Sep
tember of this year. 

I believe this contingency plan is 
safe. It is a response to a potentially 
better economy, and, Mr. President, it 
does one other thing that I think is 
terribly important. It says right now 
that if the economy is going to be 
better, if the deficit is going to be re
duced, then we ought to reduce right 
along with it the need for new tax
ation. 

Mr. President, I have voted against 
virtually all of the piecemeal changes 
which have been proposed during this 
budget debate because, for the most 
part, they have been political and they 
have all been meaningless in terms of 
actually specifying where budget 
moneys go. 

I urge my colleagues to join in 
voting for a responsible package, per
haps any one of several which I hope 
will shortly be introduced. I intend to, 
even though I find that in some of 
them not all of it is to my liking. But 
there is one point beyond which I do 
not propose to go; that is, to borrow 
from our future by making new guess
es about the economy, long before 
those guesses are translated into reali
ty at the new measuring point we have 
in August this year. 

I think it is important for the Senate 
to lead rather than follow. I think this 
budget could represent an initial 
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framework for negotiation. It certainly 
will not be the last. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's 4 minutes have expired. 

Mr. EVANS. Finally, Mr. President, 
such a budget is responsible. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Washington. 
Mr. GORTON. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum, and ask unanimous con
sent that the time be equally charged. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. GORTON. I yield 10 minutes to 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
McCoNNELL). The Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, as we enter into what 
I hope will be the final stretch in 
these most important deliberations on 
the fiscal year 1987 budget, I want to 
spend just a few minutes of time and 
speak about the importance of the 
community service block grant to mil
lions of low-income Americans. 

During the last 2 weeks we have 
heard much discussion concerning the 
need for adequate funding for pro
grams involved with health, education, 
job training, and drug abuse. 

Every Member of this Chamber is 
also deeply concerned about the defi
cit spending in this country. No pro
gram epitomizes more the progress 
that can be made in reducing the defi
cit by moving people out of dependen
cy and into self sufficiency than the 
Community Services Block Grant Pro
gram. It is because of that that I 
would like to remind my colleagues 
that the very success of many of the 
programs involved with health, educa
tion, job training, drug abuse, and 
others is dependent on full funding for 
the Community Services Block Grant. 
Therefore any budget resolution 
passed by the Senate must include, at 
a minimum, the level of funding cur
rently approved in Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 120 for the Community 
Services Block Grant. 

One of the principle reasons for the 
success and importance of the Com
munity Services Block Grant is the 
unique ability of Community Action 
Agencies to bring a variety of re
sources from the public and private 
sectors together to develop compre
hensive solutions to the problems of 
poverty. When President Reagan talks 
about public/private partnerships, 
local initiatives, local control, and 

local decisions, he is describing the 
very essence of what the community 
services block grant is. 

These agencies provide irreplaceable 
support services for low-income Ameri
cans, most of these services would not 
continue in the absence of CSBG ap
propriations. The flexibility and acces
sibility of CAA's make them the front
line defense for low-income families 
facing emergencies. Further, CAA's 
unique role in the community makes 
them both the first and best place the 
needy can go to identify the resources 
and services available and also the cen
tral agency for generating local and 
private funds and volunteers. This 
means that the CSBG dollars are in 
fact the leverage for generating new 
resources and for coordinating assist
ance to the poor so that resources are 
used efficiently and without duplica
tion. 

I want to commend the Budget Com
mittee for being sensitive to the im
portance of this program as they have 
demonstrated by recommending only 
10 percent reduction because of its 
cost-effectiveness. 

Community Action Agencies [CAA'sl 
house and administer numerous Fed
eral, State, and other antipoverty pro
grams. Approximately 55 percent of 
Head Start programs are sponsored by 
CAA's; CAA's operate, almost exclu
sively, the Low-Income Weatheriza
tion Program and the Emergency 
Energy Assistance under the Low
Income Energy Assistance Programs. 
The Administration on Aging uses 
community organizations, chiefly 
CAA's, to operate its programs on 
behalf of the low-income elderly. 

The Commodity Food Distribution 
Program which distributes surplus 
food to the many hungry poor in this 
country is administered to a large 
extent with community services block 
grant dollars. CSBG dollars are also 
being used by CAA's to provide hous
ing and self-help services to homeless 
families and individuals. 
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CSBG dollars are also being used by 

community action agencies to provide 
housing and self-help service to home
less families and individuals. Other 
programs dependent upon the commu
nity service block grant include rural 
transportation, youth employment, 
Meals-on-Wheels, disaster assistance 
programs, WIC, subsidized or rehabili
tated housing for the poor, day care 
for children and the elderly, employ
ment and training programs for handi
capped or disabled, economic develop
ment programs in depressed areas, and 
so on. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a list of typical CSBG-run 
programs be inserted in the RECORD 
following my remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 1.> 
Mr. HATFIELD. A General Account

ing report recently showed community 
services block grant funds play an im
portant role in supporting the admin
istration of other Federal programs. 
For example, USDA's Surplus Com
modity Food Program provides only 5 
percent administration funds and the 
Department of Energy's Weatheriza
tion Program has a limit of 5 percent 
administrative cost. In these situations 
CSBG funds were used to pay the ad
ministrative costs that exceeded the 
allowed amounts. GAO found that the 
flexibility in CSBG enables CAA's to 
identify community needs, provide 
services not available under other Fed
eral or State programs and support ad
ministrative operations. 

The GAO's analysis also indicated 
that the CSBG supported services did 
not duplicate those provided by social 
service block grant funds. In the com
munities GAO visited, the CSBG sup
ported services were targeted to fill 
specific unmet needs, which were not 
eligible for SSBG funding. 

Finally, GAO addressed two factors 
related to loss of the community serv
ices block grant funds. They found 
that, in most instances, other grants 
were being charged the full amounts 
allowed for administrative expenses. 
CSBG paid additional costs necessary 
to operate programs. GAO also report
ed that States and local officials were 
generally supportive of Community 
Action activities, but none thought 
their State or local government would 
replace lost CSBG funds. The package 
of comprehensive programs operated 
by CAA's is entirely directed toward 
helping the truly needy to become 
self-sufficient and move out of pover
ty. A recent survey showed that with a 
community services block grant of 
$305,000 the average Community 
Action Agency was able to leverage 
more than $2.9 million, a ratio of $9.50 
for every dollar of core funding. Agen
cies had an average salary cost of 
$8,230 per employee, an average ad
ministrative cost of 10.6 percent raised 
an average of over $530,000 in in-kind 
and local funding, and recruited an av
erage of eight volunteers for every 
paid staff person. According to a simi
lar survey sponsored last year by the 
National Governors' Association
which supports full funding for the 
community services block grant-Com
munity Action Agencies served over 2 
million persons in their communities. 

Yet Community Action is more than 
dollars and cents. It is a program that 
sparks hope, courage and initiative so 
that people help themselves. It is a 
hand up, not a hand out. A hand up to 
lift oneself into the mainstream of 
modern America. 

Finally, Mr. President, I point out 
that we heard repeatedly in this 
debate by the distinguished chairman 
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and ranking member that any assump
tion in the resolution does not restrict 
the Appropriations Committee regard
ing that individual program. In other 
words, an assumption by the commit
tee that only 90 percent of community 
service block grant funding is available 
in function 500 will not restrict the 
Appropriations Committee from pro
viding full funding to community serv
ice block grant programs. 

I make this observation because I am 
committed to seeking full funding for 
this vital program.CSBG's are the life
blood of the Head Start Program, for 
low income energy assistance, and a 
number of the programs which I have 
labored to insulate from haphazard 
budget cuts. 

If you want to bring the Federal 
Government's involvement in the 
battle against poverty and hunger, you 
could not strike a more deadly blow 
than by hacking away at the appro
priations for CSBG's. In fact, anyone 
wanting to isolate the folly of the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings meat-ax ap
proach in deficit reduction need only 
look at the threat it poses to CSBG's. 
Block grant programs in general can 
be eradicated by across-the-board per
centage cuts far short of program ter
mination. And make no mistake about 
it, left to its current course of direc
tion, Gramm-Rudman-Hollings will 
bleed the CSBG program to certain 
death. It will gouge it this fall and let 
it die and let many other vital pro
grams flounder for administration and 
implementation. 

So I seek recognition during this 
debate to make unmistakably clear 
how critical CSBG's are to our nation
wide efforts to feed, house, and edu
cate people in our country living in 
the shadow of first-class citizenship 
and first-rate opportunity. 

Whatever budget consensus is 
reached, it will have to include fund
ing for CSBG in an amount at least 
equal to the Domenici-Chiles proposal. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that "A Tale of Survival" be 
printed in the REcoRD following my re
marks in addition to the aforemen
tioned enclosure. 

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

<See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 

again compliment the leadership on 
the Budget Committee, particularly 
the Senator from New Mexico, Sena
tor DoMENici, and the Senator from 
Florida, Senator CHILES. It has not 
been an easy task. I am very anxious 
to see their efforts succeed. Not only 
because of the quality of their product 
but because I will be liberated and my 
committee will be liberated to take 
action in an area vital to their coun
try; namely, to appropriate money to 
keep the Government going. Until the 
Budget Committee resolution is adopt
ed, we are imprisoned. The Appropria-

tion Committee of this Senate cannot 
act. 

The House committee is going to 
commence action of the fiscal year 
1987 appropriations bills very shortly 
because they are free to act. The 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings panacea saw 
fit to establish two sets of rules-one 
to govern the Senate Appropriations 
Committee and one to govern the 
House Appropriations Committee, be
cause the Representatives of the 
House would not tolerate such an 
insane, unbelievably, and unconscion
ably stupid position to put any com
mittee in this Legislature in as the 
Senate conferees permitted the Senate 
Appropriations Committee to be put 
in. 

After having made that rather am
biguous statement about my feeling 
toward Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, and 
what it has done to paralyze further 
not just the budget process but now 
the appropriations process, we stand 
ready to act. 

April 15 was the date of the first 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings day of the 
new era for the Senate appropriations 
and budgetary process. 

Well, they could not deliver on the 
first date, they will not deliver on the 
second date, they will not deliver on 
the third date and, I say to my col
leagues, Gramm-Rudman-Hollings will 
not deliver on the deficit. It is another 
of those shams we go through to try 
to communicate to the public that we 
have done something significant. 

I want to make clear that what is 
going out in the back room now to ne
gotiate out an alternative to a quality 
product here on the floor, to placate 
some particular segment of this 
Senate, I would urge that activity to 
remember there is another segment of 
the Senate that is committed to basi
cally human values, to deal with the 
matters of human poverty and human 
suffering in this country. 

We are committed to life, to the en
hancement of the quality of life. For 
those who seem to be so preoccupied 
with increasing the machinery of 
death in this country and this world; 
namely, the military machinery, and 
their demands on this budget resolu
tion process, they may be in the ma
jority but, remember, we, in the mi
nority, can also use methods of parlia
mentary procedure to frustrate and 
block action as Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings has done in the whole process of 
the Appropriations Committee and 
the budgetary process at this point. 

I think it is absolutely reprehensible 
that we have let this legislative body 
come to this kind of paralysis where 
we cannot even deal with a supplemen
tal appropriations measure, where we 
cannot even start to bring to the floor 
the appropriations bills for 1987. And 
then when we get to that August-Sep
tember deadline, everybody is then 
faced with the one giant continuing 

resolution and then start complaining 
that this is no way to do the Nation's 
business. Bear in mind, where we are 
on May 1 is where we were on April 15, 
and where we were on that infamous 
day that Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
passed this body as the cure-all, the 
quick fix. 

I wanted to make these ambivalent 
comments today about my feeling, and 
I again want to thank the representa
tive of the Budget Committee because 
I am sure he suffers some of the frus
trations that I suffer, maybe from a 
little different perspective or for dif
ferent reasons. We are all in this situa
tion, I know, not because we want to 
be. Now is the time, of course, to work 
our way out. 

I want to say as much as I have dis
dain for that Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings action, it is the law and it is my 
responsibility, along with the responsi
bility of every Member of this body, to 
help make it work to the best of our 
ability. I am committed to that. That 
is why I have been supporting the 
Budget Committee throughout this la
borious action of trying to get some 
conclusion. I will continue to support 
that process. 

I am hopeful that one of these days 
we will have that wonderful, exhilarat
ing, redeeming experience of repent
ing of our mistake about Gramm
Rudman-Hollings and repeal it and 
send it back under the wet rock from 
which it came. 

EXHIBIT 1 

EXAMPLES OF THE KINDS OF PROGRAMS OPER
ATED BY COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES NA
TIONWIDE 

To secure and retain meaningful employ
ment: In-school Employment; Job Training 
Partnership Act; Green Thumb; Senior Em
ployment; Chore Providers; Youth Job De
velopment; Part-time Employment for Low 
Income People, 55 years of age and older, at 
nonprofit organizations; Union Apprentice
ship Training Programs; Support to Devel
opment Corporations; Economic Develop
ment and Assistance to Dislocated Workers. 

To attain an adequate education: Head 
Start; GED Training, Education, Health, 
Social Services and Parent Involvement to 
Low Income and Handicapped Preschool 
Children; Health Education; Staff Training; 
Board Training <with emphasis on low 
income members>; Legal Education; and 
Money Management. 

To obtain, and maintain adequate housing 
and a suitiable living environment: Out
reach and Referrals for Weatherization, 
Self-Help Housing Construction, Housing 
Rehabiltation, Home Improvement Grant 
Referrals, Deferred Loan Programs, Assist
ance Program, and the Low Income Weath
erization Program. 

To make better use of available income: 
Budget Counseling, Income Tax Prepara
tion, Organized Craftsmen's Fairs, Cottage 
Industries and Technical Assistance to Cot
tage Industries, Senior Discounts, Co-ops, 
Community Gardens and other sweat equity 
programs. 

To obtain emergency assistance through 
loans or grants to meet immediate and 
urgent individual family needs, including 
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the need for health services, nutritious food, 
housing, and employment assistance: 
Energy Crisis Intervention, Food Pantries, 
Clothing Banks, Emergency Housing, Trans
portation Assistance, Emergency Loans and 
Rent Payments, Commodity Food Distribu
tion, Temporary Food Assistance Program, 
Disaster Assistance, Child Abuse Preven
tion. 

To remove obstacles and solve problems 
which block the achievement of self-suffi
ciency: Education, Employment, Health 
Programs, Institutional Change, Transpor
tation Systems, Day Care Programs, Assist
ance to Refugees, Job Development and 
Placement. 

To achieve greater participation in the af
fairs of the community: Placement of Low 
Income Members on Community Boards; In
formation on Activities and Meetings in the 
Community <often by newsletter>: Provision 
of Transportation, particularly in rural 
areas. 

To make more effective use of other pro
grams related to the purposes of the com
munity services block grant: Outreach to 
Find the Low Income and to Identify Their 
Needs; Referal to Programs That Can Meet 
Their Needs. The fact that many of the pro
grams needed by the poor are housed within 
the CAA has made them much more effec
tive. 

To provide emergency food and related 
services to counteract conditions of starva
tion and malnutrition among the poor: 
Home Delivered Meals; Title III Meals; 
Women, Infants, and Children Feeding Pro
gram; Emergency Food and Shelter; Com
modity Food Distribution; Canning Work
shops and Projects; Gleaning Projects; Food 
Pantries; Food Stamp Referral; Congregate 
Dining. 

To coordinate and establish linkages be
tween governmental and other social service 
programs to assure effective delivery of 
such services to low-income individuals. 

To encourage the use of entities in the 
private sector in efforts to ameliorate pover
ty in the community: Participation in Com
munity Planning Activites, Publicity for the 
Plight of the Poor; Outreach to the Com
munity; CAAs Tripartite Board Policy; Par
ticipation on Other Boards; Attendance at 
Meetings; Ombudsman Services; Joint Ven
tures; Coordination. 

EXHIBIT 2 
[From the National Journal, Apr. 19, 19861 

A TALE OF SURVIVAL 

<By Julie Kosterlitz> 
In mid-March, 650 supporters of the com

munity services block grant-a small federal 
award to states to help finance a network of 
local antipoverty agencies-assembled in 
Washington for their annual meeting and 
were treated to a star-studded parade of 
speakers. Sens. Mark 0. Hatfield, R-Ore., 
Lowell P. Weicker Jr., R-Conn., Patrick J. 
Leahy, D-Vt., Warren Rudman, R-N.H., 
Ernest F. Hollings, D-S.C., Carl Levin, D
Mich., and six Members of the House each 
took the podium, many of them praising the 
program or issuing another call to arms for 
a renewed battle against poverty. 

That's not a bad lineup for any interest 
group. For the National Community Action 
Foundation, whose cause celebre is the ob
scure community services block grant-a fa
vorite target of the Reagan Administration 
budget cutters-the presence of congression
al heavy hitters was particularly striking. 
"And the irony is we had to tum another 
half-dozen members away," said David 

Bradley, legislative director of the founda
tion. 

The celebrity turnout is just one of a 
number of symbolic and substantive victo
ries for the block grant program since Presi
dent Reagan took office promising to elimi
nate federal support for community action 
agencies on the ground that they are ineffi
cient and result in duplication of services. 
The numerous close calls for the program 
since it began as the centerpiece of Presi
dent Johnson's War on Poverty make it 22-
year history sound something like the 
"Perils of Pauline," but the program has 
managed to survive and, in recent years, 
perhaps emerge politically strengthened by 
the ordeals. 

Key to its survival is the support of a few 
key Members of Congress who think the 
federal investment pays off handsomely and 
other Members who are increasingly tired of 
being asked to make cuts in social programs. 
Support for the community action agencies 
has increased among states and localities 
since 1981, when federal aid to the agencies 
began being funneled through the states 
rather than going directly to the local agen
cies. Also important is a well-organized 
grassroots lobbying campaign coordinated 
by the small but savvy National Community 
Action Foundation. 

Despite their successes, supporters of the 
block grant are taking nothing for granted. 
The Administration has again proposed kill
ing the program in its fiscal 1987 budget, 
and even wants to rescind half the block 
grant monies for fiscal 1986. The program is 
also up for reauthorizaiton in fiscal 1986. 
Still, the block grant's fortunes have been 
boosted this year by a favorable review from 
the General Accounting Office <GAO> and 
by the reluctance of many politicians to pro
pose outright elimination of a social services 
program in an election year. 

As a result, the Administration isn't hold
ing its breath. "We've gone up there every 
year to ask them to terminate the program, 
and every year Congress has insisted on 
giving us money," said Jerrold B. Speers, 
who is acting director of the office of com
munity services at the Health and Human 
Services Department <HHS>. "We've threat
ened to go to [Defense Secretary Caspar 
W.l Weinberger and tell him how [we've ac
complished that]." 

CRITICISMS 

The money at stake may seem trifling: 
only $372 million went last year to the block 
grant, which helps to underwrite approxi
mately 900 local antipoverty agencies 
around the country. But ever since the fed
eral community action programs <CAPs> 
were established as the crown jewels of 
President Johnson's Office of Economic Op
portunity <OEO> in 1964, federal support 
for the CAPs has generated controversy 
greater than the dollars involved. 

The idea was to create a network of grass
roots offices not only to deliver services to 
the poor, but also to attack "the causes of 
poverty." But the program immediately ran 
afoul of state governments, which felt the 
federal government had bypassed them by 
creating a base for antipoverty activists who 
frequently challenged state policies. 

The federal government also had second 
thoughts about underwriting liberal local 
activists. The conflict came to a head in 
1974, when President Nixon tried to end the 
program. Despite a bitter fight waged by 
supporters of the CAPs, including six law
suits, Nixon succeeded in breaking up OEO, 
dispersing many of the programs that were 
once part of the CAPs, such as Legal Serv-

ices and Head Start, to other federal agen
cies. But Congress saved the CAPs and cre
ated a new Community Services Administra
tion <CSA> to administer them. 

The program continued, however, to be 
the subject of sharp criticism. A series of 
congressional reports on the CSA in the late 
1970s found poor performance, low morale 
and inadequate controls on how the federal 
money was being spent. The criticisms 
helped set the stage for the Reagan Admin
istration's efforts to abolish the agency. 
"Ronald Reagan didn't kill the CSA," Brad
ley said. "Jimmy Carter did"-with his lack 
of leadership. 

But Reagan intended not only to do away 
with an inefficient agency, but also to end 
the separate federal appropriation that sup
ported the community action agencies. The 
President wanted to roll a host of social 
services programs into a large block grant to 
the states, to spend as they saw fit. Con
gress turned the President's strategy against 
him, saving separate federal aid for commu
nity action programs by creating a special 
block grant for them. The $40 million, 935-
employee CSA was replaced by a tiny office 
at HHS with only a lOth of the CSA's ad
ministrative budget and a mere 55 employ
ees. But federal dollars continued to flow to 
local community action agencies, although 
they are now distributed first to the states. 

CRAZY QUILT 

Local community action agency directors 
think the Administration's continued dislike 
for the block grant stems from the pro
gram's link to 1960's activism. 

"They think we're a bunch of liberal 
Democratic activists out there, and they're 
wrong," Bradley said. Agency staff are 
"more conservative than people think. 
Many are Republicans," he said. 

The Administration sees those running 
the agencies "as a group out there that can 
rally support in opposition to the Adminis
tration's line," said Sen. Charles E. Grass
ley, R-Iowa. "There may be some truth to 
that," he said, but it doesn't outweigh "the 
over-all good they do." In fact, Grassley 
argued, the notion of giving seed money to 
attract state, local and private money "is a 
pretty good Republican policy that ought to 
be duplicated in other programs." 

Speers of HHS denies that the opposition 
is motivated by ideology. "I know the feel
ing was antagonistic toward them by past 
Administrations," he said, "but there is no 
animosity from HHS.'' He said the Adminis
tration knows the agencies have changed 
since their early, controversial days and is 
only worried federal funds are being wasted. 

Although the amount of money is small, 
Speers said the savings has a symbolic im
portance. Former Office of Management 
and Budget <OMB> director "David Stock
man used to say that as long as [money for 
community action agencies] is in the 
budget, Congress cannot be said to be seri
ous" about reducing the deficit, Speers said. 

But supporters of the program say the 
tiny savings from eliminating it would not 
be realized. "One of the greatest distortions 
of [the President's fiscal 1987 budget] is the 
notion that money will be saved through 
the elimination of the community services 
block grant," Sen. Weicker told the founda
tion's meeting last month. He cited the 
foundation's survey of 800 agencies in 41 
states, which concluded that without the 
block grant, more than 500 of the agencies 
would close within 18 months. "What about 
the outyear costs society will pay when it 



May 1, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9257 
disinvests in the nation's low-income com
munities?" Weicker asked. 

What makes the debate hard for the un
initiated to follow is the difficulty in getting 
a fix on precisely what the block grant does. 
Community action agencies differ widely in 
how they are run, what they do, how much 
money they receive and how they spend 
those funds. 

The block grant is a multipurpose pot of 
money for community action agencies that 
coordinate a crazy quilt of funds and serv
ices for the poor. The agencies help "identi
fy problems and coalesce the resources to 
deal with them," said Marjorie Wither
spoon, executive director of the National As
sociation of State Community Services Pro
grams, which represents state government 
offices that oversee the community action 
agencies. "That's different than a social wel
fare agency, which exists to send out a 
check." 

The block grant itself is only a fraction of 
the agencies' financing-about 11 per cent 
nationwide, according to voluntary reports 
from the agencies. Most of the programs 
that the agencies operate or contract out 
for, such as weatherization, Head Start and 
meals for the elderly, are underwritten with 
other federal, state, local and private funds. 

But by helping to finance a base of oper
ations, say advocates, the block grant allows 
the agencies to apply for other government 
funds and go before state, local and federal 
governments to push for programs that will 
further benefit the poor. A 1983 study by 
the National Governors' Association found 
that for every federal dollar spent, the com
munity action agencies raised another seven 
from other sources. The block grant money 
can also be used to fill gaps in existing social 
service programs or underwrite emergency 
programs for which no other funds are 
available. 

Subject to state and federal guidelines, 
agencies can fashion a package of services to 
meet local needs, supporters say. They add 
that flexibility is the program's greatest 
asset. The nation is "so heterogeneous and 
geographically vast, it's difficult to pour [as
sistance to the poor] into one mold," Grass
ley said. 

"The $1.3 million we get from [the block 
grant] gives rise to all the other things 
we're doing," said Isaac Withers, executive 
director of Miami's Metro-Dade County 
community action agency. "We provide 
1,100 meals for the elderly, 3,100 Head Start 
meals and work with 100 foster grandpar
ents." The block grant provides "the seed 
and glue money to hold things together and 
provide other activities," he said. 

But the Administration says the crazy 
quilt of financing and service delivery re
sults in duplication and inefficiency. CAPs 
don't need a special block grant to adminis
ter other federal programs that themselves 
have money set aside for administrative 

· costs, the Administration contends. The 
block grant "is not essential to the safety 
net nor to the continuation of the CAPs," 
Speers said. "It's generally duplicative of 
other programs designed to help the poor." 
Eighty-six per cent of community action 
agency funds, Speers said, come not from 
the block grant but from other federal pro
grams, whose financing could continue re
gardless of the block grant's fate. 

But a recent survey by the GAO that 
looked at 16 community action agencies in 
eight states found that most of the agencies 
used only 30 per cent or less of the block 
grant money for administrative expenses. 
Seventy per cent or more of their 1985 block 

grants went to provide outreach and refer
ral services, emergency food and shelter and 
nutrition services. The report said that the 
agencies also spent the funds on housing as
sistance, training day care workers and ar
ranging transportation and home meals for 
the elderly, ill and handicapped. Perhaps 
more important, the report said that in all 
but one instance, the block grant money 
went for services that did not duplicate 
those offered by other local social service 
agencies. 

The GAO report, Speers said, merely 
proved that a given service is not being paid 
for twice. But "you could still provide the 
same services with money you get from 
other programs," he argued. Speers conced
ed that because block grant money is used 
to supplement other program funds, some 
services might have to be trimmed or elimi
nated, "but they [the CAPs] have to priori
tize. The whole point is to reduce the defi
cit." 

ARRAY OF ALLIES 

Time and again, the block grant program 
has survived both Administration and con
gressional efforts to do away with it. 

In 1984, CAP supporters won an obsecure 
but important victory when they persuaded 
Congress to require states to give 90 percent 
of the block grant funds to community 
action agencies-rather than allowing the 
states to spend a greater share of the funds 
as they saw fit. Supporters also succeeded in 
guaranteeing that the block grant program 
would be up for reauthorization in the same 
year as the popular Head Start program
which the Administration supports-making 
it possible for the two programs to be 
linked. 

Last year, key Senate supporters of the 
program-primarily Grassley and Hatfield
battled Majority Leader Robert Dole, R
Kan., and Administration officials behind 
closed doors over whether to include the 
block grant in the Senate's fiscal 1986 
budget. At 2:45 A.M. on May 10, supporters 
prevailed, and the block grant was the last 
item to be included in Dole's budget propos
al, which was narrowly approved on the 
floor. 

This year, the program's future again 
seemed in doubt when Senate Budget Com
mittee chairman Pete V. Domenici, R-N.M., 
left it out of his budget proposal. After 
some behind-the-scenes dickering, however, 
the block grant reappeared, albeit with a 10 
percent cut, in the committee-approved 
budget. 

That's not to say the program is home 
free. While its support has typically been 
strong in the House, the program could face 
more challenges in the Senate as the budget 
is taken up on the floor. In addition, the 
program is up for reauthorization in fiscal 
1986 before the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee, whose chairman, Orrin 
G. Hatch, R-Utah, has not always been en
thusiastic about the block grant in the past. 

But there are signs that the program's 
supporters may again beat the Administra
tion. The House Labor and Education Com
mittee voted in early April to reauthorize 
the block grant, defeating a potentially 
lethal amendment by Rep. Richard K. 
Armey, R-Texas, that would have forbidden 
block grant monies to underwrite abortions, 
abortion counseling or referrals. 

A bill to reauthorize the block grant has 
also been introduced in the Senate. Because 
of this year's elections, the program's list of 
visible supporters has expanded to include 
some moderates and conservatives-most 
notably Paula Hawkins, R-Fla., who chairs 

the Senate Labor and Human Resources 
Subcommittee on Children, Family, Drugs 
and Alcoholism. After holding a hearing on 
the block grant in late March, Hawkins, 
who is up for reelection, announced her in
tention to seek reauthorization of the pro
gram. 

How has this tiny program, whose name is 
unknown to most Americans, been able to 
repeatedly buck both the prestige of the 
presidency and the budget cutting impera
tive? 

Speers has some ideas. "The CAP organi
zations · have a strong lobby," he said. 
"They're in every congressional district." 
While forbidden by law to engage in voter 
registration efforts or partisan politics, 
agency workers can nevertheless generate 
political support for candidates and causes. 
Members of Congress are reminded of the 
grass-roots connection when agency repre
sentatives visit them, as most did during the 
National Community Action Foundation's 
meeting. 

But the grass-roots network would not be 
nearly as powerful without the efforts of 
the foundation to work the halls of Con
gress. Founded almost immediately after 
Reagan's election in 1980, the foundation 
raises money from private contributions of 
agency directors and staff to champion its 
cause in Washington. 

With a budget of $200,000 and a six
person staff crammed into a tiny two-room 
office in northwest Washington, the foun
dation conducts research and public rela
tions efforts, orchestrates hearings on the 
block grant and related federal programs 
and, of course, directly lobbies Members and 
their staffs. 

The foundation also operates a 24-hour 
phone recording designed to keep agency 
staffers abreast of the latest political devel
opments. Recently, the foundation started a 
political action committee, which last year 
gave nearly $15,000 to the campaigns of a 
dozen Members. "The name of the game is 
to help the Members who help you," Brad
ley said. 

The block grant program has other impor
tant allies; the states. One-time foes of a 
program they considered a challenge to 
their authority, the states have gotten more 
protective of the agencies now that states 
handle the block grant monies. The Nation
al Governors' Association supports the 
block grant, as does the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors. 

Supporters in state government and in 
Congress say they are genuinely pleased 
with the role played by the agencies in com
munities back home-particularly in states 
that are experiencing hard economic times. 
In Iowa, hard hit by the farm crisis, con
servative Republican Gov. Terry Branstad 
recently wrote Congress to praise the pro
gram and warned that "given the economic 
deterioration in the rural Midwest, the state 
of Iowa has not been able to finance [com
munity services block grant] activities at a 
time when the demand and need for these 
services is increasing." 

While the program's link to an era of anti
poverty activism may have hurt its fortunes 
with the Administration, that link may 
work to the block grant's advantage in Con
gress. "It is looked upon as one of the last 
vestiges of the War on Poverty," Speers 
said. 

In addition, the block grant's fortunes 
may benefit from increasing congressional 
frustration over the President's directive to 
seek more cuts in social programs each year, 
Grassley said, and the fact that "this is an 
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election year." Its chances for survival, he 
said "are pretty strong. Every program may 
take a little cut, but there will not be many 
terminations," he predicted. 

Even though the Administration is active
ly seeking to eliminate the block grant, offi
cials do not appear hopeful that Congress 
will finally go along. Where Stockman often 
inveighed against the block grant and made 
its elimination a pet project, new OMB di
rector James C. Miller III is considerably 
more equivocal. "I don't know whether we'll 
make it or not; there's a lot of opposition to 
cutting that out," he said. But, the Adminis
tration plans to stick by its guns, Miller 
added. 

Speers, who has been involved with the 
effort since 1981, admitted that the con
stant congressional rebuffs have taken some 
of the fire out of the campaign. "It's getting 
boring," he said. 

D 1720 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, as is 

always the case, I am delighted at the 
eloquent remarks of my distinguished 
and learned senior colleague from the 
State of Oregon. I share many of his 
frustrations. I share his praises of the 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget and the distinguished ranking 
member. If only everyone who praised 
their efforts were willing to vote for 
those efforts, we would long since 
have cured this problem and passed a 
resolution. 

We have had a great deal of oratory 
here, Mr. President, over the course of 
the last 2 weeks about its shortcom
ings and defects. It is all the more re
markable that we have yet to see the 
first alternative proposal to what the 
distinguished Senators from New 
Mexico and Florida have produced. As 
is the Senator from Oregon, I am 
ready to vote for it right now or for 
any acceptable alternatives to it right 
now. I hope that, quite soon, we get 
that opportunity. 

Mr. President, how much time would 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa 
like? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Two minutes. 
Mr. GORTON. I yield 2 minutes to 

the Senator. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Sena

tor from Washington for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. President, I rise to commend the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
for his remarks in support of the com
munity services block grant and his ef
forts to save that program, not only 
this time but also a year ago when we 
were debating the issue and there was 
an effort to zero out the appropria
tion. Because of Senator HATFIELD's 
leadership and his strong position as 
chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations, the program was saved last 
time I think we find a very good pro
gram there in which a little bit of Fed
eral money serves to administer a pro
gram that invites in and encourages 
and elicits an awful lot of private 
funding, an awful lot of volunteer 

help, and even some State and local 
money. 

I think we are getting a terrific pur
pose on that money throu~ this pro
gram, particularly in my State of 
Iowa. Our Governor has written in 
support of that program and the great 
good that it does in our State, particu
larly in times of extreme depression 
caused by our economy being so de
pendent upon agriculture. Services 
provided by the community action 
programs in my State are very needed 
in a time of transition in agriculture. 
Without Senator HATFIELD's efforts 
last year, this program perhaps would 
not be available. I think he is to be 
commended. 

I want to say that I enjoyed very 
much working with him last year on 
saving that program and I hope that 
the message is loud and clear so that, 
in this particular year, this program 
will not be in jeopardy as it was a year 
ago. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Wash
ington for yielding. I am sorry that 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bill has 
set out a roadblock in the appropria
tions process. It is a simple roadblock. 
It says we have to adopt a budget 
which meets the targets of Gramm
Rudman-Hollings before we can pass 
appropriations bills. 

That is a roadblock. It makes the 
committee process harder and those of 
us who labor within that process are 
obviously concerned about it. But I 
can assure the distinguished chairman 
that the American people are far more 
concerned about what the deficit is. 
They are far more concerned about 
the burden of debt on our children. 
They are far more concerned about 
sustaining a recovery that has put 10.3 
million people to work in permanent, 
productive, tax-paying job for the 
future in the past 4 years than they 
are about the neatness of the commit
tee process and what roadblocks may 
exist in our effort to force Congress to 
make hard choices. 

The budget is about hard choices 
and because of Gramm-Rudman, we 
are going to be forced to make a hard 
choice. Since 1982, the President has 
routinely, under law, sent budgets to 
Congress and Congress has ceremo
niously declared those budgets dead 
on arrival. That has been followed by 
a lot of rhetoric and little action. 

We have a budget before us today 
that proposes to deal with this prob
lem by setting out a program so as to 
achieve $144 billion of deficits, to 
achieve the first step toward balancing 
the budget by the end of the decade as 
prescribed by the Gramm-Rudman
Hollings bill. I do not agree with this 
prescription and I have risen to speak 
against it and I shall vote against it if 
no substitute is adopted. But I would 

like to say the fact that we are here 
talking about hard choices, the fact 
that we have before us a budget that 
now has 7 4 billion dollars' worth of 
tax increases in it to meet the target 
of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is an indi
cation that that bill is in fact affecting 
congressional behavior and brings us 
to a point of making a hard decision. 
It is $56 billion above the level pro
posed by the President. 

I had hoped to wait and speak on a 
substitute which I hope will still be of
fered, and I commend that effort 
wherever there are those who are 
working on it. But in case there is no 
substitute, I did not want to simply 
vote against this budget without 
saying why. I would like to try to do 
that very briefly. 

Let me first begin as a point of refer
ence with the budget that the Presi
dent proposed and compare this 
budget to it. As compared to the 
budget proposed by the President--

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DOMENICI. May I say to my 

good friend, the junior Senator from 
Texas, if he would at the conclusion of 
his remarks-how long does he intend 
to speak? 

Mr. GRAMM. It depends. If the Sen
ator would like the floor, I shall be 
happy to yield. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I should like the 
Senator, in my behalf and the leader's 
behalf, when he completes his re
marks, to ask that the Senate be in 
morning business for up to 30 minutes 
so we will no longer be using time on 
the resolution for that 30 minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. I shall be happy to do 
that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. How long does the 
Senator propose to speak? 

Mr. GRAMM. I have approximately 
7 minutes left. 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is fine with 
the Senator from New Mexico. If he 
would do that, I would appreciate it. 

Mr. GRAMM. As compared to the 
budget proposed by the President, the 
budget currently before us raises taxes 
by approximately $56 billion. It raises 
domestic spending over a 3-year period 
by some $66 billion above the level 
proposed by the President. As com
pared to the President's proposal, it 
raises spending on domestic programs 
by roughly $66 billion. So that, as 
compared to the President's budget, 
this ·budget raises taxes by $56 billion 
and spends every penny of it on do
mestic spending increases above the 
level contained in the President's 
budget. 

In terms of defense, the reduction as 
compared to the President's proposal 
is rather startling: $97 billion in 
budget authority, $76 billion in outlay 
reduction as compared to the Presi
dent's proposal. 



May 1, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9259 
What I am struck by is not by how 

much this budget deviates from the 
President's budget. I am struck by how 
much it deviates from the budget that 
we adopted on this very floor last year 
at 3 o'clock in the morning in what I 
hoped at that time would become a 
historic hour. 

0 1730 
It did not. That budget ended up 

dying in conference. But let me point 
out to my colleagues how startling the 
differences are. A year ago we adopted 
a budget on the Senate floor that over 
a 3-year period had $6.3 billion in new 
revenues. This budget has $74.3 billion 
in new revenues, or $68 billion over a 
3-year period above the level that we 
adopted only a year ago. 

It claims to save roughly $60 billion 
in domestic programs compared to 
$141 billion saved in budget last year, 
or an $81 billion difference. So as com
pared to a year ago we are voting 
today on a budget which raises taxes 
by $68 billion and raises domestic 
spending by $81 billion above the 
levels contained in last year's budget. 

In terms of defense over a 2-year 
period in the 2 comparable years, in 
fiscal years 1987 and 1988, the budget 
before us today cuts defense budget 
authority by $66 billion and cuts out
lays by $35 billion. 

Last year we voted on a budget that 
terminated 13 programs. This budget 
today terminates the single program 
we claimed to have terminated last 
year and terminates Conrail which we 
have already voted to sell on the 
Senate floor. 

Now, what happened over this year? 
It seems, if we look at this proposal, 
that the Senate has lost its will to con
trol spending; that now there is a rush 
to raise taxes. I do not support that 
effort. I believe that we can meet the 
targets of the Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings bill by controlling spending. Rev
enues are up by $72 billion under the 
President's budget proposals. To meet 
the requirements of the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings about $60 billion of 
that $72 billion has to go to reduce the 
deficit. That leaves about $12 billion 
of new spending authority. So in order 
to meet the requirements of the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bill without 
raising taxes, we do not have to cut 
spending, but we do have to limit the 
growth of aggregate spending to about 
$12 billion. What is proposed here is to 
increase taxes so that the rate of 
growth can spend beyond that 
amount. 

In the budget we are really choosing 
what kind of America we want, and I 
submit that the real question is do we 
want to raise taxes so that Govern
ment can go on spending as usual in 
Washington or do we want to control 
spending? Do we want a future domi
nated by Government or do we want a 
future dominated by opportunity? I 

want a future dominated by opportu
nity. The people in the 1984 elections 
in 49 of 50 States said very clearly that 
they did not want to raise taxes so 
that Government could go on spend
ing as usual. The President has said 
very clearly in a letter to our majority 
leader delivered yesterday that he is 
opposed to this budget and will veto 
the tax increases that it contains. If 
the President vetoes the tax increases 
contained in this budget, this budget 
will be some $15 billion above the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings proposal. 

The missing ingredient in this 
budget is a missing character in the 
whole negotiation process, and that is 
the President. I believe that basically 
is the fundamental weakness of this 
budget. I am hopeful that later to
night we can come to the floor with a 
substitute which meets the targets of 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings within the 
constraints of the Reagan mandate 
from the 1984 election. If such a 
budget comes to the floor-! hope that 
it will; I worked for that objective-! 
will support it. If such a budget does 
not come to the floor, I find myself in 
the unhappy position of voting no on 
this budget, not choosing this budget 
over a sequestration process but choos
ing to go back to the Budget Commit
tee, to have the Budget Committee re
consider the process and bring us a 
new budget. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator's 10 minutes have expired. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

had theretofore asked the distingished 
junior Senator from Texas to put us in 
morning business because the leader 
had requested that. However, I did not 
understand that the Senator was 
going to deliver us a speech about the 
Budget Committee's resolution versus 
the President, so I would like to just 
take a couple of minutes, and then, 
unless the Senator from Florida de
sires to speak, I, at the leader's re
quest, would put us in morning busi
ness for a half hour. 

Let me say to my friend, the Senator 
from Texas, that he knows I appreci
ate and respect his knowledge of the 
budget. I know that he is an expert on 
the budget, and I know that 4 or 5 
years ago he was part of putting to
gether some very exciting uses of the 
budget process that were consistent 
with some of my ideas. I recognize 
that he did an excellent job. However, 
I say to my friend from Texas that it 
does not do a lot of good in the U.S. 
Senate to talk about what we ought to 
do. It does not do a lot of good to say 
what the President's budget proposed. 
What counts ultimately is that we do 
something and that we get enough 
Senators to support something so that 

we can get on with the business of the 
country. 

Now, I did not hear the Senator's 
comments on the President's budget. I 
think he knows without my saying, 
the high esteem in which I hold the 
President, and I have many times suc
ceeded in getting things done on the 
budget that he desired. As a matter of 
fact, contrary to former Budget Direc
tor Dave Stockman, who seems to indi
cate we failed, I have looked at the 
numbers and we have not failed at all. 
As a matter of fact, considering that 
we have had 2 years of recession, we 
have almost doubled defense up to 6.3 
percent real growth per year in each 
of the past 5 years, and entitlement 
are coming down dramatically. On av
erage they used to go up 11 percent a 
year. As a matter of fact, 5 years 
before this decade started they were 
going up an average 9 percent a year 
and they are now down to 3.4 percent. 
And lo and behold, to those who say, 
"Let's just get more out of this 
budget," I have said I would sure do 
that. Most of those people say, howev
er, "Let's get a lot more in defense." I 
have tried to get as much as I can. But 
the domestic appropriated accounts in 
that period of failure of accomplishing 
the so-called revolution that David 
Stockman referred to, those accounts 
have declined on average for the 5 
years of this decade by 3.4 percent. 
The 5 years before that and the 5 
years before that on average, those 
same accounts went up 4 to 6 percent 
each and every year. 

Now, I think that is good perform
ance. As a matter of fact, there was 
not one single new program put into 
effect in this Congress in the midst of 
a recession. We cut taxes which was 
the right thing to do. We did not put 
in any jobs programs. We used to put 
them in and they would trigger about 
the time the recession was over. We 
did not do that. As a matter of fact, 
during that same period we got rid of 
CETA, the Comprehensive Employ
ment Training Program, which was 
about a $9 billion program at its full
est. I think we have done pretty well. 

I have a very simple response to my 
friend from Texas, whom I hold in 
great esteem. The proof of the pud
ding is let the Senate vote. I urge that 
if you do not like what we have, bring 
a budget down here. That is the way 
things are done in the Senate. If you 
have a budget that is better than this 
one, if you have a budget that is closer 
to the President, I urge you to offer it. 
You cannot offer his; you know that. 
You cannot offer his because it is out 
of order, because it does not meet your 
maximum deficit requirement under 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, and you 
know that. So you cannot do that. 
However, you can offer another 
budget and I urge you do it. We have 
about 5 hours left. We will yield you as 
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much time as you desire. I only know 
of two other amendments, maybe 
three and they will not take much 
time. So acutually I know you did a 
good analysis and I compliment you 
for it, and I know how seriously you 
feel about it. I really think that the 
way to find out whether we come rea
sonably close to what really counts 
around here, is to have 51 Senators 
who will vote for something. So I urge 
that the Senator do that. It could help 
us all. 

0 1740 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield me 2 minutes? 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the 

Chair. 
Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator yield 

me 2 minutes for my response? 
Mr. DOMENICI. I will. I wonder if I 

could do it this way. 
Pursuant to the previous request of 

the majority leader, I ask unanimous 
consent that we go into morning busi
ness for 30 minutes. 

Mr. WEICKER. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 2 minutes to 

the Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. I thank the distin

guished chairman of the Budget Com
mittee. 

Let me begin by saying that I agree 
with him that our efforts have not 
failed. In fact, I think our efforts have 
succeeded greatly. 

Inflation was the No. 1 problem in 
1980. We brought the inflation rate to 
a standstill. When it reached a 17-year 
low in January, that did not make the 
front page of any newspaper in Amer
ica. That is how common our success 
has been. 

We have cut taxes, provided incen
tives for people to invest and to save; 
10.3 million people have gone to work, 
and we are collecting more taxes than 
when we cut the rates. We put Social 
Security back in the black. We rebuilt 
national defense. We rekindled pride 
and confidence in America. I think our 
program has worked, not failed. 

Our program is not complete. The 
distinguished chairman of the Budget 
Committee and I worked to put bind
ing constraints on the House and the 
Senate and the President to make it 
complete by gaining control of spend
ing. 

Let me also say to our distinguished 
chairman that there is nothing I 
would like better than to see us work 
out a substitute that would give people 
a choice, and that is what the whole 
process is about, and I understand 
that. 

As the distinguished chairman is 
aware, I have worked probably harder 
than anybody else in the Senate to try 
to develop a viable alternative. Wheth
er or not such an alternative will 
evolve, I do not know. It certainly will 

not be for my lack of effort if it does 
not. 

I commend the distinguished chair
man for his effort. He has brought us 
a budget that meets the targets of 
Gramm-Rudman. I do not support it. I 
do not like the way it does it. I think 
the President will veto the tax in
crease. But he is correct, that what
ever I think of it, that is no substitute 
for having a viable alternative, and I 
will continue to work and hope that 
we will. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 2 ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. President, I say to my friend, 
the junior Senator from Texas, that 
he speaks frequently, as I have in the 
past, about the fact that we should 
not have any taxes in this budget reso
lution. There is a very nice sounding 
phrase around here: 19 percent of 
GNP is about the traditional level of 
taxation we have imposed on the 
American people. I do not know of any 
empirical formulas that say 19 percent 
is right and anything above that is 
wrong. I agree that taxation should be 
reduced if possible. 

Some Senators may wonder: "What 
does that 19 percent of GNP mean? 
How come Senator DoMENicr, who 
does not like taxes and wants to cut 
spending, says we cannot live with 
taxes at that level and still have a bal
anced budget? Why is he saying that?" 

Somebody like Senator GRAMM 
would question me on the need for 
taxes. He would say, "We should be 
able to do it without taxes. We used to 
spend a much bigger percentage on de
fense than we do now." 

However, here is the difference, I 
say to my friend from Texas. When 
you look at taxes as a percent of GNP 
in 1970, which incidentally were at 
19.5 percent, please take a look at 
Social Security taxes. You can see how 
much they were then and how much 
they are now. I am not complaining. 
We want to do right. It is our policy to 
get seniors out of poverty and we have 
succeeded. But only 4.5 percent of 
GNP went to Social Security in 1970. 
Fully 15 percent of GNP went to the 
military and other programs. We now 
have over 2 percent more in GNP that 
goes for Social Security than we did 
then. That is $100 billion which is not 
available for other programs or for re
ducing the deficit. 

Let's work it out: 2 to 3 percent of 
GNP at $40 billion per percentage 
point; 2 times 40 is 80: $80 billion is 
taken out of that tax pot-$80 to $120 
billion-and we put all that in Social 
Security now. It cannot be used for de
fense or deficit reduction because it is 
being used for Social Security. 

Therein is the dilemma of our day. 
Some would say: "Leave taxes alone. 
Leave them at 19 percent. Get defense 
back to its historic average, don't 
touch Social Security, and you can't 
touch interest and now cut nondefense 

spending for the rest." That cut is a 
startling number; because, if you add 
up the arithmetic to balance the 
budget, you have to take about $165 
billion out of this budget. That comes 
to the entire discretionary budget. 
This means that you would have to 
eliminate all of the discretionary pro
grams of Government to balance the 
budget. 

If you could solve that riddle, you 
would not need any more taxes. But I 
guarantee that you are not going to 
solve it by running around saying, 
"Use the historic level of taxes," until 
you start telling the American people 
the truth. The truth is that we took a 
whole bunch of that historic level of 
taxes and dedicated it to Social Securi
ty and Medicare. Where do we get the 
extra for the rest of the programs? Do 
Americans want to get rid of them all? 
I do not believe so. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate go into morning business for 30 
minutes, as I previously indicated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. WEICKER. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum, and I 
ask that the time be charged equally. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
renew my request that the Senate go 
into morning business for 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my friend 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. GORTON. 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. 

0 1750 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Are we in morning 
business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is in morning business. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 5 

minutes. 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

was talking a while ago about the fal
lacy of talking about the way it used 
to be, the fallacy of equating the level 
of revenues as a percent of GNP 15 
years ago with the level today. I allud
ed to the fact that a lot of people talk 
about maintaining the historical level 
and say that is the way it ought to be. 
I suggested that Senators are interest
ed in why revenues cannot stay at that 
level and still get us to a balanced 
budget, and why it is so difficult to 
reduce that gap between revenues and 
expenditures. 

In that brief discussion I forgot to 
mention something. As I left the floor 
it dawned on me what that was. 

So let me see if I can just supple
ment my earlier discussion so that 
anyone who alludes to my remarks 
will know that I knew what I was talk
ing about and that I had the right 
thing in mind. 

We are trying to reach a $144 billion 
deficit. That is what our new law told 
us we ought to do. Since Lyndon John
son's time we have had Social Security 
on this unified budget. Some people 
think that was Lyndon Johnson's way 
of getting around a big deficit, by 
using Social Security taxes to pay for 
spending on other programs. I 
thought so, too, but you may be inter
ested to know who suggested the uni
fied budget. He is one of the most re
knowned conservative economists we 
have ever had, a former chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board, and an ad
viser to Richard Nixon. It was Arthur 
Burns who suggested it. In fact, I be
lieve he suggested it 5 years before we 
did it. 

Unifying the budget made great 
sense. It still makes sense. We still use 
Social Security to calculate the maxi
mum deficit amount for the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings targets. 

Now let me suggest to you what I 
said a while ago. I was talking about 
why we are never going to get where 
we have to be and still have defense 
growing, which we want, and still leave 
Social Security and the big entitle
ments alone unless we agree to some 
additional revenues. I gave you an ex
planation of the dilemma by describ
ing what happen to the makeup of the 
tax revenues from 1971 to this year. 
When we had 19.5 percent of GNP in 
1971, a much smaller share of that was 
for Social Security. Now a very big 
piece is. But I forgot to mention that 
this year, if and when we get to the 
$144 billion target, we will be using $15 
billion of excess from the Social Secu
rity fund to do it. 

So, was my reasoning right when I 
said that revenues of 19.0 percent of 
GNP would not get us to a balanced 

budget? Well, instead of $144 billion, 
the problem is really 144 plus 15, be
cause we have $15 billion that we have 
borrowed from the Social Security 
fund. Interestingly enough, the next 
year, when we get to Gramm-Rudman
Hollings' second year total, we are 
going to have to take $36 billion more 
off the deficit. That is the goal. Well, 
if we do it-and I hope we do-we will 
not be making much headway because 
$30 billion of the $36 billion will be 
borrowed from Social Security that 
year. 

And then the next year, the problem 
gets worse. We will have to take an
other $36 billion off the deficit that 
year in our third installment. Lo and 
behold, we are going to be borrowing 
$39 billion from Social Security, be
cause that is the excess in that fund 
then. 

Now that should complete the dis
cussion I started a while ago, of why it 
does not do a lot of good to run 
around telling the American people, 
"We have lived with 19 percent of 
GNP in taxes over the years and, by 
George, we are going to continue 
doing it." I would point out that we 
are getting defense built back up. Even 
more important to the budget, we dra
matically switched the taxes that were 
available for other things to the spe
cific trust fund used for Social Securi
ty. 

Now we are going to maintain Social 
Security, so it would appear to me that 
we have two options: One is a rhetoric 
option. We can continue to run around 
and say the deficit indeed will be 
solved by cutting. You can see from 
the discussion that it will not be done, 
because the level of taxes available for 
discretionary programs and defense is 
much less than the 19 percent we are 
accustomed to because we are using a 
whole bunch of those taxes for Social 
Security. That is one option. Keep 
talking like it might happen; keep 
talking like 15 years ago is relevant to 
today in terms of a budget and fiscal 
policy. 

Or, second, we cut as much as we 
can, then reform as much as we can, 
and decide that we ought to add a 
little revenue in this time of a 
strengthening economy. 

Now there is another interesting 
thing. We can just close the discussion 
by saying, if not now, when? Shall we 
wait until we are in another part of 
the business cycle where we are not 
growing? We surely would not want to 
raise taxes in bad times, the exact op
posite of what we ought to do. When 
is it going to he the right time to do it? 
When will times be good enough to do 
it? 

For some, as economic times get 
better, they would not have us touch 
the taxes because that is what makes 
the economy better. But we already 
know it cannot get better enough to 
take care of the deficit. I will give you 

my hunch. We will have to have about 
6 percent real growth for about 3 
years, in order to meet our deficit tar
gets, and we will not get that. 

So we cannot raise revenues when 
the economy is getting better because 
the economy is going to keep on get
ting better. So we are going to wait 
around until times are not so good, 
when it will be impossible to adjust 
revenues and the deficits will be $250 
billion or more and we will wonder 
why. 

I am confident that we are going to 
begin to solve the problem. I am confi
dent that before the night is over we 
will make a real giant step in that di
rection. And I do think there will be 
some cognizance by the U.S. Senate
whether anybody agrees with the dis
cussion during the last 35 or 40 min
utes-there will be some kind of a 
sense that there is no other way to 
make real headway. So we will make a 
nice stab at reducing the deficit before 
we are finished this year and part of 
that reduction will come from reve
nues of one type or another. I am 
hopeful we will get that done with a 
very bipartisan and large vote. 

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. 

D 1820 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GORTON). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AGENDA 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that morning busi
ness be extended until the hour of 6:45 
p.m. this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. MELCHER. Reserving the right 
to object, might I ask the distin
guished assistant majority leader what 
we are to anticipate this evening? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
cannot give a full recitation of what 
will be. The purpose of this request is 
from the Democratic leader and the 
Republican leader so that time will 
not run while there is further discus
sion of a potential compromise. I be
lieve there are some 3 hours remain
ing. That compromise or some version 
thereof or another measure will be 
submitted to us for a vote this 
evening. 

It is the leader's intention, I still be
lieve, to go forward tonight to try to 
get a time agreement, a unanimous 
consent agreement, on three measures 
for Monday, which would then allow 
us not to be in session tomorrow. 
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That is the present intent, to pursue 

this this evening, hopefully to con
clude it, and then get agreement for 
Monday's activities dealing with three 
or four items, and then no session on 
Friday. Of course, that is all very ten
tative. 

Mr. MELCHER. If the assistant ma
jority leader will yield, might I further 
inquire if it is the intention at 6:45 to 
return to the budget resolution? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, that 
is the intent. 

Mr. MELCHER. I have no objection. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will 

the acting majority leader yield for an 
observation? 

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Everyone knows 

that discussions are taking place on all 
sides. I do not know that it is fair to 
say we are discussing a compromise. I 
wish we were. I think it is fairer to say 
that with the discussions there are 
still five or six people with amend
ments. I know the distinguished Sena
tor from Idaho has been waiting with 
one. Time would be running off the 
resolution while the discussions occur. 
I cannot be on the floor and things 
cannot get done with reference to 
those kinds of amendments. It is in 
that context that both the majority 
leader, the minority leader, and myself 
have asked the acting majority leader 
to seek the extension of morning busi
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the request is agreed to. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

0 1830 
Mr. DECONCINI. 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. 

NAUM AND INNA MElMAN 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 

would like to take a few minutes to 
once again address the tragic fate of 
Naum and Inna Meiman. Naum, a 
prominent Soviet human rights activ
ist whom I have had the pleasure of 
meeting on several occasions, has 
waged a tireless and courageous effort 
for more than a decade to be reunited 
with his daughter in Israel. Many of 
my colleagues are familiar with the 
Meiman's situation and have spoken 
often on their behalf on this floor. 

Recently, Naum provided me with a 
copy of his appeal to Ambassador Mi
chael Novak, the chief U.S. delegate to 
the Bern Human Contacts Experts 
Meeting, which convened on April 21. 
Representatives from the 35 nations 
who signed the Helsinki Accords in 

1975, including the Soviet Union, are 
attending this conference to discuss 
specific human contacts commitments 
contained in this international docu
ment. Since Naum's own words best 
describe the tremendous adversity he 
and his wife have encountered in their 
pursuit of freedom, I would like to 
share with my colleagues the letter 
Naum addressed to the delegates at 
the Bern meeting. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of Naum's letter be printed at 
this point in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

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

NAB. GORKOGO 4/22, APT. 57, 
113127 Moscow, USSR, 

April 9, 1986. 
CSCE CONFERENCE IN BERNE: I appeal to 

you in view of actions of the Soviet authori
ties that constitute a crime against human
ity. They have doomed my wife to a tortur
ous slow death. 

I. I am a professor of mathematics, 75 
years old, fighting since 1975 for permission 
to go to Israel to reunite with my only 
daughter. 

My wife, Inna Kitrosskaya, 53, a teacher 
of English, first applied to go to Israel to
gether with her son's family in 1979. This 
was before she and I married in 1981. 

In 1983 my wife was stricken by sarcoma 
on the back of the neck. The turmor lies 
close to her spine, so that treatment called 
for extremely sophisticated equipment and 
skill in using it. Neither the equipment nor 
the skill in using it is available in the Soviet 
Union. The only treatment provided was re
peated surgery. In less than two years, my 
wife had four hazardous operations, the last 
in July 1985. When the tumor appeared 
again in the fall of 1985, the doctors found 
it inadvisable to risk another operation. 
Since then, Inna has been left to her fate. 
The tumor continues to grow, bringing ever 
more pain. 

Right after the disastrous first operation, 
in October, 1983, it was clear that there is 
no adequate treatment in the Soviet Union. 
She was magnanimously invited to receive 
treatment at oncological centers in Sweden, 
the United States, Israel, and France. She 
received personal invitations from former 
Ministers of Health of Sweden and France 
Karin Ahrland and Simone Veil. Mrs. Veil 
came to Moscow specially to see my wife. 

All that was required of the Soviet au
thorities was not to hamper others in curing 
my wife, to grant her at least a temporary 
exist visa. The Soviets refused. 

I have addressed Communist Party Gener
al Secretaries Andropov, Chernenko, and 
Gorbachev. My letters to them are not con
sidered, but simply passed on to the Visa 
Office <OVIR>. 

Last summer, in reply to one of my letters 
to Mikhail Gorbachev, we were phoned by 
OVIR and told to reapply for visas to the 
local visa office, to begin the rounds all over 
again, as if there had never been all the past 
ten years of waiting. 

The application process in itself is an ex
tremely difficult, humiliating procedure. 
Many cannot take the hurdle. We were for
tunate, being able to submit all the docu
ments required last July. The city Visa 
Office called me in on August 23 to an
nounce that we were once again refused per
mission to leave. The day before, the same 

office called in Inna's son, brother, and 
mother, and told them to reapply, since 
their case was being reconsidered. Usually, 
this leads to permission to leave. My wife 
and I thereupon felt inspired to apply on 
September 4 to the National OVIR Chief, 
Col. Kuznetsov, to let Inna leave with the 
other members of her family, without me. 

On September 18, Kuznetsov told my wife 
that she was refused permission to leave 
with her son because her departure would 
be a security risk for the Soviet Union after 
her having lived with me too long. 

II. I am refused permission to leave the 
Soviet Union on the pretext of so-called 
classified work done. More than 30 years 
ago, at the dawn of the Atomic Age, I did do 
certain classified calculations for the late 
Academician Landau at the Institute of 
Physical Problems <IPP> of the USSR Acad
emy of Sciences. Those calculations, done so 
long ago, even then were merely convention
al; they have long been neither secret nor of 
any interest or significance to anyone any
where. 

In 1955 I transferred to work in another 
institute, and according to an official docu
ment have had nothing to do with classified 
work since then. Upon applying to go to 
Israel in 1975, I had to retire on pension. 

President Alexandrov of the USSR Acade
my of Sciences, former Director of the IPP 
when I worked there, certified in 1976 that I 
possess no classified information. How can 
anyone talk seriously about scientific, and 
in my case, merely calculatory, secrets more 
than 30 years old? It is absolute nonsense. 

Yet that absurd fabrication was enough 
not only to deny me my inalienable right to 
emigrate, to reunite with my only daughter. 
It denies my wife her only chance of surviv
al. 

In January 1980, I was called in to a local 
Prosecutor's Chief of Investigation and told 
officially that because of my former classi
fied work, it had been decided never to let 
me emigrate. I asked who had decided, and 
was told that no one had the right to tell 
me. It had been decided by a competent 
body. 

Can you imagine the like in any law-abid
ing state? My life sentence is so secret that 
they cannot tell me who passed it, or when. 
It's an echo of medieval secret trials, of the 
nightmares of Kafka and Orwell. But this is 
not history, nor is it fiction. It's like today 
for the refusenik. More than that, judging 
by the cruel, senseless treatment of my wife, 
my secret life sentence covers her too. 

III. Refusal to let my wife receive treat
ment abroad is especially repulsive in view 
of a letter to Mr. Gorbachev from the 
prominent Prof. Douglas P. Zives of Indiana 
about two recent American breakthroughs 
in cancer therapy that offer some hope that 
my wife can be cured. Prof. Zives also sent 
an appeal to Gorbachev by cable. 

Meanwhile, U.S. Senator Grassley in
formed former Soviet Ambassador to the 
United States Dobrynin that my wife has 
been accepted for the Sloan-Kettering Ex
perimental Program in New York. 

Some time ago, Inna received an invita
tion from Mrs. Max Kampelman to visit her 
as a guest for three months. The invitation 
is endorsed by U.S. Senators Gore, Pell, Ste
vens, Wallop, Moynihan, Rudman, Warner, 
Hart, and Nunn and Ambassador Zimmer
man, as well as by Ambassador Kampelman 
himself. 

Col. Kuznetsov refused to even read the 
invitation. He said my wife would be refused 
permission to visit abroad. He knew, he said, 
that the real reason for any trip would be to 
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get medical treatment. Kuznetsov was re
peating numerous previous such statements 
of his. But this came shortly after Gorba
chev said in Pravda on March 15 in reply to 
Professor Marois that human life was the 
highest value. Doesn't Kuznetsov take Mr. 
Gorbachev seriously? 

Two months ago, my wife's condition dete
riorated sharply. She now has to stay in bed 
practically all the time, suffering a difficult 
course of chemotherapy. She is in need of 
constant doctors' and nurses' attention. A 
new misfortune has complicated my wife's 
conditions last week, our telephone was cut 
off. This aggravated the barbarity, since I 
am not well myself, and my wife and I live 
alone. Back in 1977, I was expelled from the 
Academy Polyclinic, to which I had a right. 
This was totally unlawful after more than 
35 years work in various Academy institutes. 

IV. Since you are dealing with Contacts, 
let me inform you that I have received invi
tations to work as visiting professor from 
several universities in the United States, 
Stockholm University, and Oxford. I did not 
receive several other invitations sent to me 
by mail. I am prevented from accepting any 
of these invitations. I have been informed 
that hundreds of ordinary letters have 
never been delivered to me. 

NAUM MEIMAN, Professor. 
NAUM AND INNA MElMAN: IN NAUM'S OWN VOICE 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I com
mend the attention of my colleagues 
to the letter which my good friend, 
Senator DECONCINI, received from 
Naum and Irma Meiman, a Soviet 
Jewish couple who have been refused 
permission to emigrate to Israel. This 
letter is reprinted in the RECORD. 

Naum's letter confirms our worst 
suspicions of Irma's physical condition. 
Irma has had four cancer operations 
and has another tumor growing on her 
neck. Naum's plea must be heeded. We 
must redouble our efforts to obtain 
permission for the Meimans to seek 
medical treatment in the West. 

I commend my colleague for his 
work on behalf of the Meimans and 
strongly urge the Soviets to allow the 
Meimans to emigrate to Israel.e 

GOLDEN GAVEL AWARD FOR 
SENATOR PRESSLER 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today 
Senator PRESSLER has qualified for the 
Golden Gavel Award for presiding 
over the U.S. Senate for 100 hours. 
Senator PREssLER is thus the first Sen
ator to win the Golden Gavel Award in 
this 99th Congress. 

Presiding over the U.S. Senate is a 
task that is shared by Senators in the 
absence of Vice President BusH, who is 
President of the Senate. Senator PREs
sLER is to be congratulated for his dili
gence, fairness, and hard work in car
rying out the duties of the Presiding 
Officer. 

I might add two notes of historical 
interest: Senator BAKER recognized 
Senator PREssLER as the first Senator 
to preside over the Senate in January 
1981, after our party took control; and 
Senator PREssLER was the first Sena
tor to be awarded the Golden Gavel 
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Award in the 97th Congress. At that 
time Senator BAKER cited him for his 
accomplishment. I am happy to con
gratulate him again today for his con
tinual excellent service to the U.S. 
Senate. 

TV IN THE SENATE 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, today 

marks the official beginning of "in
house" coverage of the proceedings of 
the U.S. Senate by television. Today, 
all over Capitol Hill, Senate staffs and 
even Senators themselves, while work
ing in their offices, will be able to see 
as well as hear their colleagues in 
action. 

What will they learn from this new 
experience? I believe they will learn 
that seeing Senators in the Chamber 
while listening to the debates brings a 
clearer understanding of the issues. 

They will learn that television en
hances the Senate as an institution, 
rather than diminishes it. 

They will learn that the business of 
the Senate continues to be carried on 
in a dignified and professional 
manner. 

And surprisingly enough, they will 
learn that to watch the Senate on tele
vision is to witness good debate and 
good theater. 

"In-house" television is another his
toric first toward the goal of opening 
the Senate to the American public. I 
don't believe the point can be made 
too often that deliberations on the 
Senate floor and the decisions we 
make on legislation touch every Amer
ican. 

But not only is televising the Senate 
proceedings informative, it also pro
vides an accurate record of what actu
ally happens on the Senate floor. Such 
a documentary record will be invalu
able to future historians and students 
in trying to understand the temper, 
the politics and the issues of our 
times. 

I am proud of the Senate for taking 
this giant step toward openness in gov
ernment. I feel confident that once 
we've tried television, we'll like it and I 
look forward to the day when, not 
only those of us who work on Capitol 
Hill, but the whole Nation, will be able 
to see the greatest deliberative body in 
the world in action. 

I would also like to commend the Ar
chitect of the Capitol, Mr. George 
White, and his staff for their work in 
getting the video equipment in place 
and operating. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a notice from the Radio-Tel
evision Correspondents' Galleries on 
television broadcasts and a letter on 
the use of radio broadcasts appear in 
the RECORD. 

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

COMMITTEE ON RULES 
AND ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington. DC, March 11, 1986. 
Mr. MIKE RussELL, 
Office of Senator Riegle, 
U.S. Senate, Washington. DC. 

DEAR MR. RussELL: Thank you for your 
letter requesting clarification of certain as
pects of the pending radio coverage of 
Senate deliberations. 

Guidelines and regulations relating to tel
evision and radio broadcasts of the Senate 
will be developed by the Rules Committee 
in the near future in accordance with the 
provisions of S. Res. 28. As you know, S. 
Res. 28 prohibits the use of audio recordings 
of Senate proceedings for "political pur
poses"; what constitutes "political pur
poses" will have to be determined by the 
Rules Committee in conjunction with the 
Ethics Committee. In the meantime, those 
who wish to record their Senator's voices 
from their Senate FM receivers should limit 
such recordings to their own Member's com
ments and use the tapes for legitimate news 
purposes. In other words, the content and 
use of audio recordings should equate with 
those of press releases and/or newsletters. 

Senate staff are not authorized to use the 
radio broadcast "mults" which will be pro
vided only for accredited members of the 
Senate Radio-Television Gallery. However, 
the Rules Committee will study the feasibil
ity of alternative methods of getting a 
"clean" recording of the Senate floor action. 

Again, thank you for writing. Your offer 
of assistance is much appreciated. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

CHARLEs McC. MATHIAS, Jr., 
Chairman. 

IMPORTANT NOTICE 

This is to officially notify all Gallery 
members and Bureau Chiefs that until June 
1, 1986, the television transmissions from 
the Senate floor will be for Senate internal 
use only and not for broadcast usage. 

This means that no one will be allowed to 
tape or film Senate floor proceedings from a 
monitor in any office on Capitol Hill. Mem
bers of Congress and staff will have no au
thority to grant exemptions to this rule. 
Bureau Chiefs, producers, and editors will 
be expected to help prevent any violation of 
the Senate rule prohibiting use of television 
before June 1. 

Everyone is now on notice and violators 
will be subject to loss of gallery credentials 
and privileges. 

MAx BARBER, 
Superintendent. 

PHIL JONES, 
Radio-Television Executive Committee. 

THE CHERNOBYL TRAGEDY 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, for the 

past several days the world has been 
witness to a nuclear accident of ex
traordinary proportions. 

By nearly all accounts, the violent 
chemical explosion and subsequent 
core meltdown at the Chernobyl nu
clear powerplant near Kiev is probably 
the worst nuclear disaster in history. 
As swirling winds indiscriminately 
blow nuclear "death clouds" around 
the Soviet Union and Europe, the 
ramifications of this tragedy grow 
more and more frightening. 
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I rise today to express my profound 

sympathy and concern for the unfor
tunate victims of this case of man's 
technology gone awry, the ordinary 
people of Russia and Europe. 

Mr. President, disasters-natural, 
technological, or other-seem to 
happen with such regularity in today's 
world that their effects are numbing; 
500 people die in plane crash; 2,000 
people perish in an earthquake. Vic
tims conveniently become statistics. 
Numbers-staggering numbers-are 
bandied about without regard, and we 
are dehumanized. We lost focus of the 
meaning of a human life. 

Chemobyl is no different. Already 
estimates are being made as to how 
many hundreds might die, how many 
thousands might be adversely affected 
for life. 

Mr. President, we should try to bear 
closely in mind the "human" aspect of 
this tragedy over the next few days. It 
is not "Russian" people that are dying, 
it is that "people" who are dying. Chil
dren-just like ours are dying. Nation
ality or ethnicity has nothing to do 
with it. A disaster of this scope is in
discriminate in choosing its casualties. 

John Donne best described my feel
ings when he said nearly 400 years 
ago: 

No man is an island, entire of itself; every 
man is a piece of the continent, a part of 
the main; any man's death diminishes me, 
because I am involved in mankind; and 
therefore never send to know for whom the 
bell tolls; it tolls for thee. 

UNITED STATES RELATIONS 
WITH LIECHTENSTEIN 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
would like to share with our colleagues 
some correspondence I have had with 
Hans-Adam, the Hereditary Prince of 
Liechtenstein. 

I initiated the correspondence as 
part of a study of small nations' rela
tions with the United States which the 
European Affairs Subcommittee is 
conducting. The very positive and 
thoughtful response from Prince 
Hans-Adam is encouraging. Other 
Members of the Senate may wish to be 
aware of the high regard in which his 
country holds the United States. Too 
often we forget the value of smaller 
nations such as Liechtenstein. We 
should all work for broader American 
recognition of the strong bonds of 
friendship and commerce which exist 
between our two countries. 

Mr. President, I ask that the corre
spondence to which I have referred be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. I 
also understand that our distinguished 
colleague from Rhode Island, Senator 
PELL, may have some pertinent com
ments he may wish to make on the 
subject of Liechtenstein. 

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

Hon. LARRY PRESSLER, 

VADUZ CASTLE, 
March 12, 1986. 

Chainnan, Subcommittee on European Af
fairs, United States Senate, Committee 
on Foreign Relations, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR PREssLER: Thank you very 
much for your letter of February 20 and 
your interest in the relations between the 
United States and the small nations of 
Europe. We, here in Liechtenstein, are very 
thankful for the interest you and the Sub
committee on European Affairs have for the 
small nations. Although we are small, we 
feel very much as being a part of the large 
community of nations in the world. 

I discussed with our government the ques
tions you have asked me. 

The government, too, will send you a sepa
rate letter concerning this matter. 

I take the liberty to answer in the same 
order as you have asked the questions: 

1. Liechtenstein's relations with the 
United States are excellent. Any small prob
lems which might have emerged in the past, 
were quickly solved in a very informal way. 

2. Considering the excellent relations be
tween the two countries, we have difficulties 
to identify any area where the relations 
could be further improved. 

3. Our existing treaties with the United 
States have served the interests of both 
countries, as far as we can judge it. We do 
not see here in Liechtenstein the need for 
any changes. 

4. If we consider the excellent relations 
between our two countries, probably very 
little can be done from the authorities. In 
this situation, private initiative seems to 
work best. Private initiative has also led to 
the largest art exhibition, Liechtenstein has 
ever made, abroad. This exhibition has 
opened at the Metropolitan Museum in New 
York in October 1985 and will last until end 
of April 1986. 

In the table on the smallest states of 
Europe, you have sent to me, there is a 
small mistake. It is said that Switzerland 
handles also our defence which is not the 
case. 

There is just one other area which I would 
like to mention. We would very much appre
ciate the support of the United States 
should Liechtenstein apply for a member
ship at the United Nations. The question is 
currently discussed here in Liechtenstein 
and we might decide to apply for a member
ship, whatever the outcome of the popular 
vote in Switzerland on this question. I have 
personally always supported the idea of our 
membership in the United Nations. I believe 
that also a small nation has some obliga
tions towards the world. Liechtenstein could 
support in the United Nations the nations 
who are in favour of human rights, democ
racy and free trade. 

It would be a pleasure for me to provide 
you with further information or whatever 
assistance you wish. I hope to see you again, 
either here in Liechtenstein or in the 
United States. 

With all the best regards, 
Sincerely, 

HANS-ADAl\l, 
Hereditary Prince of Liechtenstein. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I congratu
late the Senator from South Dakota, 
Mr. PREssLER, on his interest in small
er nations and his insertion in our 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, of his corre
spondence with crown Prince Hans 
Adam of Liechtenstein. 

In this regard, I am very glad to say 
that both he, some 20 years ago, and 
his son Prince Louis, just this past 
week, served as interns right here in 
our Senate. 

I have known and have had huge af
fection for Liechtenstein and the 
Liechtenstein family for almost 40 
years. It is truly a country of balance 
where each citizen takes great inde
pendent pride in his or her own work 
and status and life in the communities 
that compose Liechtenstein. 

When I first used to visit there, it 
was basically an agrarian economy 
with some cash revenues from a few 
manufactured goods. Now it has a 
thriving industrial economy with its 
own service related activities and with 
agriculture far down the list. Its gov
ernment and its people are basically 
conservative and of a very religious 
nature. If more countries like Liech
tenstein were members of the United 
Nations the world would be very much 
the better for it. 

I look forward to many more years 
of friendship between the United 
States and Liechtenstein. 

0 1840 

THE HART-CHILES-BYRD AMEND
MENT: A LOOK TO THE 
FUTURE 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 

would like to take a few moments to 
reflect on the action the Senate took 
Tuesday afternoon in defeating an 
amendment offered by the distin
guished senior Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. HART], the Democratic leader 
[Mr. BYRD], the ranking member of 
the Budget Committee [Mr. CHILES], 
and others. Unfortunately, after just a 
few short hours of debate, the Senate 
turned aside not just another amend
ment to the budget resolution, but 
perhaps a national blueprint for where 
this country should be going for the 
next decade and beyond. 

Mr. President, since President 
Reagan took office in 1981, the entire 
focus of the Congress, OMB, the Presi
dent, and, to a certain extent, the 
country has been on the present-the 
present only. We have been focusing 
on how to bring down the deficit and 
properly so. We have been examining 
old programs to see which ones work 
and which ones no longer serve their 
original purpose. We have examined 
new budget procedures to bring order 
to the way the Government does its 
budgeting business. And we have ex
amined ways to put the brakes on 
Government programs and do more 
with less. This reexamination of our 
current policies, programs, and proce
dures has been healthy and probably 
long overdue. 

However, during the same 5-year 
period we have lost something that 
the amendment of the Senator from 
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Colorado has tried to recapture: The 
vision of this country to look beyond 
the present and start building for the 
future. We have spent the last 5 years 
in a defensive posture, reacting to the 
most devastating attack on the social 
infrastructure of the country in 
modem history. We have spent the 
past 5 years in fiscal combat with a 
President who has attempted to throw 
the Nation in "reverse" rather than 
examine what we need to do to guar
antee a productive, innovative future 
for our children and their children. 
We have spent the past 5 years trying 
to reverse the largest accumulation of 
debt in the history of the Nation. And 
we have dropped any attempt to look 
to the future, while we broke our 
backs to tackle the largest peacetime 
deficits in our history. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado has, if nothing else, forced 
the Senate for a few brief hours to 
take off the blinders and green eye
shades, rub our eyes, and look ahead 
to where we should be putting our 
scarce Federal resources in order to 
build for the future. For that, Mr. 
President, we owe the Senator and the 
Democratic leader a great debt of grat
itude. 

Mr. President, the amendment of 
the Senator from Colorado was not 
some wild-eyed, antidefense proposal 
to scale back national defense to ac
commodate more unbridled social 
spending. On the contrary, I would not 
have supported the amendment if that 
had been the case. What the amend
ment did do was tell the country and 
the Senate that we should put out 
scarce dollars: into rebuilding invest
ment in basic sciences so that we can 
take innovation and productivity off 
the back burner and make it a high 
priority; into developing new technol
ogies in health, industry, and com
merce that will put Americans back to 
work and make our lives safer and 
more productive; into programs that 
will invest in resource development in 
energy, agriculture, and natural re
sources; and into programs that will 
invest in the education and training of 
our children and our work force. 
Those are priorities and visions of the 
future that this body and this admin
istration have lost sight of over the 
past 6 years because of the deficit. 

Mr. President, to be completely fair 
to the administration, not all of the 
blame for our loss of vision can or 
should be laid totally at their door
step. In fact, a good argument can be 
made that our current cycle of good 
economic news has lulled the general 
public and the Congress into resting 
on our collective laurels and focusing 
our time and energies on the present
not the future. The amendment of the 
Senator from Colorado forced us to 
think beyond our present good for
tune, beyond temporary lower oil 
prices, beyond a booming stock 

market, and beyond our current unem
ployment levels, and to start putting 
our scarce dollars into science, tech
nology, education, and other infra
structure-building programs that will 
assure that economic good fortune and 
progress will be available for our chil
dren and their children. 

Mr. President, the amendment of 
the Senator from Colorado would have 
paved the way for a comprehensive 
program for economic growth, expan
sion of international trade opportuni
ties, and the rebuilding of our educa
tional and technological underpin
nings as we approach the end of this 
century. By putting our resources into 
basic research, health, industry and 
commerce, energy research, agricul
ture technology, and education and 
training, the Senator's amendment 
would be investing in our future with
out mortgaging our future. 

Let me conclude by saying that, as a 
member of the Democratic Leader's 
Budget Task Force, I have spent 
months wrestling with the Senator 
from Colorado and others over budget 
plans, the matter of revenues, and the 
pay as you go concept that is the back
bone of the Hart-Chiles-Byrd amend
ment. I must say that I have serious 
reservations about any increase in rev
enues, whether it be user fees, oil 
import fees, or any other type of reve
nues. However, at my request, the 
amendment initially offered by the 
Senator from Colorado and cospon
sored by this Senator included a provi
so that none of the unspecified reve
nues addressed in the amendment 
would come from low- or middle
income taxpayers who are already 
shouldering a disproportionate share 
of the tax burden. Unfortunately, the 
proviso was challenged on germane
ness grounds and dropped. I have 
nonetheless supported this amend
ment and the idea that we should pay 
as we go in order to establish the fund
ing priorities that are assumed in the 
Hart-Chiles-Byrd amendment. 

Major corporations of this country 
or the uppermost income citizens of 
this country, who currently pay little 
or no taxes whatsoever, may have to 
chip in a few bucks to guarantee the 
future of our children, the future of 
our economy, the future of our natu
ral resources, and the future of our ag
ricultural industry. This is a small 
extra burden to bear when so much is 
at stake for this great Nation. 

Mr. President, the amendment of 
the Senator from Colorado should 
have been adopted. Nevertheless, it is 
not too late for the Senate and the ad
ministration to take a long look down 
the road and begin to reassess our pri
orities to address the problems of 
today but, more importantly, the prob
lems facing our future. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further pro
ceedings under the quorum call be dis
pensed with. 

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

EXTENSION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the period for 
routine morning business continue not 
to extend beyond 7 p.m. 

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

Mr. RUDMAN. 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. 

0 1900 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1987 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, what is 
the parliamentary situation at this 
moment? It was my understanding, 
and I would like to be corrected if my 
understanding was wrong, that the 
morning business was to be concluded 
at 7 o'clock and that at that time we 
were to go back on the resolution 
before us. Is the Senator from Nebras
ka correctly informed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will now return to the consid
eration of Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 120. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that as to any 
other time under quorum calls that 
the time be equally charged. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator with
hold that? 

Mr. EXON. I am glad to yield to the 
majority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, a number 
of us have been working all day on 
both sides, and we are not there yet. 
We may get there yet. But it seems to 
me that it is in the interest so nobody 
thinks we are trying to run the clock 
on anyone. I ask unanimous consent 
that there be an additional period of 2 
hours allotted in consideration of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 120. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, could the majority 
leader be good enough to inform this 
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Senator and probably the Senate as a 
whole as to what the situation is 
planned for this evening? If we accept 
the unanimous-consent request that 
has just been proposed that would 
take us up until about 9 p.m. this 
evening, is that correct? 

Mr. DOLE. It could be longer. I 
doubt we would use it. 

The Senator from Florida has sug
gested and so has the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, there are 
some Members who feel we are trying 
to run the clock and then will come in 
with some big substitute. I want to 
allay that fear. That is not my pur
pose. My purpose is to get something 
we can get 60 or 70 votes for. 

I know the distinguished minority 
leader indicated earlier the concern. I 
know the Senator from New Mexico 
has 40-some minutes remaining. The 
distinguished Senator from Florida 
has a couple hours. 

Again, if we had a substitute that 
took 2 or 3 hours plus and we still 
have three amendments pending, we 
might need that time. 

So, I am just trying to satisfy con
cerns, and I think the Senator from 
Florida would agree that it would be a 
good idea. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, let me see if I can 
clarify this a little bit. The majority 
leader asked unanimous consent for 
another 2 hours delay with no time to 
be charged to either side; is that cor
rect? 

Mr. DOLE. No. I am asking for addi
tional 2 hours for debate. I do not be
lieve we will need it. I do not want 
people to have a feeling we are trying 
to run the clock out. 

Mr. EXON. That being the case, 
then can the majority leader please 
bring us up to date as to when in his 
best judgment are we likely to proceed 
with any action on the floor of the 
Senate, a half-hour from now or 3 
hours from now? 

Mr. DOLE. There are still three 
amendments. I think they are on our 
side. We are prepared now to accept, if 
those who want to offer amendments 
will do so. 

We have a couple of things we are 
trying to do. We are trying to com
plete action on this evening, trying to 
avoid a session tomorrow, and trying 
to work out some business to do on 
Monday. 

I just suggest that to facilitate the 
managers, if we had this little cushion, 
hopefully we are not going to need it, 
but I think it would dispell a lot of 
fears, at least the perception that 
some have that we are tying to run the 
clock down and at the last minute are 
going to send up a big substitute and 
vote on it. That is not the intent of 
the leadership, I do not have a substi
tute at this point. 

But again if it is going to take time, I 
will withdraw the request. 

Mr. CHILES. No. I just would like to 
say to the majority leader I think it 
would be helpful to have the addition
al 2 hours because I think there are 
people on our side who have a fear 
that we are going to run down to the 
wire and then a substitute would be 
dumped on the last minute, and no 
one will have a chance to look at it 
and they would just be required to 
vote. Hopefully, we may not need the 
time. I think it would be useful. I 
think it would help even toward trying 
to do something this evening. 

Mr. EXON. Further reserving the 
right to object, let me ask my friend 
and colleague from Florida what the 
situation would be if the unanimous
consent request is granted and each 
side has an additional 1 hour? We 
could find ourselves in a situation, 
could we not, where we have the con
tinuing delays, delays, so that we may 
be back here 3 or 4 hours from now 
asking for an additional hour on each 
side in addition to that, is that not a 
possibility. 

Mr. DOLE. I intend the clock to 
start running immediately. I hope 
Members will call up the amendments. 
We have been trying all afternoon to 
get amendments called up. There are 
still three floating around. 

Mr. EXON. If the two leaders have 
agreed on this, I will not object. 

Mr. BYRD. I have not agreed on 
anything. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request? 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object. 
Mr. President, I remove my reserva

tion. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

out objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A Senate concurrent resolution <S. Con. 

Res. 120) setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Government 
for the fiscal years 1987, 1988, and 1989. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum to be 
equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

0 1940 
Mr. McCLURE. 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. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1818 

<Purpose: To require committees which are 
required to report changes in law to 
reduce budget authority and outlays to 
submit, with such changes, a statement 
specifying, with respect to each program 
for which such changes are reported, the 
budget authority which would have been 
provided, and the outlays which would 
have been made under such program if 
such reductions had been made below the 
current law baseline and below the 1986 
expenditures baseline.> 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Idaho [Mr. McCLURE] 

proposes an amendent numbered 1818. 
Mr. McCLURE. 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 44, between lines 8 and 9, insert 

the following: 
<2><1> It is the sense of the Senate that 

each committee of the Senate or the House 
of Representatives which, pursuant to sub
section <a> through <y> of this subsection, is 
required to report changes in law to reduce 
budget authority or outlays, or both for one 
or more fiscal years shall submit, as feasible, 
to the Committee on the Budget of its re
spective House with such changes a state
ment specifying, with respect to each pro
gram for which such changes are reported-

<A> an estimate <utilizing the baseline 
upon which the levels and amounts set 
forth in this concurrent resolution are 
based) on the total amount of budget au
thority and outlays for such program for 
each such fiscal year after such changes are 
made; and 

<B> an estimate <utilizing the current law 
baseline> of the total amount of budget au
thority and outlays for such program for 
each fiscal year after such changes are 
made. 

<2> For purposes of this subsection the 
term "current law baseline" means, with re
spect to budget authority and outlays for a 
program, the amount of budget authority 
which would be provided for such program 
for a fiscal year and the amount of outlays 
which would be made under such program 
for a fiscal year under the laws in effect on 
the date of adoption of this concurrent reso
lution, without any change in policy. 

(3) It is further the sense of the Senate 
that the Committee on the Budget of the 
House and the Committee on the Budget of 
the Senate shall include, as feasible, in the 
report accompanying a reconciliation bill or 
resolution reported to its respective House 
under subsection <a> of this section the 
statements received by such Committee 
under paragraph < 1 > of this subsection. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, the 
purpose of my amendment is to re
quire, to the extent feasible, that the 
substantive committees reporting leg
islation pursuant to the reconciliation 
process compare their reported savings 
not only to the baseline underlying 
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the reconciliation instructions, but 
also to the current law baseline. 

Although this sounds esoteric, the 
reason behind it is relatively simple: 
At the beginning of the year, the 
Budget Committee selects a baseline 
of anticipated revenues and spending 
from which further increases and cuts 
in spending and revenues are to be 
judged. This baseline embodies what 
the Budget Committee expects taxes 
and spending to be. 

In the past, the committee has se
lected a baseline which is very similar 
to what used to be called current 
policy. This means that the baseline 
anticipates spending and taxes which 
are generally somewhat above what is 
authorized by current law. In a case of 
a rapidly expanding program such as 
Superfund, for instance, the baseline 
could anticipate spending as must as 
five times the level of spending in pre
vious years. 

When compared to the expanding 
spending and taxes envisioned by this 
baseline, even spending and tax levels 
considerably in excess of previous 
years may appear to be spending cuts 
and tax cuts. This is because these 
spending and tax increases over previ
ous years' spending and taxes never
theless represent less money than an
ticipated by the baseline. 

Mr. President, by comparing spend
ing and taxes not only with the 
Budget Committee baseline, but also 
with what is currently being spent and 
taxed, we can get a more accurate pic
ture of how budget targets are being 
achieved. 

It is my understanding that the 
managers of the bill are prepared to 
accept my amendment, so I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I am au
thorized on behalf of the majority and 
the minority on the committee to 
accept the amendment. We thank the 
Senator from Idaho for his contribu
tion to this process. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <No. 1818) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCLURE. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
thank the staff of the committee for 
their assistance with the language in 
which the amendment was prepared 
and adopted. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Mary
land off the majority's time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the 
proposed resolution on the budget 

would reduce by 11 percent the funds 
that would be utilized to implement 
and promote the foreign policy of the 
United States. The substantial reduc
tion in foreign assistance recommend
ed by the Senate Budget Committee 
would have a very serious effect on 
meeting our foreign policy goals and 
our foreign policy commitments. In 
some cases, it would affect solemn 
commitments that we have entered 
into under treaties; in some cases, it 
would affect promises that we have 
given and hopes that we have raised 
by our actions in previous years. 

The Senate, earlier this week, 
slashed another $168 million from the 
function-$168 million beyond the cut 
that had been recommended by the 
Senate Budget Committee. I suggest 
that this will further cripple our ef
forts in the field of foreign policy-not 
just, Mr. President, in the field of for
eign aid but in the field of foreign 
policy. It will cripple our efforts to im
plement foreign policy, to promote 
those goals that the United States 
feels are important for stability and 
peace in the world. 

I recently had occasion to travel to 
the Middle East-to Saudi Arabia, to 
Syria, to Jordan, to Israel, and to 
Egypt. During that trip, I became con
vinced that American influence in the 
region has suffered a net loss in recent 
years. We are perceived as being less 
interested and less vigorous in pursu
ing efforts to revitalize the peace proc
ess. This lessening of our traditional 
role is due to more than one factor, 
but certainly diminishing aid levels to 
some of the nations in that region will 
be seen as only one more step in the 
direction of a weaker U.S. influence in 
the Middle East. 

Perhaps it will also be seen as an in
vitation to our adversaries to play a 
more active role in the Middle East. I 
suggest that the Senate should weigh 
that consideration as it looks at this 
particular item in the budget. 

In this regard, I am much more con
cerned about the smaller countries 
and projects which are going to re
cieve bigger cuts-larger than the 11 
percent which is projected by the com
mittee-than about the major recipi
ents who may not even be touched. 
This year, we will spend only $109 mil
lion on bilateral development assist
ance for all the Caribbean, which is 
literally on our front doorstep. One 
hundred nine million dollars for food, 
for clothing, for shelter, for machin
ery for this small but vitally important 
area for American security and for our 
future. 

I note just in passing that the Con
gress will spend nearly 1¥2 times that 
amount for mass mailing compaigns, 
telling our constituents about all the 
cuts that we have made and the budg
etary commitments that we have kept. 

This year we will spend more on 
covert military aid in Angola than on 

development assistance to the West 
Bank and Gaza. And in all probability 
one cost overrun on a weapons system 
will cost us more than our develop
mental assistance to all of Africa, 
where there is such potential for doing 
positive things and clearly such poten
tial for suffering as well. Large cuts in 
programs such as these will have a 
devastating effect on the economies of 
these areas and toward our foreign 
policy goals as well. 

0 1950 
My second immediate concern re

lates to the tragic role that terrorism 
has come to play in international rela
tions. While it is, of course, necessary 
to take a strong stand against state
supported terrorists, we must realize 
that as long as there are thousands of 
people who feel thwarted in political 
expression, who are displaced from 
their homes, denied hope and opportu
nity in life, then the seeds of terrorism 
will surely exist. We must deal with 
the causes of the disease as well as the 
symptoms; we should not take a sub
stantial cut, over one-tenth, from our 
programs that address some of the 
root causes of terrorism. 

I do not believe this is the way the 
people of the United States want to 
move. I do not believe it is the way we 
should move. To retreat from our com
mitments and to withdraw the peace
ful hand of international cooperation 
is the wrong course. Currently, the 
United States only contributes two
tenths of 1 percent of its gross nation
al product for foreign assistance. As a 
percentage of total economic activity 
or GNP, that is less than one-half of 
the average for most of the industrial
ized countries. 

In the course of this debate on the 
budget, I think it is absolutely neces
sary that we focus carefully on this 
consideration. I would be prepared to 
offer an amendment which would re
store this item at least to the current 
level, if not to the level of the Presi
dent's request, which, of course, is in 
excess of current expenditures. But 
before I offer such an amendment, I 
want the Senate to think carefully 
about the subject and to decide wheth
er we can muster the kind of support 
which this vital program demands. 

At a time of growing political eco
nomic and military problems through
out the world, our foreign assistance 
priorities should not be undermined 
by short-term budgetary consider
ations. For if they are, the United 
States will pay a higher price to pre
serve our long-term interests. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On 
whose time? 

Mr. MATHIAS. To be evenly divid
ed. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 

0 2140 
Mr. SIMPSON. 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. 

30-MINUTE RECESS 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, after 
conferring with the Democratic lead
ership, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate stand in recess for 30 min
utes, and that the time be charged 
equally against the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Thereupon, at 9:46 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 10:16; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
TRIBLE]. 

0 2210 
Mr. SIMPSON. 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. SIMPSON. 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. 

20·MINUTE RECESS 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, after 
conferring with the minority leader, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess for 20 minutes 
and that the time be charged equally 
against the resolution. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
recessed at 10:17 p.m. until 10:40 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate was called to 
order by the Presiding Officer <Mr. 
TRIBLE). 

0 2240 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

deputy majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum with the 
time to be equally divided between the 
parties. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum with the 
time not to be charged to either party. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll to ascertain the 
presence of a quorum. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

0 2300 
Mr. DOMENICI. 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. 
The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do 

we have and how much does the mi
nority have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico has 5 min
utes remaining. The Senator from 
Florida has 1 hour 35 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Florida agree 
to yield 10 minutes to the Senator 
from New Mexico? I have 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHILES. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that 10 min
utes of the minority's side be trans
ferred to the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

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

The Senate will be in order. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Sen

ator McCLURE, the Senator from 
Idaho, has an amendment. We have 
worked it out with a colloquy. I ask if 
he would submit it at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Idaho. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1819 

<Purpose: To provide that contributions 
from recoupment of petroleum overcharge 
funds are reflected in the budget resolu
tion as undistributed offsetting Receipts, 
and not as an offset against those pro· 
grams in functions 270 and 600 > 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Idaho [Mr. McCLURE], 

for himself, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
RIEGLE, Mr. HEINZ, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1819. 

Mr. McCLURE. 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 9, increase the amount on line 16 

by $172,000,000. 
On page 9, increase the amount on line 17 

by $43,000,000. 
On page 9, increase the amount on line 25 

by $172,000,000. 
On page 10, increase the amount on line 1 

by $158,000,000. 

On page 10, increase the amount on line 9 
by $172,000,000. 

On page 10, increase the amount on line 
10 by $164,000,000. 

On page 19, increase the amount on line 
18 by $900,000,000. 

On page 19, increase the amount on line 
19 by $900,000,000. 

On page 20, increase the amount on line 3 
by $700,000,000. 

On page 20, increase the amount on line 4 
by $700,000,000. 

On page 20, increase the amount on line 
13 by $500,000,000. 

On page 20, increase the amount on line 
14 by $500,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $943,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $943,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $858,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 
16 by $858,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $664,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 
25 by $664,000,000. 

On page 2, increase the amount on line 19 
by $129,000,000. 

On page 2, increase the amount on line 20 
by $14,000,000. 

On page 2, increase the amount on line Z1 
by $8,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 10 
by $129,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 11 
by $14,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 12 
by $8,000,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. McCLURE. On behalf of myself, 
and Senators RUDMAN, WARNER, 
RIEGLE, HEINZ, and ROCKEFELLER, I 
have sent the amendment to the desk. 

Mr. President, I wish to express my 
appreciation to the Senator from New 
Hampshire for his cooperation in 
working out an amendment that meets 
our mutual concerns regarding fund
ing for the energy conservation pro
grams of the Department of Energy 
and the Low-Income Home Energy As
sistance Program. 

This amendment adjusts the budget 
resolution assumption regarding these 
programs so as to provide full funding. 
In addition our amendment provides 
that any recoupment of the State 
share of any petroleum overcharge 
funds will be treated as an undistrib
uted offsetting receipt in function 950. 

By comparison, Mr. President, the 
budget resolution currently reduces 
the totals for the energy function 
<270> and the income security function 
(600) by the amount of the State share 
of the petroleum overcharge funds 
that is assumed to be available for re
coupment. These moneys arise from 
an assumed settlement of pending liti
gation on the so-called stripper well 
case and from future oil overcharge 
settlements. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, I 
would like to briefly review the back
ground of this amendment. A number 
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of cases are still proceeding under the 
now expired Emergency Petroleum Al
location Act. These cases involve com
pensation of individuals adversely af
fected by overcharges that arose from 
the entitlements program created by 
that act. However, in some instances 
the victims of such violations cannot 
be identified, and the question arises 
as to what to do with those overcharge 
funds deposited in the current escrow 
account. 

Under such circumstances, current 
administration policy is that the af
fected funds will be deposited in the 
general fund of the Treasury. This 
policy is set forth in the Federal Reg
ister of July 2, 1985. 

In other words, Mr. President, if 
nothing were to occur-that is the 
court did not act nor the Congress 
enact legislation-all of these moneys 
would be automatically deposited in 
the Treasury. Legislation would not be 
required to achieve this result. Howev
er, a settlement is proposed that would 
provide a 50-50 split. 

What the budget resolution does 
intend is that the Congress intervene 
in pending legal proceedings to pre
vent the proposed 50-50 split of these 
funds between the Federal Govern
ment and the States. The budget reso
lution assumes that all these moneys 
would be deposited in the general fund 
of the Treasury. 

For years the Department of Energy 
has been seeking to settle these cases. 
The proposed settlement is intended 
to resolve the payment of funds col
lected in all outstanding litigation. As 
such, the settlement would include the 
so-called stripper well exemption liti
gation; the entitlements case Texaco, 
Inc. et al., versus DOE et al., before 
the Temporary Emergency Court of 
Appeals; and distribution of future 
funds by the Department. OMB cur
rently estimates a total of $4.5 billion 
would become available, with $2.25 bil
lion going to both the Federal and 
State government under the 50-50 
split in the proposed agreement. 

Final resolution of this litigation is 
in the national interest. Congressional 
consideration of the assumption in the 
budget resolution is creating uncer
tainty at a most inopportune time
just when this matter is about to be 
resolved by the courts. On the current 
schedule, settlement is expected 
before the Congress could enact such 
legislation. 

A purpose of this amendment is to 
insure that, whether or not there is a 
settlement and notwithstanding the 
report language on Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 120 regarding the recoup
ment of these funds, this assumption 
is not crosswalked to the Appropria
tions Committee so as to automatical
ly reduce appropriations ceilings for 
energy conservation and low-income 
security programs. 

Mr. President, a second purpose of 
our amendment is to assure that reso
lution of this litigation can occur expe
ditiously. The amendment would re
flect these recoupment moneys in the 
Federal budget as undistributed offset
ting receipts. 

If settlement is achieved prior to 
action by the Energy and Natural Re
sources Committee on its reconcilia
tion instruction, these funds would not 
be available for recoupment as as
sumed in the budget resolution. 
Should this occur, the assumption no 
longer would be valid and it would be 
unrealistic to require the committee to 
meet this assumption. Therefore nei
ther the Appropriations Committee 
nor the Energy Committee would be 
required to achieve the required sav
ings. 

I therefore would like to address a 
question to the distinguished chair
man of the Budget Committee. Is it 
correct that it is not the intention of 
the budget resolution to require the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com
mittee to comply with this reconcilia
tion assumption should the funds no 
longer be available for recoupment 
due to court settlement of this matter? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my understanding, therefore, that our 
amendment will restore full funding 
for the Low-Income Energy Assistance 
Program and the weatherization and 
energy conservation programs. The 
Budget Committee's assumed savings 
from recoupment legislation are shift
ed to function 950 as an offsetting re
ceipt and reconciliation instructions 
are still directed to the Energy Com
mittee to enact reconciliation legisla
tion to recoup the States' share of oil 
overcharge restitution funds. Conse
quently, the amendment severs the 
link in the Budget Committee's origi
nal resolution between the low-income 
energy programs and the oil recoup
ment reconciliation instructions. 

In the event, however, that a court 
settlement is achieved prior to action 
by the Energy Committee on reconcili
ation legislation, the Energy Commit
tee is not expected to meet this por
tion assumed in the reconciliation in
struction. Furthermore, neither the 
Appropriations Committee nor the 
Energy Committee would be obliged to 
achieve comparable savings. Is this 
your understanding of the amendment 
offered by the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho and myself? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes; that is my un
derstanding of the amendment. The 
need to possibly relieve the Energy 
Committee from a portion of its recon
ciliation instruction arises from unique 
circumstances. The Energy Commit
tee's and Congress' ability to achieve 
the overcharge savings is dependent 
on a possible judicial settlement, some
thing that is outside of Congress' con-

trol. If there is no settlement or a set
tlement does not occur by the time the 
Energy Committee is expected to meet 
its reconciliation instruction, the 
Energy Committee would be expected 
to do so. 

Is that also the understanding of the 
ranking minority member of the 
Budget Committee? 

Mr. CHILES. Yes, that is also my 
understanding of the amendment. The 
amendment would ensure that the res
olution provides for full funding of the 
Low-Income Energy Assistance Pro
gram and the energy conservation pro
grams of the Department of Energy. 
This will help protect vulnerable low
income elderly citizens and low-income 
families and assist them in paying for 
the energy costs in their homes. It will 
help pay for the weatherization of 
homes of low-income people which is 
so desperately needed in many cases. 
It will continue funding for other valu
able energy conservation programs ad
ministered by the States. I would hope 
that the Senate Energy Committee 
would be able to produce legislation to 
recoup all of the remaining overcharge 
moneys and bring them into the Fed
eral Treasury. I would hope such legis
lation could be enacted before any 
final settlement-of the pending 
cases-by the Department of Energy. 

Mr. McCLURE. I would like to ad
dress another inquiry to my colleague 
from New Mexico regarding the intent 
of the budget resolution pertaining to 
the treatment of petroleum over
charge funds flowing directly to the 
States from court settlements. 

The reason that I ask this question 
is to clarify a misconception in this 
regard. As you are aware, funds have 
recently become available to the 
States through the settlement of the 
Exxon oil overcharge case and these 
funds, over $2 billion, must be used 
within the same five programs. 

Regardless of the source of funding, 
the Federal programs must continue 
to operate so as to assure that both 
the Federal and State administrative 
direction and regulatory framework 
that defines the programs are main
tained. In other words, if these alter
native sources of State funds are to be 
spent on these programs, not only 
must the Federal programs necessarily 
continue to administer and regulate 
the programs but they must address 
the necessary State administrative ca
pabilities to administer and regulate 
these programs. 

Mr. DOMENICI. If I may make a 
brief comment-! thank my colleague 
from Idaho for making this important 
point. This budget resolution is not in
tended to affect the continued admin
istration of these programs. It is in
tended that each of the Federal ad
ministering agencies continue in their 
current role and that they maintain 
sufficient program capabilities to mon-
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itor the use of any alternative funds 
that may become available to, and ex
pended by, the States. In this regard 
the Federal agencies should monitor 
alternative funds as if they were Fed
eral funds. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank my col
league for his comments. I appreciate 
his emphasis that alternative funds 
for these programs are to be treated 
by the States and Federal agencies as 
if they were federally appropriated 
funds. This necessarily requires con
tinuation of basic program capabilities 
by both Federal and State govern
ment. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment that my colleague, the dis
tinguished Senator from Idaho, and I 
are offering is intended to protect the 
Low-Income Energy Assistance Pro
gram and Department of Energy con
servation programs. The amendment 
has no outlay impact. Rather, it re
vises the Budget Committee's account
ing so that these programs are not po
tentially subject to crippling cuts. 

The budget resolution reported by 
the Budget Committee recommends 
$1.919 billion for low-income energy 
assistance and $0.5 billion for energy 
conservation programs. However, the 
Budget Committee made $943 million 
of this amount in fiscal year 1987, and 
$1.522 billion the following 2 years, ef
fectively contingent upon enactment 
of unrelated legislation to recoup the 
States' share of oil overcharge restitu
tion funds. The committee did this by 
scoring the savings to be achieved 
from the proposed recoupment legisla
tion as increased outlays in functions 
270 and 600 where the energy pro
grams are located. Thus, if the legisla
tion is not enacted and the savings are 
not accrued, functions 270 and 600 are 
reduced by a corresponding amount. 
Normal accounting practices under 
the budget process would require 
these savings to be scored as an undis
tributed offsetting receipt in function 
950. 

As a realistic matter, it is possible 
that the appropriations process and 
the reconciliation process will be 
moving simultaneously. The· assump
tion that recoupment legislation will 
be enacted before the relevant appro
priations bills begin to move cannot be 
counted on. Therefore, under the 
Budget Committee's scenario, there is 
no realistic prospect of providing the 
critical low income energy assistance, 
weatherization, and State energy con
servation programs with the funding 
levels assumed in the budget resolu
tion in a timely manner. The result 
would be a nearly 50 percent reduction 
in energy assistance and significant re
duction in weatherization programs in 
fiscal year 1987. 

Mr. President, this is an acceptable 
result for the millions of people de
pendent on these programs, and, in 

· particular, the elderly. Furthermore, 

this result is inconsistent with the pro
cedures established under the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings Act. Under Gramm
Rudman-Hollings, the penalty for fail
ure of Congress to comply with recon
ciliation instructions is supposed to be 
sequestration. Here, the Budget Com
mittee is proposing reconciliation in
struction on an unrelated matter is 
not complied with. 

Our amendment does not change the 
Budget Committee's individual pro
grammatic assumptions. It merely 
severs the link between the funding 
levels for the energy programs and the 
savings from recoupment legislation. 
The assumed savings from the recoup
ment legislation would be shifted from 
functions 270 and 600 to function 950. 
The amendment therefore restores to 
functions 270 and 600 the amounts 
necessary to accommodate the Budget 
Committee's full funding levels for the 
low-income energy programs. The an
ticipated offsetting receipts in func
tion 950 are increased to account for 
the Budget Committee's expected sav
ings from recoupment legislation. Our 
amendment preserves the reconcilia
tion instructions to the Energy Com
mittee and crosswalks the savings to 
Energy Committee unless a settlement 
of pending petroleum overcharge cases 
is reached prior to enactment of recon
ciliation. The Appropriations Commit
tee would therefore have the author
ity to appropriate full funding for the 
energy programs without being de
pendent on the Energy Committee's 
action on reconciliatin legislation. 

I urge the Senate to act favorably on 
our amendment so that funding for 
these critical programs is not held hos
tage to unrelated legislation. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join with the chairman of the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com
mittee to protect the original intent of 
the Warner amendment. 

Originally, I offered what has 
become known as the Warner amend
ment to the 1983 Further Continuing 
Appropriations Act, Public Law 97-
377, to provide restitution to consum
ers, especially the low income, the el
derly, and the handicapped, who were 
overcharged during the period when 
petroleum allocation and price con
trols were in effect. 

My amendment required a one-time 
distribution of funds recovered 
through petroleum pricing regulation 
enforcement actions held by the De
partment of Energy in escrow ac
counts. The Department placed these 
funds in escrow because it was virtual
ly impossible to identify the over
charged parties. 

The funds available under the 
Warner amendment supplemented ex
isting fuel assistance, weatherization, 
and other energy conservation pro
grams. I believe this program was suc
cessful in assisting those persons least 

able to afford the pricing overcharges 
assessed against them. 

While my amendment was only a 
one-time distribution of funds, I am 
proud that in subsequent overcharge 
cases where awards have been made, 
the court has directed the Warner 
amendment be used as a model for the 
disbursement. 

Mr. President, the most recent of 
these cases, United States against 
Exxon, requires the distribution of 
$2.1 billion along the lines of the 
Warner amendment. 

Fortunately, today we are not faced 
with the emergency situation of rising 
fuel bills and a severe winter that 
caused the shortfall in funding in 
1983. 

This year, I concurred in the budget 
recommendations of the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee to the 
Budget Committee to allow for a de
crease in Federal funding for those 
five energy conservation State grant 
programs should the Appropriations 
Committee decide to do so. 

I believe the Exxon moneys which 
have been distributed to the States 
will be able to supplement the energy 
conservation funds without any dis
ruption in the services offered by the 
State governments. We also achieved 
the added benefit of reducing Federal 
spending for these programs. 

I do not support the recommenda
tions in the budget resolution requir
ing the Federal Government to recoup 
the State share of these funds in up
coming petroleum overcharge cases. 

While I would prefer to simply strike 
all reference in Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 120 to the court-ordered oil 
overcharge awards, I have joined with 
Chairman McCLURE to show the re
coupment as an undistributed offset
ting receipt. The amendment also 
would not require the Energy and Nat
ural Resources Committee to report 
such legislation, as directed by the 
Budget Committee's reconciliation in
struction, if there is a settlement of a 
court case. 

By adopting this amendment, the 
Senate will be preserving the status 
quo of the Warner amendment and en
suring that those persons who suf
fered the most from the pricing viola
tions will be compensated. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 
• Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I strong
ly support the amendment to the 
budget resolution, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 120, offered by my distin
guished colleagues, Mr. McCLURE, Mr. 
RUDMAN, and Mr. WARNER. Simply 
stated, this amendment will ensure 
that the several important Energy and 
Weatherization Assistance Programs 
can be fully funded and will meet the 
needs of millions of poor and older 
Americans. 
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This amendment is necessary be

cause under the budget resolution full 
funding for these programs depends 
on the timely recoupment of $943 mil
lion from the oil overcharge restitu
tion funds in fiscal year 1987. Unfortu
nately, when the Appropriations Com
mittee reaches the point when it is 
prepared to provide funds for the 
Energy and Weatherization Assistance 
Programs, the oil overcharge funds are 
not likely to be available. There may 
be a gap in time between the appro
priations process and reconciliation 
which is needed to obtain those funds. 
These programs are too important to 
have this happen. 

Mr. President, I have long been a 
strong supporter of the Low-Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program 
[LIHEAPl and the Department of 
Energy Weatherization Assistance and 
State Energy Conservation Programs. 
By decoupling funding for these pro
grams from the oil overcharge legisla
tion, this amendment will allow the 
Appropriations Committee to go 
ahead and appropriate funds regard
less of the recoupment action. This 
amendment is extremely important to 
the poor and elderly whom these pro
grams serve. 

As chairman of the Senate Special 
Committee on Aging, I am particularly 
aware of the importance of energy as
sistance programs which serve so 
many older Americans. We must make 
every effort to ensure that their fund
ing is not delayed or drastically cut. 
Although States estimated that almost 
8 million households received some 
form of LIHEAP assistance during 
fiscal year 1985, this is far short of the 
23.4 million households that the Con
gressional Research Service estimates 
meet the income eligibility require
ments for LIHEAP benefits. That esti
mate excludes individuals who may be 
categorically eligible for benefits be
cause they receive certain other 
income assistance programs. 

Mr. President, there is clear evidence 
that Federal Energy and Weatheriza
tion Assistance Programs have been 
successful in providing emergency 
relief and basic energy needs to mil
lions of poor Americans. These pro
grams have also reduced the energy 
expenditures for many poor house
holds through weatherization. We 
should not jeopardize their excellent 
work by tying their funding or the 
funding levels of other programs to 
the recoupment of oil overcharge 
funds. I urge my colleagues to support 
the amendment that we offer today to 
rectify this situation.e 

Mr. McCLURE. This amendment 
has been worked out with the parties 
on both sides. It deals with the 
manner in which the accounting is 
done for the petroleum overcharge 
fund distribution. 

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

Mr. McCLURE. Yes. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator ex

plain it a little more than that? 
Mr. McCLURE. Yes. I would be 

happy to. It is about as complex as 
anything you can get into in detail be
tween the Budget Act and the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act. 

The question is, How do you handle 
the direction that we have been given 
from the Budget Committee that the 
half of the money which has been 
identified to be distributed directly 
from the courts to the States shall be 
treated in a reconciliation resolution 
that directs us to recover that and 
channel it through the Federal Treas
ury? In effect, the change that is made 
moves this from the energy function 
of the budget, function 950 of the 
budget, and it also provides that if the 
courts act to distribute that money 
before the Congress acts, it is not 
charged back against the energy func
tion for failure to have achieved the 
reconciliation instruction. 

Mr. BRADLEY. So that the effect of 
this would be that there would not be 
a reduction in the assistance program 
pending the outcome of the over
charge case, is that correct? 

Mr. McCLURE. That is part of what 
it does. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator 
from Idaho yield for an additional 
question? 

Mr. McCLURE. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Has the court allo

cated the money by States? Can the 
money go directly from the court to 
States without going through the Fed
eral Treasury? 

Mr. McCLURE. The court has not 
yet made an order distributing future 
revenues. They have dealt with one 
portion of the recovery of such over
charge. 

0 2312 
They are in the process of dealing 

with other alleged overcharges and 
expect to repay money. We expect 
when the court gets to that point, 
they are likely to allocate in the way 
they have already done in the past. 
We do not know that for sure. 

What they did in the past was allo
cate to the States on the basis of the 
amount of gasoline or product that 
was purchased in the States which is a 
different distribution formula than 
the statute that we have. Half of it 
would go to the States directly from 
the court. The other half goes to the 
Federal Government and is channeled 
through the Federal program. 

The reconciliation instructions in 
the resolution direct the Energy Com
mittee to amend the statute to recap
ture all of that so that all of it flows 
through the Treasury rather than 
half of it going to the States. My 
amendment simply says that if the 
court makes the distribution directly 
to the States, we are relieved of the 

obligation to come up with that stat
ute. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Half of the money 
still goes to the Treasury? 

Mr. McCLURE. In any event. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Are there no con

straints on the States when they get 
their half as to how they use it? 

Mr. McCLURE. That is a separate 
question. The Senator is correct, al
though it is not involved in the budget 
resolution or in this amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Sena
tor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? If not, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Idaho. 

The amendment <No. 1819) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCLURE. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1820 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, on 
behalf of Senator SPECTER, Senator 
MURKOWSKI, Senator ABDNOR, and 
myself, I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Idaho [Mr. SYMMSJ, for 

himself, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and 
Mr . .ABDNOR, proposes an amendment num
bered 1820. 

At the end of the concurrent resolution, 
add the following: 

It is the sense of the Senate that over the 
next three fiscal years the cash balance in 
the Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund should be reduced toward a minimum 
level of reserves, in a manner consistent 
with sound financial practices. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, this res
olution will put the Senate on record 
in support of a Federal-aid highway 
program funded at a level which keeps 
our promise to the Nation's highway 
users to spend their fuel tax dollars on 
the construction and maintenance of 
our highway system. I am pleased to 
offer this resolution with the cospon
sorship and support of my friend from 
Pennsylvania, Senator SPECTER, and 
my friend from Alaska, Senator MuR
KOWSKI, and my friend from South 
Dakota, Mr. ABDNOR, and I hope the 
full Senate will take this opportunity 
to offer its strong, continued support 
for the most valuable and technologi
cally advanced public works program 
undertaken in the Nation's history. 

As the chairman of the Environment 
and Public Works Subcommittee on 
Transportation, I want to take just a 
minute to remind my colleagues of the 
tremendous highway needs which are 
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unmet today. For instance, the 1985 needed. Our amendment recognizes 
Bridge Needs Report shows that $48.3 the need for the retention of appropri
billion is needed immediately to repair ate reserves in a manner consistent 
and replace deficient bridges. Twelve with sound finanical practices. 
to fifteen billion dollars is required to The need for these funds is great in 
complete the Interstate and Defense this country. The Nation has invested 
Highway System. There remains a over $100 billion in the Interstate 
backlog of over $20 billion in Inter- Highway System which is 86 percent 
state 4R needs, and in the next 15 complete. It would be unconscionable 
years, over $50 billion will be required to let this investment fall into disre
to maintain the current level of service pair, but that is what is occurring. 
on the Interstate System. My home State of Pennsylvania is il-

Over 230,000 miles of the primary lustrative. Highway funding is simply 
highway system will need capital in- not keeping pace with requirements in 
vestments during the next 15 years, Pennsylvania. The State estimates a 
and maintaining the primary system requirement of $1.4 billion for inter
will take $4.5 to $5 billion per year. state restoration between now and 
Current funding for this system is $2.9 · 1990. Given present funding projec
billion per year. tions Pennsylvania could only mount a 

Maintaining existing conditions on $500 million effort against this re
the urban and secondary systems will quirement, leaving a $900 million 
require another $6 to $6.5 billion per shortfall. For example, Interstate 80, 
year. This amount would not address which is a vital link between the East 
any of the urban congestion problems. and the West, requires $50 million per 

Mr. President, I think these figures year to finance necessary reconstruc
adequately illustrate the fact that sig- tion, but receives only $15 million per 
nificant needs continue to exist in the year through the regular apportion
highway program, despite the in- ment of Federal funds for interstate 
creased revenues and funding levels restoration. 
authorized in the Surface Transporta- The cause for this buildup of a high
tion Assistance Act of 1982. It is a way trust fund reserve and a partial 
simple fact that our highway revenues cause of the shortfall in Federal high
fall short of our needs, but the current way dollars to the States is that the 
shortfall in funding is not solely a States are not allowed to obligate at a 
result of insufficient revenues. rate that equals their apportionment. 

In fact, the highway account of the Again, my home State is an example 
Highway Trust Fund has a current of this. Pennsylvania's federally man
cash balance of $9 to $10 billion, most dated obligation ceiling versus its ap
of which cannot be obligated by the portionment was only 93 cents on the 
States because of spending restrictions dollar in 1985 and is 84 cents on the 
imposed by Congress. Annual revenues dollar in 1986. Pennsylvania now re
to the account, including interest, are portedly has a $460 million unobligat
approximately $12.8 billion. ed balance because of these low man-

Mr. President, I believe we have an dated obligation ceilings. I find this 
obligation to our constituents, most of situation to be irrational considering 
whom are highway users and all of the needs that I have mentioned. 
whom benefit from a strong economy Given the need for these funds and 
which depends on a good highway the fact that they would be drawn out 
system, to fund the highway program of an existing trust fund surplus, with 
at a level that spends the tax revenues no imposition of new taxes, I believe 
and interest and draws down the bal- that passage of this amendment would 
ance in the highway account. I urge be a very responsible action indeed. 
the Senate to adopt this resolution. I urge my colleagues to vote for this 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the measure and send a clear signal to 
distinguished Senator from Idaho [Mr. those currently in the process of devel
SYMMsl, and I are offering an amend- oping authorizing language on the 
ment to the budget resolution to urge Highway Trust Fund. 
help in funding highway projects Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
without increasing taxes. We propose Symms-Specter amendment sets forth 
to accomplish this by expending a rea- the principle that the cash balance in 
sonable portion of the approximately the highway account of the Highway 
$10 billion excess that exists in the Trust Fund should be declining over 
Highway Trust Fund over the years the next 3 fiscal years, without bleed-
1987, 1988, and 1989. By the end of ing the Trust Fund dry. I agree with 
fiscal year 1989, obligations from the the principle and support the Symms
Trust Fund would be required to be Specter amendment. 
equal revenues deposited in the Trust There are many different highway 
Fund. In this way, an excess reserve spending plans that fulfill this princi
does not build up and the highway ple. One plan that fulfills this princi
program receives necessary funding. ple is the Senate-reported budget reso-

We realize that some reserve must lution, which assumes enactment of 
be maintained against unexpected ob- the administration's highway block 
ligations, but $10 billion is far in grant proposal. Although the principle 
excess of what is required. Reportedly, embodied in this amendment is con
a $3 to $4 billion reserve is all that is sistent with the resolution's assump-

tions for fiscal year 1987, if a specific 
plan draws down the cash balance too 
quickly, it could result in an increase 
in the deficit in the outyears, com
pared to the budget resolution. 

My colleagues may have other high
way spending plans that are also con
sistent with this principle. As the 
Senate considers a highway reauthor
ization bill this year, we will have an 
opportunity to discuss these highway 
spending plans in greater detail. We 
will discuss how fast the cash balance 
should be brought down. 

We are not going to resolve today 
what the highway reauthorization bill 
is going to look like. But we can ex
press our sense that we would like to 
see the current $10 billion cash bal
ance in the Highway Trust Fund de
cline over the next 3 years. The high
way spending plan in the reported res
olution is one way to accomplish this 
goal. 

Mr. President, I agree with the 
theme and the premise of the amend
ment. That is why I have no objection 
to it. I think we ought to move as rap
idly as we can to expending that trust 
fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? If not, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 1820) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsid
er the vote by which the amendment 
was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico has 12 min
utes remaining. The Senator from 
Florida has 1 hour and 21 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum, and I 
ask unanimous consent that it be 
charged to the minority side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. 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. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1821 

<Purpose: To make technical corrections> 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, in 

behalf of myself and Senator CHILES, I 
send to the desk a technical amend
ment. This is not a substitute, this is a 
technical amendment. I ask for its im-
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mediate consideration. I shall explain 
it quickly once it is pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Do

MENICI], for himself and Mr. CHILES, pro
posed an amendment_numbered 1821. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent 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 29, decrease the amount on line 

24 by $70,000,000. 
On page 29, decrease the amount on line 

25 by $70,000,000. 
On page 29, decrease the first amount on 

line 26 by $230,000,000. 
On page 29, decrease the second amount 

on line 26 by $230,000,000. 
On page 30, decrease the amount on line 1 

by $290,000,000. 
On page 30, decrease the amount on line 2 

by $290,000,000. 
On page 30, decrease the amount on line 

11 by $16,000,000. 
On page 30, decrease the amount on line 

12 by $16,000,000. 
On page 30, decrease the first amount on 

line 13 by $57,000,000. 
On page 30, decrease the second amount 

on line 13 by $65,000,000. 
On page 30, decrease the amount on line 

14 by $123,000,000. 
On page 30, decrease the amount on line 

15 by $123,000,000. 
On page 30, line 17, strike out "<A>" and 

insert in lieu thereof "(1)". 
On page 30, line 21, strike out "(B)" and 

insert in lieu thereof "(2)". 
On page 30, line 24, strike out "(C)" and 

insert in lieu thereof "(3)". 
On page 30, decrease the first amount on 

line 25 by $840,000,000. 
On page 30, decrease the second amount 

on line 25 by $383,000,000. 
On page 31, decrease the amount on line 1 

by $823,000,000. 
On page 31, decrease the amount on line 2 

by $1,003,000,000. 
On page 31, decrease the first amount on 

line 3 by $615,000,000. 
On page 31, decrease the second amount 

on line 3 by $535,000,000. 
On page 31, decrease the first amount on 

line 14 by $58,000,000. 
On page 31, decrease the second amount 

on line 14 by $63,000,000. 
On page 31, decrease the amount on line 

15 by $68,000,000. 
On page 31, decrease the amount on line 

16 by $71,000,000. 
On page 31, decrease the first amount on 

line 17 by $68,000,000. 
On page 31, decrease the second amount 

on line 17 by $69,000,000. 
On page 32, decrease the first amount on 

line 3 by $377,000,000. 
On page 32, decrease the second amount 

on line 3 by $377,000,000. 
On page 32, decrease the second amount 

on line 5 by $21,000,000. 
On page 32, decrease the second amount 

on line 7 by $36,000,000. 
On page 32, decrease the first amount on 

line 18 by $81,000,000. 
On page 32, increase the second amount 

on line 18 by $69,000,000. 
On page 32, decrease the amount on line 

19 by $87,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the amount on line 
20 by $63,000,000. 

On page 32, decrease the first amount on 
line 21 by $92,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the second amount 
on line 21 by $58,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the first amount on 
line 7 by $5,491,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $7,777,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the second amount 
on line 9 by $8,499,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $2,500,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the first amount on 
line 14 by $2,800,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the second amount 
on line 14 by $2,900,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the first amount on 
line 25 by $310,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the amount on line 1 
by $48,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the second amount 
on line 2 by $79,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the first amount on 
line 13 by $175,000,000. 

On page 34, strike out the comma immedi
ately following the first amount on line 13. 

On page 34, decrease the second amount 
on line 13 by $170,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $270,000,000. 

On page 34, strike out the comma immedi
ately following the amount on line 14. 

On page 34, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $265,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the first amount on 
line 16 by $182,000,000. 

On page 34, strike out the comma immedi
ately following the first amount on line 16. 

On page 34, decrease the second amount 
on line 16 by $192,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the first amount on 
line 23 by $41,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the second amount 
on line 23 by $42,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $42,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $644,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
12 by $758,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the first amount on 
line 13 by $948,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the second amount 
on line 13 by $1,020,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $660,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $819,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
20 by $1,005,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
21 by $1,079,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
22 by $1,125,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $356,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $356,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the first amount on 
line 8 by $473,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the second amount 
on line 8 by $473,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $512,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 
10 by $512,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 
20 by $70,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 
21 by $70,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the first amount on 
line 22 by $230,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the second amount 
on line 22 by $230,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $290,000,000. 

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $290,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $16,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $16,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the first amount on 
line 9 by $57,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the second amount 
on line 9 by $65,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the amount on line 
10 by $123,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $123,000,000. 

On page 37, line 13, strike out "(A)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "<1)". 

On page 37, line 17, strike out "(B)'' and 
insert in lieu thereof "(2)". 

On page 37, line 20, strike out "(C)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(3)". 

On page 37, decrease the first amount on 
line 21 by $840,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the second amount 
on line 21 by $383,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the amount on line 
22 by $823,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $1,003,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the first amount on 
line 24 by $615,000,000. 

On page 37, decrease the second amount 
on line 24 by $535,000,000. 

On page 38, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $175,000,000. 

On page 38, decrease the amount on line 
10 by $170,000,000. 

On page 38, decrease the first amount on 
line 11 by $270,000,000. 

On page 38, decrease the second amount 
on line 11 by $265,000,000. 

On page 38, decrease the amount on line 
12 by $182,000,000. 

On page 38, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $192,000,000. 

On page 38, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $41,000,000. 

On page 38, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $42,000,000. 

On page 38, decrease the amount on line 
20 by $42,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the first amount on 
line 8 by $139,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the second amount 
on line 8 by $1,821,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the first amount on 
line 10 by $155,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the second amount 
on line 10 by $2,920,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the first amount on 
line 12 by $160,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the second amount 
on line 12 by $3,750,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the first amount on 
line 23 by $3,524,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $4,452,000,000. 

On page 40, decrease the second amount 
on line 1 by $4,477,000,000. 

On page 40, decrease the first amount on 
line 12 by $377,000,000. 

On page 40, decrease the second amount 
on line 12 by $377,000,000. 

On page 41, decrease the amount on line 1 
by $5,000,000. 

On page 41, decrease the second amount 
on line 2 by $3,000,000. 

On page 41, decrease the second amount 
on line 3 by $1,000,000. 

On page 41, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $158,000,000. 
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On page 41, decrease the second amount 

on line 15 by $163,000,000. 
On page 41, decrease the amount on line 

17 by $169,000,000. 
On page 42, decrease the first amount on 

line 2 by $8,000,000. 
On page 42, increase the second amount 

on line 2 by $142,000,000. 
On page 42, decrease the amount on line 3 

by $8,000,000. 
On page 42, increase the amount on line 4 

by $142,000,000. 
On page 42, decrease the first amount on 

line 5 by $9,000,000. 
On page 42, increase the second amount 

on line 5 by $141,000,000. 
On page 42, decrease the amount on line 

15 by $644,000,000. 
On page 42, decrease the amount on line 

16 by $758,000,000. 
On page 42, decrease the first amount on 

line 17 by $948,000,000. 
On page 42, decrease the second amount 

on line 17 by $1,020,000,000. 
On page 42, decrease the amount on line 

18 by $660,000,000. 
On page 42, decrease the amount on line 

19 by $819,000,000. 
On page 42, decrease the amount on line 

24 by $1,005,000,000. 
On page 43, decrease the amount on line 1 

by $1,079,000,000. 
On page 43, decrease the amount on line 2 

by $1,125,000,000. 
On page 43, decrease the amount on line 

11 by $356,000,000. 
On page 43, decrease the amount on line 

12 by $356,000,000. 
On page 43, decrease the first amount on 

line 13 by $473,000,000. 
On page 43, decrease the second amount 

on line 13 by $473,000,000. 
On page 43, decrease the amount on line 

14 by $512,000,000. 
On page 43, decrease the amount on line 

15 by $512,000,000. 
On page 43, decrease the first amount on 

line 25 by $2,019,000,000. 
On page 44, decrease the amount on line 1 

by $2,716,000,000. 
On page 44, decrease the second amount 

on line 2 by $2,928,000,000 
On page 44, increase the amount on line 6 

by $16,780,700,000. 
On page 44, increase the first amount on 

line 7 by $24,772,400,000. 
On page 44, increase the second amount 

on line 7 by $26,870,200,000. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President and 
Members of the Senate, the Commit
tee on the Budget reported out the 
pending resolution on March 19. The 
reconciliation bill that we passed here 
was signed by the President after we 
reported the budget resolution that is 
pending. What this technical amend
ment does is nothing more, nothing 
less than to take into account the rec
onciliation which has been signed into 
law, which needs to be filtered into 
the resolution that is before us be
cause, in fact, it has been done. There
fore, all numbers in the budget resolu
tion, all functions, all levels of reve
nue, will reflect the state of the law 
postreconciliation rather than prerec
onciliation. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I agree 
with that explanation. I think it is 
something of an afterthought. We 
want to put it on the budget resolu-

tion at this time just to confirm where 
we actually are in regard to the law we 
passed. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back any 
time we have on the amendment. 

Mr. CHILES. I yield back my time. 

0 2325 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <No. 1821) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 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. DOMENICI. 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. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1822 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment, on 
behalf of myself and the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. CHii.Es], and I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Do

MENICI], for himself and Mr. CHILES, pro
poses an amendment numbered 1822. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 3 

by $5,962,000,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 4 

by $7,941,000,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 5 

by $9,893,000,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 8 

by $5,962,000,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 9 

by $7,941,000,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 10 

by $9,983,000,000. 
On page 2, increase the amount on line 19 

by $2,405,000,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 20 

by $1,483,000,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 21 

by $1,738,000,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 24 

by $3,750,000,000. 
On page 2, decrease the amount on line 25 

by $2,879,000,000. 
On page 3, decrease the amount on line 1 

by $3,486,000,000. 
On page 3, increase the amount on line 5 

by $2,282,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 6 
by $5,330,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 7 
by $6,894,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 10 
by $4,610,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 11 
by $10,470,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 12 
by $17,957,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 15 
by $2,782,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 16 
by $5,860,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 17 
by $7,487,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 2 
by $14,500,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 4 
by $12,400,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 9 
by $3,700,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 11 
by $4,600,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 16 
by $5,300,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 18 
by $7,000,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 5 
by $5,962,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $7,941,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $9,893,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 10 
by $2,475,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 11 
by $1,215,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 12 
by $1,251,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 15 
by $5,862,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 16 
by $5,782,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 17 
by $6,418,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 22 
by $100,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 23 
by $2,159,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 24 
by $3,475,000,000. 

On page 6, increase the amount on line 10 
by $5,900,000,000. 

On page 6, increase the amount on line 11 
by $2,000,000,000. 

On page 6, increase the amount on line 19 
by $3,200,000,000. 

On page 6, increase the amount on line 20 
by $1,300,000,000. 

On page 7, increase the amount on line 3 
by $3,600,000,000. 

On page 7, increase the amount on line 4 
by $2,182,000,000. 

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 12 
by $278,000,000. 

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 13 
by $108,000,000. 

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 21 
by $50,000,000. 

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 22 
by $63,000,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $40,000,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 16 
by $720,000,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 17 
by $503,000,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 24 
by $715,000,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 25 
by $732,000,000. 

On page 9, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $552,000,000. 
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On page 9, decrease the amount on line 8 

by $598,000,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 16 

by $406,000,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 17 

by $431,000,000. 
On page 9, increase the amount on line 25 

by $100,000,000. 
On page 10, increase the amount on line 1 

by $90,000,000. 
On page 10, increase the amount on line 9 

by $100,000,000. 
On page 10, increase the amount on line 

10 by $90,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 2 

by $4,000,000. 
On page 13, decrease the amount on line 3 

by $753,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 7 

by $14,500,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 9 

by $12,400,000,000. 
On Page 13, increase the amount on line 

11 by $3,000,000. 
On page 13, decrease the amount on line 

12 by $7,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 

16 by $3,700,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 

18 by $4,600,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 

20 by $8,000,000. 
On page 13, decrease the amount on line 

21 by $6,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 

25 by $5,300,000,000. 
On page 14, increase the amount on line 2 

by $7,000,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 5 

by $5,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 6 

by $5,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 

14 by $7,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 

15 by $7,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 

23 by $8,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 

24 by $8,000,000. 
On page 15, decrease the amount on line 9 

by $9,000,000. 
On page 15, decrease the amount on line 

10 by $4,000,000. 
On page 15, decrease the amount on line 

18 by $9,000,000. 
On page 15, decrease the amount on line 

19 by $8,000,000. 
On page 16, decrease the amount on line 2 

by $10,000,000. 
On page 16, decrease the amount on line 3 

by $8,000,000. 
On page 16, increase the amount on line 

13 by $1,018,000,000. 
On page 16, decrease the amount on line 

14 by $116,000,000. 
On page 16, decrease the amount on line 

22 by $1,733,000,000. 
On page 16, decrease the amount on line 

23 by $558,000,000. 
On page 17, decrease the amount on line 6 

by $1,734,000,000. 
On page 17, decrease the amount on line 7 

by $1,266,000,000. 
On page 17, increase the amount on line 

16 by $526,000,000. 
On page 17, increase the amount on line 

17 by $271,000,000. 
On page 17, increase the amount on line 

24 by $305,000,000. 
On page 17, increase the amount on line 

25 by $238,000,000. 
On page 18, increase the amount on line 7 

by $339,000,000. 

On page 18, increase the amount on line 8 
by $295,000,000. 

On page 19, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $450,000,000. 

On page 19, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $950,000,000. 

On page 20, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $637,000,000. 

On page 20, decrease the amount on line 4 
by $1,167,000,000. 

On page 20, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $590,000,000. 

On page 20, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $1,183,000,000. 

On page 21, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $156,000,000. 

On page 21, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $140,000,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $191,000,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $191,000,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 
17 by $195,000,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $195,000,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $20,000,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $20,000,000. 

On page 26, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $764,000,000. 

On page 26, decrease the amount on line 4 
by $764,000,000. 

On page 26, increase the amount on line 
12 by $253,000,000. 

On page 26, increase the amount on line 
13 by $253,000,000. 

On page 26, increase the amount on line 
21 by $463,000,000. 

On page 26, increase the amount on line 
22 by $463,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 5 
by $1,383,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $1,375,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $2,464,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $2,489,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 
21 by $3,913,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 
22 by $3,966,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $852,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $852,000,000. 

On page 28, increase the amount on line 
15 by $462,000,000. 

On page 28, increase the amount on line 
16 by $462,000,000. 

On page 28, increase the amount on line 
24 by $754,000,000. 

On page 28, increase the amount on line 
25 by $754,000,000. 

On page 29, increase the amount on line 
24 by $500,000,000. 

On page 29, increase the amount on line 
25 by $500,000,000. 

On page 29, line 7, strike "May 15" and 
insert "May 30". 

On page 30, increase the second amount 
on line 25 by $289,000,000. 

On page 31, increase the amount on line 2 
by $257,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the first amount on 
line 3 by $1,886,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the second amount 
on line 3 by $1,886,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $5,962,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the first amount on 
line 14 by $7,941,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the second amount 
on line 14 by $9,893,000,000. 

On page 33, increase the first amount on 
line 25 by $632,000,000. 

On page 34, increase the amount on line 1 
by $1,314,000,000. 

On page 34, increase the second amount 
on line 2 by $2,029,000,000. 

On page 34, increase the second amount 
on line 13 by $289,000,000. 

On page 34, increase the amount on line 
15 by $257,000,000. 

On page 36, increase the amount on line 
20 by $500,000,000. 

On page 36, increase the amount on line 
21 by $500,000,000. 

On page 37, increase the second amount 
on line 21 by $289,000,000. 

On page 37, increase the amount on line 
23 by $257,000,000. 

On page 38, increase the amount on line 
10 by $289,000,000. 

On page 38, increase the second amount 
on line 11 by $257,000,000. 

On page 40, increase the first amount on 
line 12 by $1,886,000,000. 

On page 40, increase the second amount 
on line 12 by $1,886,000,000. 

On page 41, increase the amount on line 
14 by $632,000,000. 

On page 41, increase the second amount 
on line 15 by $1,314,000,000. 

On page 41, increase the amount on line 
17 by $2,029,000,000. 

On page 44, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $5,962,000,000. 

On page 44, decrease the first amount on 
line 7 by $7,941,000,000. 

On page 44, decrease the second amount 
on line 7 by $9,893,000,000. 

At the end of the concurrent resolution, 
add the following new section: 

NASA SPACE SHUTTLE PROGRAM 

SEc. . Upon the enactment of legisla-
tion authorizing up to $976,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1987, $915,000,000 in fiscal year 1988, 
and $752,000,000 in fiscal year 1989 for the 
NASA Space Shuttle program, and upon the 
enactment of legislation increasing revenues 
in an amount equal to the amount author
ized and in addition to amounts of increased 
revenues required to be reported pursuant 
to section 2 of this concurrent resolution, 
the authorized amount of budget authority 
and outlays shall be allocated to the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, and that 
same amount will be added to the total 
amounts of budget authority and outlays 
provided for in this concurrent resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is not in order. Those Senators 
conversing are asked to retire to the 
Cloakroom. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
is the amendment we have been work
ing on yesterday and most of today. 
Senator CHILES and I offer it after 
having discussed it with a number of 
Members. On our side, we just had a 
Republican Conference with reference 
to it, and many Members already 
know its general content. I will explain 
it briefly, and then I will be delighted 
to answer questions anyone might 
have. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Vote. [Laughter.] 
Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection 

to voting. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there further debate? 
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Mr. DOMENICI. The distinguished 

majority leader wants me to yield to 
him whatever time I have remaining. 

Mr. President, a parliamentary in
quiry. How much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 86 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico is recog
nized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let 
me indicate in general terms what we 
accomplish in this statement, and 
then, as I said, I will be glad to answer 
any questions. 

We have reduced nondefense spend
ing from the reported resolution by 
$7.5 billion in 1987; and over the 3 
years, we have reduced nondefense 
outlays by $25 billion. That is accom
plish in a number of ways, but let me 
indicate a number of them: 

Thirty-five percent pay absorption, 
since there is a pay increase provided. 
In previous budget resolutions, we 
have provided for absorption by the 
agencies of up to 50 percent. This 
amendment says they will find 35 per
cent of the increase throughout the 
year by way of absorption. 

Two-and-a-half percent travel cut 
across the board by Government. 

We assume $289 million in asset re
ceipts by selling some education loan 
portfolios. The resolution contemplat
ed selling half of them. This says sell 
them all, consistent with the Presi
dent's recommendation. 

We assume that the limit for FHA 
mortgage insurance will increase by 
about $60 billion in fiscal year 1986, 
which will yield $750 million in re
ceipts in the next fiscal year. 

We assume an additional savings in 
the Civil Service retirement bill for 
new employees-not the major Roth 
"early out" reform which he is work
ing on-but there will be a $200 mil
lion savings. 

Export-Import Bank, SBA, acceler
ated Philippine aid, and the like, com
bined, will spend out less in 1987 than 
we estimated. 

Then there are two very large items, 
and I will state them quickly. 

The budget resolution before the 
Senate contemplates that the cost-of
living index will rise by 3.4 percent. It 
is almost universally accepted that the 
cost of living will not be 3.4 percent, 
but we will assume that it will be 
about 2 percent. There is little doubt 
but that will be the case. Some would 
even say inflation will be lower. Lower 
inflation affects all cost-of-living in
dexes, I want to make it clear that the 
resolution assumes that all COLA's 
will be paid at the actual inflation 
rate. It does not assume any reduction. 

Conversely, it assumes that we will 
actually vote to pay them at whatever 
the rate of inflation is. Across the 

board, for all items, that will save $3 
billion. 

We assume that all pay increases 
also will be consistent with inflation. 

Then we have one item that is a car
ryover from this year. The OCS provi
sions of COBRA that we passed about 
2 months ago says that the State of 
Louisiana will not get their share until 
fiscal year 1987. This amendment 
takes credit for the Federal Govern
ment's share in 1987, because that is 
when the Department of the Interior 
will actually transfer it to Treasury. 

There are a number of other smaller 
items amounting to $60 million, $70 
million, or $80 million in total. Those 
are the essential items. 

I am quick to admit that the OCS es
timate of $1.9 billion is a one-time ac
counting saving, but I am also certain 
that it will occur in fiscal year 1987. If 
we do not take credit for that, it will 
be eventually credited for in both 
CBO's and OMB's accounting, because 
that is when it will occur. When you 
add these items, you get $8.3 billion in 
reductions over the resolution before 
us. 

All the amendments that were 
adopted by the Senate-education, 
WIN, and all other-are left intact. We 
do not change them. 

We add another $600 million in vari
ous domestic programs, NSF and the 
like, and that accounts for all nonde
fense activities. 

On the defense side, the budget reso
lution came out of the Budget Com
mittee with $295 billion in budget au
thority. This resolution says that we 
add $6 billion in budget authority. It is 
$301 billion. We have added $2 billion 
in outlays for defense to bring outlays 
to $282 billion. That is part of the sav
ings we just talked about. 

Finally there is revenues. This reso
lution says: "Finance Committee and 
Ways and Means Committee, if and 
when the resolution comes out of con
ference, you are charged with either 
taxes or law changes that save money. 
You are charged with raising $10.6 bil
lion in the first year." It is $17 billion 
in each of the outyears. It says: "You 
will either do that by raising revenue 
or, under the law, up to 20 percent of 
that can be by saving money in pro
grams that are within the jurisdiction 
of the Finance Committee. 

0 2335 
Incidentally, they have $477 billion 

worth of programs but in any event 
they can get that 10.6, 17 and 17 
through raising revenues or 20 percent 
of it can be by saving from existing 
programs in that portfolio that I have 
just enumerated. 

They can take credit for such things 
as expanding coverage for Social Secu
rity and Medicare to public servants at 
the local level. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 1 additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. When you add all 
of that up you basically produce a 
budget resolution that assumes the 
same economics that were assumed 
when we came to the floor, no changes 
in it. Programmatically, we have 
changed the COLA's to reflect more 
current information, as I indicated, 
and pay to reflect more current infor
mation. We have increased defense, as 
I have just described it. And we met 
target of $144 billion in 1987, as re
quired by Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 

I want to say two things before I 
close. 

I am not certain that all of the eco
nomics that we contemplate will 
remain intact for the next 3 years. 
Anybody that could give the Senate 
that assurance has more wisdom and 
clairvoyance than I have. 

But I can assure you that if this 
budget resolution as amended by Sen
ator CHILEs and myself is adopted and 
implemented, absent some kind of ca
tastrophe that I do not think any of us 
could plan on, we will not have a se
quester at the end of this year. We 
may be off, but we are not going to be 
off by $10 billion, and we have a $10 
billion float and we will not have a se
quester. We will have a planned 
budget cycle. If it is adopted by both 
bodies, appropriations can proceed in 
due course, and I believe we would 
have a real chance of getting almost 
all appropriations bills through here 
one at a time and debate them proper
ly. 

Last, I am convinced that we either 
do this or we do nothing. I wish there 
were three or four alternatives. I do 
not know of any. I have talked with 
Senators about budget resolutions 
that have no revenues, in them. I have 
talked with some who want to have 
more defense in the budget and a lot 
more domestic cuts. I myself might 
have done it differently. But I believe 
this is a fair approach to a serious 
problem. 

I believe good economics for 2 or 3 
years could very well leave us in a posi
tion where we meet the targets each 
year without major changes, domestic 
or defense policy, and that would be a 
rather welcome reprieve for most of 
us. It surely would be for the Senator 
from New Mexico. I hope we adopt it. 

Clearly it is more complicated than I 
have described, but in its simplest 
terms I have described it. 

I thank too many Senators to name 
for their help but in particular I thank 
the distinguished majority leader for 
his help and the ranking minority 
member of the Budget Committee, 
Senator CHILES. 

I hope we will adopt it here in the 
next 30 or 40 minutes. 
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I yield the floor. 
PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena

tor from Florida. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I have 

listened to the explanation of the Sen
ator from New Mexico. I think in his 
brief description he has described the 
plan well. 

I want to make just several remarks. 
One, this is a change from the biparti
san budget that came out of the 
Budget Committee. As far as the Sena
tor from Florida is concerned, that 
budget was a good budget. It repre
sented the work of the Budget Com
mittee and I think Members on both 
sides worked long and hard, and I 
think it came up with a fair budget. 

0 2340 
We realized as we went through the 

process-and we have been on the 
floor now into the second week-that 
there were not sufficient votes on the 
majority side so that that budget 
could pass. One of the concerns of the 
Senator from Florida, and I think 
many on our side of the aisle, was that 
if this was going to be a meaningful 
budget and have an opportunity to 
have a bipartisan, bicameral budget, 
that we could say that the Congress 
had met its duties and its responsibil
ities under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
and met the targets without having to 
sequester. We knew that that would 
have to have new revenues in it and 
we knew for that to be able to be 
viable and have a chance there had to 
be a majority of Republicans in the 
Senate vote for that budget. 

So one of the the things we on our 
side, I think, worked for and stressed 
and said that we were going to require 
both in the Budget Committee and on 
the floor was that we try to adopt a 
resolution and a budget that would 
have bipartisan support that would at
tract a majority of the votes of the Re
publican side. 

As we started into the compromise, 
there were, once it was clear that the 
budget as has been presented by the 
Budget Committee would not be able 
to command that majority of Republi
can votes, we started trying to deter
mine what could we do in order to do 
that. And we did find certain savings, 
as the Senator from New Mexico has 
described, many of which came to our 
attention some 6 weeks ago, after the 
time that we were actually in our 
markup in the Budget Committee. 

One of the concerns of the Senator 
from Florida was that, as we made any 
changes, we would make sure that we 
looked at the 3-year totals to make 
sure that with those totals at the end 
of 1988, we were still on the glide path 
of meeting the Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings targets and that we were not 
going to pass a budget that would 
simply be an election year budget and 
get us by the 1 year but we find our
selves coming back, as we found so 

often, cutting programs again in the 
next year only to find that you had to 
cut those programs again in the next 
year. 

Overall, the revenues level will be re
duced $5.5 billion in fiscal year 1987, 
but there will still be a 3-year revenue 
reconciliation at a level sufficient to 
meet the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
targets and to protect us against fur
ther cuts in the domestic program. 

One of the other provisions that I 
felt, and many on our side felt, was 
key to the compromise was that, as we 
went up in the defense number on the 
defense side, we have a similar sharing 
of savings that we had discovered for 
programs on the domestic side. And 
that has been done in this proposal. 

One other thing I would point out is, 
as we reestimated the amount of 
money that would be necessary to pay 
the COLA's, we felt that it would not 
have to be 3 or 3.4 percent, it could be 
done in 2 percent. I will point out that 
we have provided that Congress will 
repeal the 3-percent minimum thresh
old on Social Security COLA's and 
give a COLA in keeping with the an
ticipated inflation rate. That means, in 
spite of the fact that the law now says 
if you do not have inflation of 3 per
cent or more Social Security recipients 
will not get a COLA, the provisions 
that we made in here allow for that 
COLA to be paid even though it will 
be probably at a rate of 2 percent. The 
same thing will be for other retirees 
and for our civilian and military retir
ees. And we provide a 2-percent raise 
for civilian and military pay raises. 

Mr. President, one of the key prob
lems on our side was a feeling that we 
needed to have some recognition to 
the need for growth initiatives. We 
had the one major amendment that 
came in addition to the budget pack
age on our side, the Hart-Chiles-Byrd 
amendment, that would provide for 
growth. That amendment was not 
adopted but, as we talked about 
shared savings in this, we have provid
ed from those savings money in sci
ence and technology, additional 
money in education, additional money 
in job training, some additional funds 
in trade promotion and in child health 
and immunization, and in law enforce
ment, all areas of critical concern to 
Members on our side of the aisle, all of 
which we felt were major problems 
and major areas we wanted to express 
our concern for. So I think you can 
say that there is a growth initiative in 
this feature and I think that is very 
good. 

Mr. President, again, this is not a 
budget that the Senator from Florida 
would have drafted, as many of us 
would not have if we could have done 
that entirely by ourselves. I anticipate 
that this is going to command a strong 
majority now. I anticipate that there 
will be a strong majority from the Re
publican side of the aisle, as well as 

from the Democratic side of the aisle. 
I think that is the healthiest thing we 
could do to respond to the people that 
we are going to comply with Gramm
Rudman-Hollings, we are going to be 
able to meet those targets. 

I think it is also the strongest signal 
that we can send to the White House 
that we are serious about deficit re
duction; that we think it is the most 
important thing that we should be 
dealing with. We have expressed that 
in a sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
before, now we have a chance to ex
press it into law. 

I think by doing that we are saying 
we do not think that can be done just 
on the spending side. It is going to 
take some additional revenues. We do 
not think that that is too much in the 
way of additional revenues. But I 
think this strong vote would evidence 
that. 

I hope the House would take that as 
a signal that the Senate strongly be
lieves that, with a commanding vote 
from both the majority and the minor
ity parties in the Senate, and that the 
House would then work to put togeth
er their bipartisan budget and that we 
could have truly a bipartisan, bicamer
al budget that would go to the Presi
dent and say to the President: 

This Congress finds that deficit reduction 
is one of the most important areas or prob
ably the most important area that we can 
deal with and we need your help. We need 
you to get on board. We need you to work 
with us in trying to present that plan. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this provision. I think that it would be 
to our benefit and I certainly hope 
that we will support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico has 30 min
utes total time remaining at this point. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, many 
of us have concerns with this budget 
but wish to show a spirit of coopera
tion about it. My concern is the de
fense number is low, very low. 

I wonder if the distinguished Sena
tor from New Mexico would enter into 
a brief colloquy here with me concern
ing the question I raised in our caucus, 
in response to points made by the dis
tinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire, Mr. RuDMAN, namely, that this 
figure on defense, 301 BA and the ap
proximately 282 outlay figure would 
be held to and not acceded to in the 
House for a lower figure. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Well, let me say to 
my friend from Virginia and to all 
Senators, I do not think there is any 
doubt here in the Chamber about my 
position on defense. I would have had 
yet a higher number. I offered a 
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budget twice in the committee to have 
more than the $301 billion in budget 
authority, and we have now settled in 
this resolution for $301 billion. 

D 2350 
It is very difficult for me as chair

man going to conference to say abso
lutely, unequivocally, unalterably, I 
will not change from what the Senate 
passed. But let me tell you it is not my 
intention to reduce the defense 
number in conference. I believe it is 
about at the right level. I am actually 
more worried about the outlay target 
than I am the budget authority target. 
That is unique and different. But true. 

I believe we are in an outlay bind 
more than a budget authority bind. 
But I am going to do my very best to 
correct this problem in conference. I 
hope we have support. 

I do not intend to go there and lower 
it. I do not want to tell the U.S. Senate 
here, tonight, that under no circum
stance would I agree to a lower 
number. But I will go to conference 
with the U.S. House if we pass the res
olution tonight, with no intention of 
lowering the $301 billion budget au
thority target or the outlay target in 
conference. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico. 

Perhaps we should invite the distin
guished Senator from Florida, if he 
might wish to enter into this colloquy 
with respect to the approach we take 
in conference on the defense figure. 

Mr. CHILES. I do not believe you 
want to invite me. But you are wel
come to. [Laughter.] 

Mr. DOMENICI. Do not forget, Sen
ator, that the Senator from Florida 
will be in the minority on conference 
on the Senate side. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield to the Sena
tor from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. This afternoon the 
Senator from New Mexico and I had a 
discussion with the problem in regard 
to the difference in the estimates of 
the impacted prior year budget au
thority on the outlays for 1987. 

I perceive this to be the most diffi
cult problem to comply with Gramm
Rudman-Hollings in 1987. And I 
wonder if the Senator now after 
having reflected on it, and in view of 
some of the conversations we have 
had, and I know the Senator from 
New Mexico has had today, could tell 
the Senate. Is there any leeway at all 
that is possible in terms of this outlay 
figure? The $2 billion increase in out
lays helps. But it really would not 
meet the problem of the increased 
outlay requirements if the CBO fig
ures are to be adhered to. 

I would hope that he might indicate 
a willingness to try to find some bal
ance at least between the CBO and 
OMB or to get them together and re
quire them to come to some agree
ment. If that was the case and they 
blended the $8 billion difference, and 
we have this $2 billion increase, we 
then would only be $2 billion short in 
outlays. I think we could live with that 
and the 301 budget authority figure. 
But I do not think we can live with a 
$6 billion difference even with the $2 
billion increase here in the outlay 
figure. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my friend, 
the senior Senator from Alaska for 
that question. 

Let me say to him and to the Senate 
that normally the big concern with de
fense is programmatic authority, 
budget authority. The Senator who 
does the appropriating is asking the 
question, and I think he is implicitly 
saying he is not as worried about the 
$301 billion budget authority level as 
he is about an apparent outlay squeeze 
that may be occurring because of the 
way CBO estimates outlays, versus the 
way OMB estimates outlays. In both 
instances, I use the word "estimate." 
But as he knows, and you all must 
know, under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
outlays must be estimated almost a 
year in advance and then become bind
ing. And then there is a trigger to de
termine whether there will be a se
quester based upon those outlays esti
mates. There is a big difference be
tween OMB and CBO on how much 
outlays are resulting from past pro
grams. 

I can only tell the Senator that I un
derstand his concern, and I under
stand there is a very big difference in 
the two estimates. I have no solution 
here tonight. 

I do not believe the Senator is sug
gesting that we add $6 billion in out
lays to this budget resolution for de
fense. I note that he is not. All I can 
say is we ought to work together. I 
pledge that we will work together to 
see if we can find out what is the best 
estimate. If we have been wrong in 
terms of using CBO or if we can 
adjust, then we will be able to report 
back to the Senate that we have made 
progress. If not, we are going to have a 
very serious problem. I do not think 
we can fix it here tonight. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. 

I want to make sure we understand 
this now because if that $6 billion 
figure, that CBO difference, that re
mains is carried through into 1987, it 
affects immediately the readiness 
items in the new budget authority for 
1987. If by any calamity we face the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequester in 
order to achieve that $6 billion, we 
would have to affect budget authority 
in the vicinity of $20 billion. I think 
the Senate ought to be aware of this 

difference between the CBO and the 
OMB, and I urge the Budget Commit
tee to find some way to resolve that 
difference. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG, Mr. GRASS
LEY, Mr. JOHNSTON, and Mr. NUNN 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator will suspend. 
The Senate is not in order. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Florida yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senators from Florida and New 
Mexico control the time. 

Who yields the time? 
Mr. GRASSLEY and Mr. JOHN

STON addressed the Chair. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield to Senator 

GRASSLEY, and Senator ARMSTRONG 
has been seeking recognition. I will 
give them as much time as they want. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
until now there has not been any 
debate on defense. I am mightily dis
appointed in that. Yet, I want to com
mend Senator DoMENICI and Senator 
CHILES for the number in defense that 
was reported out of the Budget Com
mittee under their leadership. If we 
would have had a debate on defense, 
we would not be budgeting $301 billion 
for defense. 

Understand that there is not one 
penny saved from defense in this 
budget off the baseline. The Budget 
Committee level of $295 billion was 
reasonable, and a very good compro
mise. 

There is absolutely no analytical 
basis for the $301 billion in this budget 
for defense. It is purely political. And, 
of course, it flies in the face of the rev
elations that have been made over the 
last several months about excess de
fense spending. For instance, just re
cently, the $2.2 billion savings in fiscal 
year 1986, and that is after the March 
1 sequester. We have another $5.2 bil
lion appropriated last year but not au
thorized or reprogrammed. And the 
Comptroller General says that over 
the last 4 years we have had $45 bil
lion of excess funds for inflation-$12 
billion last year in unobligated bal
ances higher than were projected. 

Understand that-$12 billion higher 
than was projected, using the Defense 
Department's own figures. We have 
been budgeting at rates higher than 
can be obligated. I hope you under
stand that we are making a decision to 
spend here money faster than what 
the Defense Department can execute 
in the way of a budget. 

Let me just give you some percent
ages. In 1984, they came 3.7 percent 
short of executing the entire available 
authority. In 1985, it was 4 percent; 
and in 1986, it was 1.2 percent even 
after the March 1 sequester. We have 
been throwing money at the defense 
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budget, and what we have really ended 
up with is defense stagflation. 

D 2400 
I want to say to you that I guarantee 

as a result of what we are doing here 
tonight that the extra $6 billion for 
defense is going to end up in the DOD 
mattress just like it has for the last 
several years. 

That is not a responsible way for us 
to make budget policy, giving money 
faster than it can be expended, not 
even considering the fact that what 
will be spent may not be spent very 
wisely. 

Mr. President, I am very curious 
about the rationale for supporting a 
budget with an increase in defense 
spending above the resolution level in 
the face of strong public sentiments 
for holding the line, and especially 
when it will simply wind up under 
DOD's mattress. Why, DOD has been 
unable to obligate its funds even with 
a 4.9-percent sequester last March. 

This budget substitute contains a de
fense budget level that is most exten
sive and excessive. It means we have 
saved not one penny in defense off the 
fiscal year 1987 baseline. Out of $38 
billion of required savings, not 1 cent 
is from defense. 

As far as the defense number is con
cerned, it is purely a political number. 
There is no basis for it in analysis; in 
necessity; in evidence. It is purely po
litical. 

The number arrived at in Budget 
Committee, $295 billion, was well rea
soned to; it was negotiated in a biparti
san manner, and in consultation with 
OMB and CBO. It reflected a full in
flation adjustment for the fiscal year 
1987 defense budget program. 

Putting all opinion aside, it is unde
niable empirically that $295 billion for 
fiscal year 1987 is more than enough 
to fund the program. 

There are plenty of unused funds 
from previous years still lying around, 
despite efforts by Congress to squeeze 
some of it out and reprogram it. 

This political defense level of $30 bil
lion flies in the face of a steady drum
beat of revelations, in recent weeks, of 
defense overfunding. 

For instance, we just discovered that 
DOD has identified $2.2 billion in 
excess funds for the current year, 
after the sequester. And that was just 
5 months into the fiscal year. 

Last May you recall that DOD sud
denly found $4 billion, and by the end 
of the year it was $6.3 billion. Who 
knows how much larger that $2.2 bil
lion "savings" this year will grow by 
September? All signs indicate it will 
get larger. 

Let us look at some of these signs. 
First, there is the issue of unobligated 
balances and unexpended balances. I 
have just released a paper called "Un
derstanding Unobligated Balances," 
which I have made available to my col-

leagues and would like to submit for 
the record. This paper is useful in de
termining the extent to which we have 
overfunded the defense budget in 
recent years. 

The tables in this paper show con
clusively, when taken together, that 
DOD is awash in excess funds. For ex
ample, in the fiscal year 1985 budget 
request, DOD predicted unobligated 
balances at year end of $50.5 billion 
based on a program with total budget 
authority of $305 billion, and invest
ment authority of $148.7 billion. 

One year later, in the fiscal year 
1986 request, the fiscal year 1985 year
end unobligated balances were esti
mated as $51.5 billion, $1 billion more, 
but total budget authority had de
clined by more than $20 billion, and 
investment had declined by $15 billion. 

Now that the figures are firm for 
fiscal year 1985, unobligated balances 
have risen by another $10 billion. The 
data indicate the same phenomenon is 
being repeated for fiscal year 1986. 

Obligated balances have also risen 
dramatically in recent years, Mr. 
President, and are at an all-time high 
both in absolute terms and relative to 
total and investment budget authority. 
Much of the excess inflation funding 
finds its way in these balances. 

Some analysts have indicated that 
the rapid increase in the size of the 
DOD investment accounts has 
strained the capacity of both DOD 
and industry to perform, and thus 
slowed the rate of execution. 

The trend, Mr. President, of simulta
neous rises in both unobligated and 
obligated balances despite levels of 
budget authority far lower than re
quested makes it clear the Defense De
partment has had great difficulty exe
cuting its programs. 

To put that in layman's terms, there 
is a lot of unused defense money kick
ing around. 

I would defer making any additional 
and corroborating points about over
funding for inflation to my colleague 
from Arkansas, Mr. PRYOR, who has 
done tremendous work tracking and 
measuring the defense windfall. I 
would like to commend him for his 
work because it has helped focus the 
debate on just how much, or little, de
fense spending we really need to exe
cute the entire defense program. 

Now, DOD has a clever comeback for 
most of these arguments, Mr. Presi
dent-the inflation overfunding argu
ment; the excess unobligated balances 
argument; and the slush fund argu
ments. 

But the one point DOD cannot re
spond to is that they have failed to 
execute their program, that Congress 
appropriates too much money. 

Let me lay out the facts, Mr. Presi
dent. In the fiscal year 1984 defense 
program, 3.7 percent of availability au
thority failed to be obligated. In fiscal 
year 1985, it was 4 percent. This year, 

even after Gramm-Rudman, an addi
tional 1.2 percent will not be obligated. 

It is not as if DO-D has not been obli
gating. Goodness knows they have. 
And at a constant rate the past 5 
years-all those unpriced orders; all 
those end-of-year spending sprees; 
even last December's "Operation Obli
gation," the largest monthly increase 
in obligations in history in an effort to 
obligate funds before the March se
quester. 

Despite these acts of desperation, 
DOD still has not been able to execute 
its program. Unwittingly, Congress has 
simply appropriated too much money 
for the requirements of the defense 
program. It is an age-old bureaucratic 
game, Mr. President, to pad your 
budget to cushion against cuts. 

I would like to point out an addition
al $5.2 billion of available money that 
will not be used in fiscal year 1986 and 
that could be used for the fiscal year 
1987 budget. 

First, there is the very confusing and 
complicated issue of the $6.3 billion of 
prior-year balances made available for 
the fiscal year 1986 military pay raise, 
certain O&M readiness activities, the 
Mariner fund, payments to the mili
tary retirement trust fund, and coastal 
defense agumentation. These changes 
are required to go through the normal 
reprogramming processs. However, it 
has become clear, based on the House 
Armed Services Committee's markup 
of the fiscal year 1986 supplemental 
defense authorization bill, a.S well as 
testimony at recent hearings concern
ing the reprogramming of the trans
fers, that a least $2.5 billion of the 
total will not be reprogrammed. 

Second, $6.5 billion of appropriated 
funds that have not been authorized 
were contained in the fiscal year 1986 
DOD appropriations bill. These funds 
are required to be approved through 
the supplemental authorization proc
ess. However, only $3.8 billion of the 
total was authorized in the Senate 
Armed Services Committee's March 
markup, leaving $2.7 billion available. 

When taken together, both the re
programming and authorizing actions, 
it appears that up to $5.2 billion may 
be available in the fiscal year 1986 
DOD budget to fund high-priority 
items in the fiscal year 1987 budget re
quest. 

To begin with, these are bad budget
ing practices on the part of DOD. 
They are not unusual practices, only 
bad. If left to their own vices, bureauc
racies will always engage in such she
nanigans. And if we catch them, it is 
up to us to squeeze all that mattress 
money out of there. Back in the early 
1970's, when Congress found just $1.7 
billion of unused money, we raised the 
roof right off this building. Last year, 
DOD had $10 to $16 billion in unused 
funds. This year, we already know of 
$2.2 billion, and that was after the se-
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quester. We ought to be raising the 
dome right off the Capitol. 

Far more than ·just bad budgeting 
practices, Mr. President, there is a 
much more adverse consequence for 
our negligence in overfunding the de
fense budget. We have saturated an al
ready small defense industry with 
excess demand. Defense capacity is 
full to the brim. During the first years 
of the buildup, prices were skyrocket
ing to absorb the available money. 

Now, despite the leveling off of 
prices, we are still budgeting as if 
prices were skyrocketing. It is creating 
an enormous backlog of unexpended 
funds. It is a form of pent-up demand. 
Sooner or later this backlog will find 
its way into the market and shoot 
prices upward again. 

That, Mr. President, will make na
tional security much more expensive 
than even present unprecedented 
levels. It would perpetuate contract in
efficiency and guarantee business as 
usual. 

That is not the message we want to 
send to the American people during 
troubled fiscal times, and it certainly 
would impede our ability to provide 
for an adequate national defense. 

This whole problem of excess 
"demand" and its adverse impact on 
defense "supply" is the subject of a 
recent paper I published called 
"Supply-Side Defense." 

Now, whether you believe in supply
side or not is not the point. It is still a 
demand-pull inflation problem we 
have in defense, the kind we all read 
about in high school economics. 

The term "supply-side defense" is 
for the benefit of some of my Republi
can brethren who, for some reason, 
still think throwing money at defense 
will buy more defense. 

The problem, however, is that we 
have got stagflation in defense. We 
have got too much money. And not 
enough goods. We have been running 
the Defense Department like Jimmy 
Carter ran the economy. How many 
times did we hear that to solve the 
stagflation problem we needed a com
bination of better incentives to 
produce and a money policy that did 
not increase prices? 

Well, that is what our solution for 
defense should be. We need to restruc
ture the incentives in the defense in
dustry to reward efficiency and pro
duction instead of rewarding high 
costs and shrinking output. 

The last thing we want to do to end 
stagflation is spend our way out, just 
like we do not get a higher GNP by 
printing more dollars. There is so 
much artificial demand out there al
ready that more money would worsen 
the stagflation. We need to put that 
money that is out there to work before 
we start pumping more money in. We 
need to squeeze demand and build up 
supply through competition and 
"should-cost" standards. At all costs, 

we have to get away from this notion 
that more money equals more defense. 
It would mean more defense if DOD's 
incentive structure were right side up. 
But it is not. It is biased to an extreme 
toward demand. And we are paying a 
steep price because of it. 

We have a real problem here, Mr. 
President, and we will have an even 
worse public relations problem if we 
elect to grant another excess inflation 
walnut for the squirrels in DOD. 

Now, what I would like to know, Mr. 
President, is why in the world, in light 
of all this, would we want to arbitrar
ily increase the defense budget by $6 
billion? 

We do not need a political number 
for the defense budget. We need a rea
sonable number, both on national se
curity grounds and on budgetary 
grounds. We need a reasonable 
number that will force more efficiency 
and cut down on overhead and labor 
inefficiency, and will encourage better 
contract pricing. There is virtually no 
empirically based rationale for $301 
billion for defense. 

We also need to send a message to 
the country that in these times of 
budget constraint, we are going to 
ignore politics and make the defense 
budget contribute its fair share to the 
$40 billion of cuts required to meet 
next year's deficit target, especially 
when the Defense Department enjoys 
a handsome savings account to help it 
survive hard times ahead. 

I would like my colleagues to view 
this defense budget problem from an
other point of view. 

All the excess money, Mr. President, 
has turned the defense budget into a 
"blivet." For those of us unacquainted 
with the term, a "blivet" is 5 pounds 
of manure in a 4-pound sack. 

Think of all that manure oozing out 
of the sack. That is what all these in
dications of excess funds represent. It 
is coming out all over the place. We 
have seen DOD's inability to obligate; 
we have seen the rise in unobligated 
balances; we have seen the unprece
dented levels of unexpended balances; 
we have seen excess funding for infla
tion. 

All of this points to one thing, Mr. 
President. If it walks like a "blivet," 
and talks like a "blivet," and smells 
like a "blivet," it sure as heck is a 
"blivet." 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I reit
erate my concerns about this budget. 

I believe it lacks balance because 
there are no savings from defense. 

I do commend the efforts of the 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
and the ranking member for fighting 
the good fight, and maintaining a bi
partisan and balanced package up to 
the end. I commend them for working 
out a reasonable and responsible de
fense compromise in committee. I 
hope they will work in conference to 
return the defense number back to the 

$295 billion level. I regret, Mr. Presi
dent, that I cannot support this 
budget resolution. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that an overview be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

(I) OVERVIEW 

The rapid increases in unobligated and ob
ligated balances in FY 1983, FY 1984 and 
FY 1985, despite levels of budget authority 
far lower than requested, seems to indicate 
there is either a serious problem with pro
gram execution, or that a significant por
tion of the unobligated balances may be in 
excess of needs, despite efforts by the Con
gress to remove those funds. 

Obligated balances have risen dramatical
ly in recent years, and are at an all-time 
high both in absolute terms and relative to 
total and investment budget authority. 

Despite the simultaneous rises in unobli
gated and obligated balances, DOD has con
tinued to project increases in the rate of ob
ligations, which have failed to materialize. 
DOD has maintained a relatively constant 
rate of obligations over the past five years. 
Thus, the increase in unobligated balances 
does not appear to result from a slowdown 
in obligations, but rather from an inability 
to achieve DOD's optimistically projected 
increase in obligations. 

Some analysts have indicated that the 
rapid increase in the size of the DOD invest
ment accounts has strained the capacity of 
DOD and industry to perform, and thus 
slowed the rate of execution. 

Additionally, lower prices for oil and spare 
parts plus management improvements may 
also have increased the level of unobligated 
balances. It is difficult, if not impossible, to 
isolate the impact of each particular factor. 

In any case, the trend of simultaneous 
rises in unobligated and obligated balances 
despite levels of budget authority far lower 
than requested makes it clear the Depart
ment of Defense has had great difficulty in 
executing its programs. Current data indi
cates the same phenomenon is being repeat
ed for FY 1986. 

(II) DIMENSIONS FOR THE PROBLEM 

Table 1 in Appendix C provides a history 
of obligated and unobligated balances. Be
cause these balances are generated by the 
budget authority made available to the De
partment of Defense, data on total budget 
authority is also shown. Table 2 shows the 
composition of unobligated balances within 
the procurement account. As can be seen, 
these balances are not uniformly distributed 
across the accounts, which means that the 
mix of these programs has a large impact on 
the amount of unobligated balances. 

Table 1 reveals that both obligated and 
unobligated balances have risen dramatical
ly in recent years. Obligated balances are at 
an all-time high, both in absolute terms and 
relative to total and investment budget au
thority. A final table <Table 3) is provided, 
and it shows these balances as they were es
timated in the various budget documents. 
The difficulty DOD has had in executing its 
programs is evident in these tables. For ex
ample, in the FY 1985 budget request, DOD 
predicted unobligated balances at year-end 
of $50.5 billion based on a program with 
total <051> budget authority of $305 billion 
and investment budget authority of $148.7 
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billion. One year later, in the FY 1986 
budget request, the FY 1985 year-end unob
ligated balances were estimated as $51.5 bil
lion, one billion more, but total budget au
thority had declined by over $20 billion and 
investment had declined by $15 billion. Now 
that the figures are firm for FY 1985, unob
ligated balances have risen by another $10 
billion. The data indicates the same phe
nomena is being repeated for FY 1986. 

<IIII CAUSES 

There are many causes for the increases 
in obligated and unobligated balances. Obvi
ously, the most direct cause is the amount 
of budget authority enacted by the Con
gress. As budget authority rises, it is only 
logical that both obligated and unobligated 
balances will rise. For example, over the 
past decade <FY 77-FY 86) unobligated bal
ances have tripled, from $20 billion to $50 
billion. But the size of the procurement ac
count has more than tripled, from $28 bil
lion to $93 billion. A second factor that af
fects the level of these balances, is the pro
gram mix. In FY 1976, the procurement ac
count comprised 22 percent of the enacted 
budget authority. In FY 1986, it comprises 
over 33 percent. By shifting to a mix of pro
grams that contains more of the slow-spend
ing accounts, one would expect the rate of 
obligation and expenditure to slow down. A 
third reason is the significant decrease in in
flation compared to the assumptions built 
into the budget. As the cost of goods and 
services end up costing less than anticipat
ed, funds which are in excess of the needs of 
the program simply build up in the ac
counts. The most notable example of this is 
fuel, where costs have fallen dramatically 
over the past year. 

Funds in excess of needs occur for other 
reasons as well. One reason is that good 
management, economic production rates, in
creased competition and other management 
techniques have produced savings. Much of 
these funds have been reclaimed by Con
gress within the appropriation process, but 
additional excess funds obviously remain. 
Funds also accumulate in these accounts be
cause of bad management, technical prob
lems and political problems. Any program 
that is delayed because of technical or man
agement problems or political problems gen
erally falls far behind its schedule and accu
mulates large unobligated and/or obligated 
balances. For example, when the DIV AD 
was canceled, approximately $0.5 billion was 
made available for other uses. 

There are other factors that affect the 
rate of obligations and expenditures of the 
various accounts. Recent initiatives to break 
out spare parts for separate procurement, to 
increase audit activity, and increase compe
tition have generally slowed the procure
ment process. These initiatives are all di
rected at saving money, and if one accepts 
the premise that they are working, then the 
savings are likely to increase the level of un
obligated balances. Some analysts have indi
cated that the rapid increase in the size of 
the DOD investment accounts has strained 
the capacity of DOD and industry to per
form and thus slowed the rate of execution. 
At the same time, DOD projected an in
crease in the rate of obligations, which for 
whatever reason, did not materialize. DOD 
has maintained a relatively constant rate of 
obligations over the past five years. Thus, 
the increase in unobligated balances does 
not appear to result from a slowdown in ob
ligations, but rather from an inability to 
achieve DOD's projected increase in obliga
tions. Table 4 shows the recent history of 

DOD's optimistically projected obligations 
in contrast to actual obligations. 

Undoubtedly, all of these factors have 
contributed to the rise of unobligated bal
ances. It is difficult, if not impossible, to iso
late the impact of each particular factor. 
The rapid increase in these balances in FY 
1985 and FY 1986, despite levels of budget 
authority far lower than requested, howev
er, seem to indicate that there is either a se
rious problem with program execution or 
that a significant portion of the unobligated 
balances may be in excess of needs, despite 
efforts by the Congress to remove these 
funds. 

APPENDIX 

APPENDIX A: DEFINITIONS 

The balances that are discussed in this 
paper are defined as follows: 

Unobligated: Any funds that are available 
for obligation, but against which no obliga
tion or commitment has been made. 

Obligated: Any funds that have been obli
gated for a specific use or purpose but have 
not been disbursed. 

Unexpended: Any funds, obligated or un
obligated, that have not been disbursed. Un
expended balances can also be defined as 
the sum of unobligated and obligated bal
ances. 
APPENDIX B: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE BALANCES 

The Congress has a number of ways to 
make spending authority available to a de
partment or agency. Examples are a direct 
appropriation from the general fund, cre
ation of an entitlement, a loan, or loan guar
antee, contract authority and others. In the 
Defense Department, the vast majority of 
the spending authority is the result of a 
direct appropriation of federal funds. These 
appropriations fund the pay of people, the 
operations of the forces, and the capital 
programs necessary to replace equipment 
and facilities of the department. 

The Congress insists on the concept of full 
funding for the budget programs of the De
partment of Defense, which means that if 
the legal authority and funds are provided 
to start a program, that full funding for 
that program must also be provided. Many 
of the programs that are capital in nature 
such as construction of facilities, ships, air
craft, and other weapons, often take years 
to complete. Recognizing this, the Congress 
funds these programs with appropriations 
that have a multiple-year life. This means 
that these appropriations are available for a 
specific period to be obligated, that is, legal
ly committed. If they are not obligated 
within the specified period, the funds lapse 
and are returned to the Treasury. As a gen
eral rule, the appropriations to the Depart
ment of Defense are for the following peri
ods: 

Yean 
Military personnel................................. 1 
Operations and maintenance .............. 1 
Procurement <except ship constr.) ..... 3 
Ship construction .................................. 5 
Military construction............................ 5 

The length of viability of each account is 
usually specified in the legislation and can 
be varied. 

As the department begins to execute its 
program, after funds are made available, ob
ligations are recorded against the available 
funds. These obligations are legally binding 
commitments and derive from actions such 
as signing a contract. The process of regis
tering an obligation against a fund balance 
is very important because it measures the 
amount of outstanding commitment made 

by the government and prohibits improper 
dual use of funds. Once the contract is 
signed, and the obligation is recorded, the 
contractor begins work and may bill for 
work in process. When DOD issues a check 
in payment for the work, an expense in the 
amount of the check is registered against 
the contract and the account. At the end of 
the life of each appropriation, the amount 
of funds that remain unobligated lapse and 
are returned to the Treasury. Those funds 
that are obligated remain on the books for a 
period of time to pay for the goods and serv
ices for which they were obligated. Excess 
funds, if any, are deobligated. Funds may 
also be deobligated at any time they are de
termined to be in excess of funding needed 
to complete a given contract. 

Normally the process of budget execution 
is measured at yearend. Funds that are 
available but have not been obligated show 
as unobligated balances. Funds that are ob
ligated but not expended, show as obligated 
balances. Funds that have been obligated 
and for which checks have been issued show 
as expended balances. The percentage of 
new budget authority that makes it all the 
way through the process in the first year is 
also referred to as the "first-year outlay 
rate." 

Those accounts that have a one-year life 
<Military Personnel and Operation and 
Maintenance), reflect the fact that all the 
program activity funded in these accounts 
can be contracted for <obligated> within the 
fiscal year. Those funds not obligated 
within the year, lapse. In fact, the vast ma
jority of these accounts are also expended 
within the fiscal year in which they are en
acted. Only 2 percent of the Military Per
sonnel Account is expended <outlayed) 
beyond the first year. The Operations and 
Maintenance Account also spends at a fast 
rate but it is slightly slower than the Mili
tary Personnel Account. Overall, 73 percent 
of this account is outlayed in the first year 
and 21 percent in the second year. Because 
this account has a one-year life, all unobli
gated balances would expire at year end. 
Both accounts generate obligated balances 
although they tend to be small. 

The so-called "investment accounts," pro
curement, research, development, test and 
evaluation, and military construction, are 
the major contributors to both unobligated 
and obligated balances. The Military Con
struction account is quite slow spending, but 
is comparatively small ($5.3 billion in FY 
1986). 

The RDT&E account is much larger 
($33.7 billion in FY 1986), but is a relatively 
fast-spending account. The procurement ac
count clearly is the major source of both 
unobligated and obligated balances. It is a 
large account ($92.6 billion in FY 1986) that 
is slow-spending. In fact, the procurement 
account contains over 75 percent of all un
obligated balances. 

The Department of Defense also operates 
a number of revolving funds that function 
much like industrial wholesalers. These 
funds have obligational authority to pur
chase parts and services in advance of an ap
propriation so that the parts and services 
will be in the pipeline and available when 
they are needed. These funds maintain a re
quirement for working capital which shows 
up as an unobligated balance. The estimated 
FY 1986 level of unobligated balances in the 
revolving fund is $6.6 billion. 
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APPENDIX c: SEE ATI'ACHED TABLES 

TABLE I.-HISTORY OF UNOBLIGATED AND OBLIGATED BALANCES IN DOD 
[In billions of dollars] 

Current dollars Constant dollars 

Unobligated IX!Iigated Total budget Unobligated !Xlligated Total budget 
balance balance authority 1 balance balance authority 1 

fiSCal year: 
1986 estimate ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ . 59.9 202.4 278.4 62.0 209.4 288.0 
1985 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 61.5 182.9 286.8 65.6 195.1 306.0 
1984 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 51.6 153.5 258.2 57.0 169.6 285.3 
1983 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 43.4 128.7 238.7 49.3 146.3 271.3 
1982 .............................................. ............................................................................................................................................................................................. . 34.6 107.6 211.6 40.8 126.8 249.3 
1981.. ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 26.5 86.3 176.0 33.5 108.9 222.2 
1980 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 24.2 67.9 140.7 34.6 97.0 200.9 
1979 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 23.0 60.9 123.7 36.7 97.1 197.2 
1978 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 21.3 52.4 114.6 36.9 90.7 198.4 
1977 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 20.0 42.7 108.1 37.4 79.8 202.1 
1976 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 21.0 30.3 95.7 42.2 61.0 192.5 
1975 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 16.7 27.1 85.7 35.9 58.2 184.0 
1974 .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 15.1 28.6 81.0 35.3 66.9 189.5 
1973 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 12.7 26.9 77.6 32.0 67.7 195.4 
1972 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 11.9 24.0 75.0 32.4 65.4 204.4 
1971.. ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 13.0 23.0 71.2 38.4 67.9 210.3 
1970 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 14.8 25.5 74.1 46.6 80.3 233.4 
1969 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 14.9 29.5 76.9 50.2 99.3 258.9 
1968 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 14.8 30.9 76.3 52.4 109.4 270.2 
1967 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 15.1 32.1 72.2 55.9 118.8 267.3 
1966 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 15.8 26.9 63.6 61.0 103.8 245.4 
1965 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 13.6 19.5 49.1 56.4 80.9 203.6 
1964 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 12.7 17.5 49.6 54.4 75.0 212.5 
1963 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 11.1 18.7 49.6 52.2 83.5 221.4 
1962 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 9.9 22.1 48.0 45.0 100.4 218.0 
1961.. ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 9.9 20.6 49.4 45.5 94.8 227.2 

1 Subfunction 051, Department of Defense. 
Sources: Budget of the U.S. Government, fiscal years 1963-87. Historical tables, budget of the U.S. Government, fiSCal year 1987. 

TABLE 2.-END OF FISCAL YEAR 

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

&:aT~~~~.: : :::::::::::::::::::::: ::: :::: :: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 16.7 21.0 20.0 21.3 23.0 24.2 26.5 34.6 43.4 51.6 61.5 59.9 
21.1 30.3 42.7 52.4 60.9 67.9 86.3 107.6 128.7 153.5 182.9 202.4 

Enacted: 
Total unexpended ....................................................... 43.9 51.3 62.7 73.6 83.9 92.2 112.8 142.2 172.1 205.1 244.4 262.3 

Total budget authority (051) ..................................................................... 95.7 108.1 114.6 123.7 140.7 176.0 211.6 238.7 258.2 286.8 278.8 

Procurement.. .............................................................................................. 21.0 27.9 29.5 31.4 35.3 48.0 64.5 80.4 86.2 96.8 92.6 
R&D ............................................................................................................ 9.5 10.4 11.4 12.4 13.6 16.6 20.1 22.8 26.9 31.3 33.1 
Military construction ................................................................................... 2.4 2.2 1.6 2.3 2.3 3.4 4.9 4.5 4.5 5.5 5.3 

Total ............... ................................................................................... 32.9 40.5 42.5 46.1 51.2 68.0 89.5 107.7 117.6 133.6 131.6 
Unobligated as a percent of: 

21.9 18.5 18.6 18.6 17.2 15.1 16.4 18.2 20.0 21.4 21.5 ~~~~ ~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 63.8 49.4 50.1 49.9 47.3 39.0 38.7 40.3 43.9 46.0 45.5 
!Xlligated balance as a percent of: 

39.5 45.7 49.2 48.3 49.0 50.9 53.9 59.5 63.8 12.1 ~~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 31.7 
92.1 105.4 123.3 132.1 132.6 126.9 120.2 119.5 130.5 136.9 153.8 

TABLE 3.-CHRONOLOGICAL ESTIMATE OF UNOBLIGATED BALANCES 

fiSCal year 1983 fiSCal year 1984 fiSCal year 1985 Fiscal year 1986 

Unobligated Total budget Investment 
balance authority a=~ 

Unobligated Total budget Investment 
balance authoritY a= 

Unobligated Total ~get 1":';"t Unobligated Total ~get 1"':J~t 
balance authonty authOrity balance authonty authOrity 

i!H I:=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: n:! HB i~H ···············:f~······ ··· ······~~r·············mr:::::::::::::::~:~:::::::::::::::~ti~:ti:::::::::::::::i~~:;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
1986 budget request............................................................................ 43.4 238.7 107.7 51.6 258.2 117.5 51.5 284.7 133.8 55.7 313.7 153.2 
1987 budget request.................................................................................................................................................... 51.6 258.2 117.6 61.5 286.8 133.7 59.9 278.4 131.6 

TABLE 4.-0BLIGATION RATES: 1 PROJECTIONS VERSUS 
ACTUAL-FISCAL YEARS 1984 TO 1986 

[Pe!tents] 

Fiscal year: 
1984 ................................................................... . 
1985 ................................................................... . 
1986 ................................................................... . 

Projected Actual 

88.6 
87.9 
86.5 

84.9 
83.9 

• 85.3 

1 Direct and reimbursable obligations cMied by total available for obligation. 
Estimated current-year projection for fiSCal year 1986 based on adjustment for 
March 1 sequester. 

• Estimated current-year actual for fiSCal year 1986 resulting from time 
series analysis based on data from October 1979 through first quarter fiSCal 
year 1986. 

Scute: DOD flllandal Sumary Tables, FAD Table 746. 

FISCAL IRRESPONSIBILITY IS 
SPELLED "C·O·N·G·R·E·S·S" 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, let me 
preface my remarks about the budget 
before us today by quoting a line from 
one of Robert Frost's poems. I offer 
for contemplation by this body: 
"* • • two roads diverged in a wood, 
and I-I took the one less traveled by, 
and that has made all the difference." 
For once I wish Congress would take 
the road less traveled and make the 
necessary spending cuts to achieve def
icit reduction. 

I cannot now support Senate Con
current Resolution 120, the fiscal year 
1987 budget resolution reported by the 
Senate Budget Committee as amend
ed, just as I did not support it in com
mittee. The road to deficit spending is 
much more attractive, obvious by its 
wide and well-used path, then the road 
to fiscal discipline. Difficult as it may 
be, I hope my colleagues will find the 
strength and will to tackle the deficit 
plaguing our Nation and instead pro
ceed on the narrow and sometimes dif
ficult path of thriftiness. 
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When I advocate fiscal discipline, I 

advocate slaying the culprit of three
digit deficit figures; the culprit being 
unchecked spending. Let the record 
speak for itself. Since 1950, Federal 
spending has risen from 16 percent of 
GNP to 24 percent in 1985, yet Federal 
receipts have remained relatively con
stant for the same period, registering a 
slight rise to 18.6 percent of GNP in 
1985. The subtraction of 24 from 18.6 
is simple arithmetic: a negative 
number. 

One may argue about which side of 
the budget scale is out of balance, but 
no one can refute the evidence that 
the spending side has remained heavi
ly weighted in recent years. In fact, 
actual spending has exceeded the 
budget resolution by an average of $24 
billion annually since 1980. The 
budget resolution before us, while pur
porting to cut spending, only skims 
the top layer of growth in spending 
rather than trimming spending. This 
budget shows spending in fiscal year 
1987 to be nearly $40 billion higher 
than the current estimated spending 
for fiscal year 1986. This growth in 
spending is a fashionable and expen
sive habit "Uncle Sam" indulges in. 
The "plastic card" mentality of living 
beyond one's means has reached the 
Halls of Congress. 

The Senate Budget Committee has 
sustained the growth in spending for 
several years now. Since 1981, the 
committee has repeatedly recommend
ed raising spending an average of $50 
billion annually. While inflation may 
account for part of this increase, it is 
an abuse of democracy to bribe the 
American taxpayer with his own 
money. 

Damaging as taxes are to an individ
ual's take-home pay, taxes are equally 
devastating to commerce, threatening 
the economic recovery we have en
joyed the past 3¥2 years. Revenue en
hancement, increased revenues, or 
whatever euphemistic expression one 
so desires to call a tax increase, si
phons off necessary capital for busi
ness expansion. It is Government 
spending which crowds out private in
vestment and initiative, resulting in a 
fiscal drag on an otherwise healthy 
economy. In essence, higher taxes 
signal to Congress and every special
interest group that more money is 
available for excessive spending. 

Many floor amendments have been 
offered during the past few weeks, 
most of them financed by "increased 
revenues" or offset by reductions in 
defense spending. I rise in strong op
position to any serious contemplation 
by this body for reducing defense. De
fense needs are dictated by the actions 
of other countries, by external threats 
to our vital interest; Libya being a case 
in point. There are some responsibil
ities which only the National Govern
ment can execute, such as ensuring 
the national security. Defense is un-

questionably a legitimate responsibil
ity of the Federal Government. As 
Federal legislators, let us not neglect 
those responsibilities which are duti
fully ours, such as providing for an 
adequate defense. 

Last year Congress promised 3 per
cent real growth in defense spending 
in part to compensate for years of ne
glect of the defense budget. While 
Congress assumed one defense spend
ing level for 1986, the respective au
thorization committees lowered this 
number. By the end of the year, with 
Congress scrambling to adjourn, the 
final appropriation level was lower 
than the authorization level and the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequester 
further reduced the spending level. 
What Congress originally prescribed 
and the degree it actually took result
ed in a sizable difference. Just how 
reasonable is it to expect that the 
Senate defense spending level of $301 
billion won't be reduced to $270 billion 
by the time Congress has completed 
action on an appropriation bill? 

All too often some of my colleagues 
are quick to attack, unjustifiably, cur
rent defense spending levels. Like a 
broken record, I have heard defense 
spending levels lambasted too many 
times. The recent record for the De
partment of Defense marks improve
ments after the U.S. defense invest
ment plunged by more than 20 percent 
during the 1970's. The Defense De
partment has performed well in recent 
years, dramatically reducing the cost 
growth of major weapons programs 
from 14 percent in 1981 to below 1 per
cent in 1984. Once again, a plummet
ing inflation rate partially explains 
the decline in weapons costs, but just 
this past month the Comptroller of 
the Department of Defense released a 
report citing cost savings attributable 
to better management and increased 
productivity. The following list of 
weapon programs, all samples of ap
plied high technology, represents only 
a few of the many weapon programs 
whose costs have declined: F-16, Ad
vanced Tactical Fighter, AV -8B <Har
rier>, B-lB, and the MX Peacekeeper. 

Congress has reneged on its prom
ised defense spending level assumed in 
last year's budget and I do not believe 
it prudent for the Senate to go into 
conference with defense outlays of 
$282 billion for fiscal year 1987. In 
fiscal 1985, the Senate Budget Com
mittee reported defense outlays were 
to be $330 billion for fiscal year 1987. 
Two years later in the budget resolu
tion now before us, defense outlays for 
fiscal year 1987 have been cut $48 bil
lion from that level. Perhaps it is 
skewed priorities and not blissful igno
rance which accounts for setting de
fense spending at such a dangerously 
low level. 

As elected officials, we have accept
ed the responsibility of making tough 
choices, but unfortunately, we have 

disappointed and frustrated the tax
payer who bears the burden of our 
fiscal irresponsibility. While the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law is not 
flawless, it can be cited as changing 
the tone of budget debate from an 
open-ended exercise to practical budg
eting. Like the driving force of compe
tition which fosters productivity in the 
free market, setting spending prior
ities among a multitude of Federal 
programs will promote improved man
agement and efficiency as well as weed 
out programs unworthy of getting 1 
cent of the taxpayers hard earned 
money. 

Once again we approach the fork in 
the road with the worn path appealing 
to our political senses. It is much 
easier to cast votes for spending and 
more spending, but let us look beyond 
today and tomorrow. It will be our 
children and grandchildren who will 
say that the removal of the burden of 
deficit spending "has made all the dif
ference.'' 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I 
would like heartily to commend my 
distinguished colleagues, the majority 
leader, the chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Senate Budget 
Committee, for leading us once again 
through the labyrinth of prioritizing 
this Nation's spending needs and 
achieving a solid budget resolution. 

This year, as in past years, the task 
of fashioning a budget resolution has 
been arduous and, at times, frustrat
ing. This year, however, unlike past 
years, the task has been further com
plicated by the parameters under 
which we must work which have been 
set by the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
Act. This year we have a budget target 
that we must reach, and, Mr. Presi
dent, we have indeed met this target. 

The budget process is one of the 
most difficult tasks we as Senators un
dertake and, in my mind, the task 
which demonstrates most clearly con
flict inherent in our democratic proc
ess. It requires each Senator to exam
ine not only the needs of this Nation, 
from defense to domestic spending, 
but requires formulating a position on 
fiscal policy: the desired levels of 
spending and taxation. Finally, each 
Senator must consider carefully and 
represent thoroughly his or her 
State's varied needs. 

These several types of budget ques
tions must then be melded into a com
prehensive package that distributes 
the Federal Government's resources as 
fairly as possible across all interests 
and sections of the budget. 

In past years, during times when 
deficits were much smaller, that proc
ess was much easier because there was 
much more to give out. In recent 
years, however, as in this year, we are 
giving out less, and working to control 
the rapid growth of Government 
spending. 
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The budget that we have before us 

now does slow the growth in Federal 
spending and accomplishes it as fairly 
as possible. Our democratic process 
has led to a bipartisan budget resolu
tion that has strong support on both 
sides of the aisle because of its well
balanced configuration. 

We have slowed the growth in de
fense spending, but have managed to 
include enough to keep our Armed 
Forces strong. We have cut social 
spending in lower priority areas of the 
Federal budget, but have managed to 
spare programs that are the lifeline of 
survival for the elderly and indigent. 
We have raised some new revenues, 
but they amount to less than 2 per
cent of current revenue levels. Finally, 
and very importantly, we have man
aged to meet the Gramm-Rudman
Hollings budget targets. Meeting those 
targets is vital to the growth and eco
nomic health of our society-and it is 
that health, of course, which provides 
the source of money to meet a wide 
range of social needs. 

I am satisfied that this budget is 
sound national policy. 

Beyond the reach of national issues, 
however, each Senator must consider 
the special needs of his own constitu
ents. He must represent those needs in 
this Chamber and work to advance 
them, not with the dispassionate atti
tude of a government technician, but 
rather with commitment and the rec
ognition that he is the representative 
of his sovereign State, and charged 
with defending and advancing its in
terests. 

I am pleased that this budget resolu
tion is a favorable one for the State of 
Washington. When the administration 
submitted its original budget request, 
it contained items which would have 
been extremely damaging to the inter
ests of my State. The proposed sale of 
the Bonneville Power Administration 
would have caused skyrocketing elec
tric power rates and devastated my 
State's economy. Ocean sports fishing 
fees would have posed a serious prob
lem for our recreational fishing. Waste 
treatment construction grants-vital 
to our water quality program in Wash
ington-would have been terminated. 
Stiff new Coast Guard user fees would 
have been imposed. Timber receipt 
sharing, so important in many of 
Washington State's rural counties, 
would have been greatly reduced. The 
sea grant and coastal zone manage
ment grants, both important in Wash
ington, would have been terminated. 
The Export-Import Bank, vital to jobs 
in my State, would have been greatly 
reduced in the administration's 
budget. 

I am pleased that we have been able 
to adopt a budget resolution that does 
none of these things, and still yields a 
deficit substantially lower than that 
the President proposed. 

There are many programs in this 
budget with which I had a special con
cern, and this is not the time or place 
to review them all. I merely make the 
point that this resolution is highly fa
vorable to the economy of Washington 
State-it will help create employment 
and investment. 

On a personal note, I am disappoint
ed that a replacement orbiter for 
NASA is authorized only if a specific 
revenue measure is passed to pay for 
it. I am absolutely convinced that such 
a condition is unnecessary. But I am 
assured that the unnecessary condi
tion to the replacement orbiter will 
not survive a conference committee
and I therefore reluctantly accepted. 

During the budget debate in the 
Senate Budget Committee, I worked 
hard, as did my colleagues, not only to 
reduce the deficit, but to do so in a 
way which was both sound national 
policy and which protected the legiti
mate needs of my constituents. I am 
pleased that, as tonight's resolution 
shows, these two goals were eminently 
compatible. I support this budget reso
lution wholeheartedly. 
e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, though the Senate's action on 
the fiscal year 1987 budget resolution 
lacks the drama of last year's final 
vote, it is no less satisfying. For this 
resolution, enjoying the tremendous 
bipartisan support that it does, dem
onstrates that we need not pull our 
colleagues out of hospitals at 3 a.m. or 
use the Vice President's vote to break 
a partisan deadlock in order to pass a 
responsible budget in the Senate. And 
this is a responsible budget. 

In many respects, this resolution is 
one of the first byproducts of the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Deficit Re
duction Act. Throughout the past 
week's debate every amendment was 
offered in a way so as to not violate 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act. 
And the final product, through the 
mixture of cuts in defense and nonde
fense programs, as well as a minor in
crease in taxes, meets the Gramm
Rudman deficit target of $144 billion
a remarkable accomplishment when 
one considers that just last year the 
Congressional Budget Office projected 
a fiscal year 1987 deficit of $233 bil
lion. 

There are some who will look at this 
resolution and oppose it because they 
feel there is either not enough or too 
much for defense. Others will point to 
the modest increase in revenues as 
grounds for rejection. And the inge
nious ones will find fault with the eco
nomic assumption underpinning the 
resolution and reject a document that 
is unquestionably the best package 
that our leadership could devise. But I 
will not be one of them. 

If the truth be known, I feel good 
about this budget. It enjoys Republi
can and Democratic support. It re
duces the deficit and meets the re-

quirements of Gramm-Rudman. And it 
requires the Congress to achieve sav
ings that could be adopted and en
acted by October 1 if the House of 
Representatives would stop playing 
partisan games and start acting re
sponsibly. I urge its adoption.e 

Mr. GRASSLEY. As the Chairman 
of the Budget Committee knows, I and 
several of my colleagues were ready to 
offer an amendment to the commit
tee's budget resolution which would 
have had the effect of providing 
enough additional funds to functions 
500 and 605 to allow the Appropria
tions Committee to establish funding 
for the Older Americans Act for fiscal 
year 1987 at the originally appropri
ated 1986 levels. The Members who 
were to join with me in this were Sen
ators PRESSLER, D'AMATO, MATSUNAGA, 
and HEINZ. I thank them for their in
terest and assistance. I wonder wheth
er the Budget Committee chairman 
can assure me that the funds envi
sioned for these functions were indeed 
included in this compromise package. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to 
give that assurance to my good friend 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
funds I refer to would add $44 million 
in budget authority and $24 million in 
outlays to the budget resolution for 
function 55 and $6 million in budget 
authority and $5 million in outlays to 
function 605 for fiscal year 1987. It is 
my intention to provide enough addi
tional funds for these functions to 
allow the Appropriations Committee 
to appropriate funds for the Older 
Americans Act at the originally appro
priated 1986 level. The Reagan admin
istration's 1987 budget proposal envi
sioned funding for the Older Ameri
cans Act programs, with the exception 
of title IV, at the original 1986 levels. 

My colleagues, Senators PRESSLER, 
D' AMATO, MATSUNAGA, and HEINZ sup
ported me in this effort. 

As most of my colleagues know, the 
Older Americans Act, with the Social 
Security Retirement Program and 
Medicare, is one of our major enact
ments on behalf of older people and 
one of our most successful social pro
grams. It establishes a national net
work of State and area agencies on 
aging which provides congregate and 
home-delivered meals, and social and 
personal care services for people who 
are, according to a 1986 survey of 
18,000 participants in 20 States, mostly 
low income, mostly very old, and 
mostly female. The Older Americans 
Act also provides community service 
employment for some 54,000 people 
who are required by the act to have in
comes not greater than 125 percent of 
the poverty level. 

There is widespread agreement that 
there has been, in recent years, a great 
increase in the need for these services. 
A 1985 survey by the Unive·rsity of 
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Texas found that State and area agen
cies on aging reported greatly in
creased need, compared to the compa
rable time the year before, for case 
management, home-delivered meals 
and home-delivered support services. 
The increase in the need for these 
services were probably, at least in part, 
attributable to the effectiveness of 
Medicare's prospective payment 
system, which many observers think is 
causing hospitals to release medicine 
beneficiaries who need assistance in 
the community or at home to continue 
successsful recuperation. 

With respect to the Senior Commu
nity Service Employment Program, I 
would like to point out that the cost 
per enrollee for this program has been 
frozen since 1981 at $5,111 per enroll
ee. Unemployment for older workers 
has increased greatly in recent 
months. According to figures from the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, unemploy
ment for workers 55 years of age and 
older has increased 11 percent in just 
the first 2 months of 1986. My own 
State of Iowa is particularly hard
pressed in this respect, and the addi
tional almost $200,000 which would go 
to Iowa would be very helpful in this 
situation. 

At the same time as the need for 
these services has been increasing, 
funding for the program has declined 
in constant dollars. The total amount 
of money appropriated for the Older 
Americans Act increased by about 
$177,000 between 1980 and the prese
questration 1986 level. The increase 
when the 1986 sequestration is taken 
into account is about $126,000. The 
value of a dollar over this period, 1980 
to 1986, has declined by about one
third, according to figures provided by 
the Congressional Research Service. 
Therefore, in constant dollars there 
has been a decrease in the dollars 
available for these Older Americans 
Act programs of about 20 percent. The 
decrease, when one takes into account 
the 1986 sequestration, is about 25 per
cent. 

The amount added is a very small 
amount. But according to figures pro
vided to me by the National Associa
tion of State Units on Aging, the addi
tional amount of money to the Older 
Americans Act programs would mean 
up to an additional 5.8 million congre
gate and home-delivered meals in 
fiscal year 1987. Up to 116,000 addi
tional individuals could be assisted in 
just the title III programs. 

With respect to the employment 
programs, additional money in this 
amount would make it possible to re
store about 2,800 title V enrollee jobs 
around the country. 

The Older Americans Act is one of 
our most successful programs for older 
Aniericans, providing essential services 
to those who are primarily low
income, very old, and female. 

OLDER AMERICANS ACT AMENDMENTS TO THE 
BUDGET 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I had 
planned on joining my distinguished 
colleague from Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY, in 
offering an amendment to the budget 
resolution, Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 120, to restore the funding for all 
titles of the Older Americans Act to 
fiscal year 1986 presequestration 
levels. Mr. GRAssLEY and ·I have been 
assured, however, that our concerns 
have been completely addressed in the 
Domenici-Chiles substitute budget res
olution. Because Mr. DOMENICI assures 
us that our language has been includ
ed in the substitute package, we will 
not offer our amendment. 

Some would question why we should 
single out the Older Americans Act for 
restoration of the funds lost because 
of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. There 
are many reasons, but primarily, the 
Older Americans Act programs have 
been very successful in improving the 
quality of life for older individuals, but 
funding has not kept pace with either 
the increased need for these services 
or inflation. 

The Older Americans Act, now in its 
21st year, is an enormous success. For 
the last two decades this legislation 
has guided and governed many of the 
Nation's efforts to respond to the 
problems and enhance the opportuni
ties of a rapidly growing population of 
older Americans. The act and its pro
grams promote greater independence 
and provide services designed to main
tain the dignity of older adults. The 
coordinated system of services man
dated under the act reach into every 
community in this Nation. 

Mr. President, as excellent as this 
social service initiative has been, 
demand for services far exceeds avail
able resources, and we have only 
begun to see the growth in the 
number of older persons. The older 
population grew twice as fast as the 
rest of the population in the last two 
decades, and the very older are in
creasing the fastest. In fact, by the 
year 2010, because of the maturation 
of the baby boom, the proportion of 
older Americans is projected to rise 
dramatically; more than one-fourth of 
the total U.S. population is expected 
to be at least 55 years old and one in 
seven Americans will be at least 65 
years old. 

We have not, however, kept up with 
the growing demand for service. Actu
ally, Older Americans Act funding de
creased in real dollars by 24.9 percent 
between 1980 and 1986. With this 
record of funding, further reductions 
are simply not justified. 

Mr. President, this is not the time 
for the Federal Government to relin
quish or reduce its role in making pos
sible this broad range of programs 
which include nutrition, transporta
tion, counseling, and intensive home 
health and social services. Literally 

millions of Americans have benefited 
from such programs, but the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings cuts have begun to 
undermine the solid foundation of 
services that the Older Americans Act 
has built. 

The National Association of Nutri
tion and Aging Services Programs 
[NANASPl has recently completed a 
survey of congregate and home deliv
ered meals programs to assess the 
damages of the sequestration. 
NANASP estimates that in the 20 
States which submitted data, over 1.2 
million congregate meals and 500,000 
home-delivered meals have been cut, 
and that 22 meals program sites have 
been closed. We also know that many 
of the services that promote independ
ent living and keep individuals func
tioning in their communities have 
been cut. In-home services such as 
home health aid, and homemaker and 
chore services have been reduced leav
ing many older Americans living like 
prisoners in their own homes. In addi
tion, access to information and the 
community has been hampered by re
ductions in transportation, outreach, 
and information and referral services. 

Without our language, Mr. Presi
dent, we would be cutting these essen
tial programs again. This budget 
would have applied another Gramm
Rudman-Hollings cut to older Ameri
cans for fiscal year 1987, and threaten 
the health and safety of millions of 
older Americans. 

Mr. President, this funding increase 
is not a budget buster; it does not in
crease the deficit beyond the $144 bil
lion limit set by the Gramm-Rudman
Hollings law. This is a modest addition 
which simply brings these programs 
back up to fiscal year 1985 levels. I ask 
my colleagues to consider the millions 
of Americans who depend on the ex
cellent services that the Older Ameri
cans Act provides. 

IN SUPPORT OF RESTORING FUNDING TO THE 
OLDER AMERICANS ACT 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of our amendment to 
restore funding to the Older Ameri
cans Act [OAAl programs. This 
amendment would restore funding for 
OAA programs to the original fiscal 
year 1986 appropriations level. 

Mr. President, during my work as 
the third ranking majority member of 
the Senate Special Committee on 
Aging, one simple demographic factor 
dominates all-elderly Americans are 
the fastest growing segment of our 
population. Between 1984 and 2050 
the age 55 and older population is ex
pected to double. The old-old, those 85 
and older will triple between 1980 and 
2020, and increase seven times by the 
year 2050. If current projections hold 
true, the elderly will be the only age 
group experiencing significant growth 
in the next century. 
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Mr. President, the importance of 

deficit reduction cannot be understat
ed. However, the elderly in our Nation 
are increasing so rapidly that even 
baseline funding results in a signifi
cant reduction in services for our 
senior citizens. The long-term implica
tions of reducing funding for programs 
such as the Older Americans Act and 
Medicare are devastating. I fear we are 
going to find ourselves ill prepared for 
the dramatic impact caused by the 
maturation of the baby boomers. 

Mr. President, the argument has 
been raised throughout this debate 
that there are no guarantees that in
creased funding for specific programs 
will in fact be accomplished by amend
ments such as this one. We are dealing 
only with aggregate functional totals. 
I think we all understand that. Howev
er, it sends a strong message to the 
proper committees that the Senate's 
intention, in voting for this amend
ment, was to restore funding specifi
cally to the Older Americans Act. You 
can rest assured that my colleague 
from Iowa and I will be reminding our 
colleagues on the Appropriations Com
mittee of that intent. 

The Older Americans Act of 1965 
celebrated its 20th anniversary just 
last year. This valuable program pro
vides millions of senior citizens with 
congregate and home-delivered meals, 
as well as a variety of social and per
sonal care services. It provides commu
nity service employment for some 
64,000 low-income elderly. 

The Senate Special Committee on 
Aging recently held a hearing on the 
effect of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings on 
programs serving the elderly. At this 
hearing, Michio Suzuki, Associate 
Commissioner of State and Tribal pro
grams at the Administration on Aging 
testified that the 4.3-percent seques
tration in title III allotments for con
gregate and home-delivered nutrition 
services in fiscal year 1986 may result 
in an average reduction of up to 4 
meals per day per nutrition site. With 
some 14,000 nutrition sites, that adds 
up to a potential loss of 56,000 meals 
per day nationwide. With the need for 
such nutrition services growing, this 
loss is compounded. 

I urge my colleagues to join us in 
supporting this amendment. Between 
1980 and 1984 every State in the 
Union had an increase in its elderly 
population. In fact, 24 States had a 
double-digit increase. Some of the 
leaders include: Alaska, 32.6 percent 
increase; Nevada, 32.2 percent in
crease; Hawaii, 22.9 percent increase, 
and Arizona: 21.9 percent increase. 

Additionally, in Arkansas, Florida, 
Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, 
Missouri, Nebraska, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, South Dakota, and 
West Virginia, the elderly comprise 
over 13 percent of total State popula
tion. 

There are about 28 million elderly 
Americans and the number is growing 
daily. With such an increase in need, it 
is imperative that we do not cut back 
on programs like the Older Americans 
Act which is devoted solely to meeting 
the unique needs of the elderly. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the bipartisan 
budget for fiscal year 1987. 

The budget ensures a strong nation
al defense. It provides adequate funds 
for health and education and for the 
other programs that help make this 
country compassionate and civilized. 
And, this bipartisan budget cuts $55 
billion in taxes over the original 
budget resolution. 

No Senator, including this one, 
agrees with every provision of the 
budget. But, it represents a compro
mise and an outline of our priorities as 
a nation. It reaffirms our commitment 
to an educated America where workers 
can gain new skills and help increase 
our competitive edge in the world 
economy. This budget testifies to our 
concern for the elderly, the poor, and 
the handicapped. It keeps our promise 
to veterans who have served their 
Nation in times of trouble. 

Mr. President, very importantly, this 
budget also keeps the promise Con
gress made to the American people 
last year. It reduces the deficit by 
more than $40 billion in compliance 
with the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
balanced budget law. Our deficit re
duction plan is back on track, due to 
bipartisan cooperation. 

But, we almost did not make it. The 
Senate Budget Committee reported an 
initial budget resolution on March 18, 
2 weeks before Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings required that committee to 
produce a budget to reduce the deficit. 
But, then the administration delayed 
and delayed and refused to allow the 
leadership to bring the budget to the 
floor of the Senate, because the com
mittee and the rest of us said no to a 
$30 billion increase in the almost $300 
billion defense budget. 

After weeks of hard work by the 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
and the ranking member, and after 
urging by this Senator and a majority 
of others, we were given a chance to 
debate the budget, amend and improve 
the budget, and finally to pass a 
budget that meets our commitments 
as a nation and begins to restore fiscal 
responsibility in government. 

The budget before us provides for a 
strong national defense. Defense 
spending is increased by $1.5 billion, 
allowing for increases in inflation. The 
economic assumptions in the defense 
portion of the budget indicate that de
fense spending is held at zero real 
growth. I am concerned, however, that 
these figures be checked and re
checked. Our intention is that defense 
spending be held to current levels plus 
inflation. In the coming weeks, as the 

House and Senate begin negotiations 
on the budget that will ultimately be 
adopted, there will be sufficient time 
to check the defense numbers. If the 
assumptions are wrong, defense levels 
must be adjusted down to reflect the 
spending level we endorsed in this 
budget. 

In an era of unprecedented budget 
deficits, however, when every Vermont 
family must send two paychecks to 
Washington per year just to pay the 
growing interest on the national debt, 
this budget rejects the administra
tion's policy of spending now on a 
massive defense buildup and sending 
the bill to the next generation. The 
Senate budget resolution recognizes 
that there is a consensus in this coun
try in support of a strong national de
fense, but not wasteful defense spend
ing. 

As resently as last week, the Secre
tary of Defense discovered $2 billion in 
padding in this year's Pentagon 
budget, and the General Accounting 
Office recently reported to me that 
there are billions more to be saved. 
That is why I sponsored a successful 
amendment to the Gramm-Rudman
Hollings law to require audits of all 
major defense contracts, to ferret out 
budget padding and return wasted dol
lars to reduce the deficit. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the report from 
the General Accounting Office be 
printed at the end of my statement. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. We need a strong na
tional defense. This budget pays for a 
strong national defense, but is says no 
to waste. And, all of us must also say 
no to funny numbers. I support this 
budget, but let me stress that it is only 
a beginning. Defense must be held to 
zero growth. If $300 billion in budget 
authority and $282 billion in outlays 
truly represent zero real growth, as a 
bipartisan majority of the Senate in
tends, then let those numbers stand. If 
those numbers are miscalculated, they 
must be reduced to reflect the inten
tion of the Senate. 

On the domestic side, programs are 
generally maintained at their current 
levels. I am pleased, however, that an 
amendment, which I cosponsored, was 
adopted to increase spending on edu
cation to keep up with inflation. One 
cannot quantify the return we receive 
from an increased investment in edu
cation. But we do know, however, that 
a renewed commitment to higher edu
cation, basic research, math, science 
and foreign language education is part 
of the recipe for a return to American 
competitiveness. 

Better education also means better 
jobs for workers and new opportunity 
for the millions of adults who cannot 
read a want ad or help their children 
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learn and grow to become productive 
and informed adults. In addition, in
creased support for education fosters 
an enlightened electorate. We Ver
monters, who take responsibility as in
dividuals for running our towns and 
school boards, know how very impor
tant education is to the survival and 
improvement of communities. Town 
meeting, by which we govern our
selves, is only as wise and farsighted as 
the wisest among us. 

I am pleased also that the Senate 
budget resolution restores $200 million 
in spending on health and nutrition 
programs, including the Women, In
fants, and Children's Feeding Program 
[WICl. In Vermont, 45 percent of the 
women giving birth receive assistance 
through WIC, and it is no coincidence 
that our State has the lowest infant 
mortality rate in the Nation. WIC 
works. WIC saves lives and makes for 
healthy babies. WIC also saves Gov
ernment money. Every $1 we spend on 
WIC saves the Treasury $7 later in in
creased illness and hospitalization 
costs for poor mothers and their chil
dren. 

Child Immunization, Maternal and 
Child Health Care, and Community 
Health Center Programs are all 
strengthened by this budget. The 
Senate budget resolution is as much 
committed to a healthy America as it 
is to an educated America. 

In addition, this budget provides in
flation protection for Social Security 
recipients and Federal retirees. Cost
of-living adjustments [COLA's] are 
provided despite the fact that infla
tion has fallen below the 3-percent 
legal threshold for the provision of 
such inflation adjustments. 

I am, however, concerned that the 
budget only provides for two quarters 
of general revenue sharing for the 
next fiscal year. Revenue sharing 
helps Vermont's cities and towns pro
vide essential services without raising 
already high property taxes. Revenue 
sharing pays for 15 percent of local 
fire protection costs and 11 percent of 
local police costs in Vermont. 

I supported an amendment to the 
budget resolution to extend revenue 
sharing for 3 years at up to the cur
rent level of $4.6 billion, to ease the 
burden on Vermont's financially 
strapped communities, many of which 
face astronomical increases in liability 
insurance premiums, for example. I 
urge conferees on the budget to note 
the close vote in the Senate in support 
of revenue sharing and vote to extend 
this important program. 

If the problem is raising revenues to 
pay for revenue sharing, let the con
ferees ponder one thought. If you 
eliminate revenue sharing, local prop
erty taxes go up. If you extend reve
nue sharing, we can easily help pay for 
police and fire protection and educa
tion in communities around the 
Nation by collecting taxes from profit-

able corporations which have avoided 
paying their fair share for long. So 
who should pay? Vermont families and 
other Americans or corporate tax 
evaders? 

I have one last and important con
cern, and that is the integrity of the 
economic assumptions in this budget. I 
support the overall balance of defense 
spending, domestic spending, and 
modest revenues in this bipartisan 
budget package, but I am concerned 
that some of the economic analysis 
and the calculation of the deficit in 
this budget may be faulty. Those as
sumptions need careful study and 
review. 

The Senate budget resolution is a 
first start. The House has yet to pass a 
budget, and after it does, House and 
Senate conferees will hammer out a 
final package to reduce the deficit. 
There is plenty of time to refigure the 
economic calculations, for there is 
more at stake this year than accuracy 
or economic integrity. 

Next fall, if the economic assump
tions in the budget we finally pass are 
incorrect, we risk an across-the-board 
reduction in virtually all Federal pro
grams to reduce the deficit to legal 
limits. Such a sequester might threat
en national defense and could also 
mean severe reductions in programs 
that help people. This cannot be al
lowed. Let us take the time and get 
the numbers right. 

Finally, every Member of the Senate 
has sent a clear message concerning 
the revenues contained in this budget: 
Individual income taxes must not be 
raised. The $13.2 billion in revenues in 
this budget should be raised by forcing 
the more than 200 profitable corpora
tions that paid no taxes last year to 
pay their fair share. In addition, the 
IRS should beef up efforts to collect 
$92 billion in back taxes owed to the 
Government. Yes, we must pay for 
this budget, but not out of the pockets 
of working Vermont families. They al
ready contribute more than their fair 
share. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a list of corporations which 
paid no taxes be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. <See ex
hibit 2.) 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we have 
before us a budget which will reduce 
the deficit by $40 billion. It is not a 
perfect budget, but it provides for the 
basic needs of the American people, it 
keeps our Nation strong at home and 
abroad and it reduces the deficit. I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

EXHIBIT 1 
U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 

Washington, DC. 
B-222917. 
The Honorable DAVID PRYOR, 
The Honorable THoMAs F. EAGLETON, 
The Honorable WILLIAM PRoxMIRE, 

The Honorable PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
United States Senate. 

On November 8, 1985, you requested that 
we examine the process by which the De
partment of Defense <DOD> estimates fund
ing for inflation in its fuel purchases and 
that we update our estimates of the infla
tion dividend realized by DOD in budgeting 
for its fuel purchases. The inflation divi
dend is defined as the amount of excess 
funds accruing to the DOD due to the over
estimation of future inflation in developing 
defense budget requests. We first analyzed 
funding for inflation in fuel purchases as 
part of a general analysis of inflation in the 
defense budget contained in our September 
1985 report entitled "Potential for Excess 
Funds in DOD" <GAO/NSIAD-85-145). In 
that report, we did not consider fuel pur
chases separately but included them in the 
analysis of the two appropriation titles: Op
eration and Maintenance <O&M> and Re
search, Development, Test and Evaluation 
<RDT&E>. We estimated that the inflation 
dividend, resulting from overprojections of 
the price of fuel, totaled $4.8 billion for 
fiscal years 1982 through 1985. 

Our updated estimate shows that the in
flation dividend in fuel purchases will total 
$5.03 billion between fiscal years 1982 and 
1986. This estimate does not take into ac
count the most recent dramatic decreases in 
fuel prices. 

Between 1982 and 1985 the Congress re
duced the DOD budget by $3.09 billion to 
offset the fuel inflation dividend. Imple
mentation of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 has 
reduced this dividend by an additional $15 
million. 

In analyzing the process used by DOD to 
forecast its fuel prices, we found that it uses 
forecasts of crude oil prices provided by the 
Office of Management and Budget <OMB> 
to predict prices DOD will pay for refined 
petroleum products. Because crude and re
fined prices showed similar trends between 
1982 and 1986, DOD's forecasting approach 
did not lead to any substantial errors in its 
price forecasts. 

FORECASTING FUEL INFLATION 
In fiscal year 1985 petroleum products 

constituted 2 percent of all defense expendi
tures. Fuel prices are forecasted separately 
in the budget for several reasons. First, fuel 
is a major commodity rather than a finished 
product, and therefore its cost structure and 
the factors that influence changes in its 
prices are different. Second and more im
portantly, fuel prices have been quite vola
tile since the mid-1970's. Prices paid by 
DOD for fuel increased by about 270 per
cent between 1974 and 1981 and have been 
steadily falling since then. 

OMB focuses on crude oil prices, specifi
cally refiner's acquisition costs, and con
structs a weighted average ( lfa import and o/a 
domestic> price. Using generally available 
information on the oil markets, OMB then 
develops forecasts of this price for the 
period of the budget <usually 5 years>. 
These projected fuel prices are given to 
DOD as part of OMB's guidance for eco
nomic assumptions in preparing the Presi
dent's budget. 

However, DOD's purchases and primarily 
refined products, such as regular gasoline, 
diesel fuel, kerosene and naptha base jet 
fuels. Thus, in using OMB's price projec
tions in preparing its budget, DOD is implic
itly applying forecasts of crude oil prices to 
predict the prices of refined products. 
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In figures 1 through 3, we display the 

price forecasts developed by OMB and used 
by DOD for the previous three budgets. We 
also present forecasts made by a major pri
vate forecasting firm, Data Resources Incor
porated <DRI>. DRI issues a comparable and 
readily available index of the percentage 
change in crude and refined oil product 
prices. Because DOD applies a crude oil 
price forecast to predict refined product 
prices, we examine DRI's forecasts of both 
crude oil and refined product prices. 

[Figures 1, 2, and 3 not reproducible for 
the RECORD.] 

DRI's forecasts of crude and refined 
prices were quite similar and the forecasts 
used by DOD generally reflect a price 
change movement like DRI's. In February 
1986, both DRI and DOD forecasted signifi
cantly lower prices for fiscal year 1987 than 
they had in January 1984 and 1985. Howev
er, in the latest forecast, DRI projects oil 
prices falling much further in 1986 than 
does DOD. 

DRI's forecasts show that crude and 
wholesale refined prices moved rather close
ly over the three forecast periods. There
fore, DOD's fuel budgeting process, which 
applies a composite of crude oil price fore
casts to predict refined product prices, does 
not appear to have introduced a systematic 
price distortion into DOD's forecasts. Con
sequently, we do not believe that DOD's 
process led to any large increase in fuel 
budgets during this period. 

No matter what forecasting procedures 
are used, fuel budgeting will always entail 
some inaccuracies. Forecasting any econom
ic event is quite difficult, but forecasting 
the oil market has been notoriously difficult 
and oil price estimates have not been par
ticularly accurate. The existence of the 
OPEC cartel and its recent failure to main
tain prices has further complicated a 
market already affected by other shifts in 
demand and supply. Given the difficulty in 
developing extremely accurate forecasts, 
DOD is likely to be continually faced with 
either excess or inadequate funds for fuel in 
its budget. We continue to believe, as we 
recommended in our September 1985 report, 
that careful monitoring of changes in petro
leum product prices and their effect on the 
budget are essential. 

ESTIMATING THE FUEL INFLATION DIVIDEND 

Table 1 compares the originally forecasted 
price changes used to develop fuel funding 
estimates in DOD budgets with the actual 
fuel price changes. Using fiscal year 1985 as 
an example, the defense fuel budget was de
veloped assuming a slight increase in fuel 
prices of 0.5 percent. When fuel prices actu
ally fell 4.3 percent, there was potentially 
4.8 percent in excess fuel funds. 

We estimated two fuel inflation dividends, 
as shown in table 2. The first dividend esti
mate is derived from comparing the original 
forecast of fuel prices made in each fiscal 
year's initial budget submission and the re
vised OMB fuel price forecasts published by 
the DOD in March 1985. 1 This estimated 
fuel dividend of $4.8 billion was part of our 
estimate of the total inflation dividend in
cluded in our September 1985 report. 

1 These forecasts, cited in table 5-1 of Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense <Comptroller>. 
National DeJeme Budget Estimates, FY 1986, are 
consistent with OMB's fuel price forecasts con
structed in January 1985. 

TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF DOD FUEL PRICE FORECASTS TO 
ACTUAL FUEL PRICE CHANGES: FISCAL YEAR 1983 
THROUGH 1986 

FISCal year 

1983 1984 1985 1986 

January 1983 forecast lpercentl ................... + 1.9 
January 1984 forecast percent ................... -
January 1985 forecast percent ................... -
February 1986 forecast (percent) ....... ...... .... -

+5.3 +5.7 +5.6 
+0.5 +0.5 + 3.2 

- - 5.5 - 1.4 
- 7.3 

Actual ............................................................. - 9.3 -10.2 -4.3 N/A 

Source: OffiCe of Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller l. "National 
Defense Budget Estimates," FISCal Year 1985, table 5-? and FISCal Year 1986, 
table 5-1 and unpublished data from OffiCe of Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller) . 

The second dividend estimate is based on 
the more recent February 1986 OMB fuel 
price forecasts. It shows an increase in the 
estimate to $5.03 billion. The difference be
tween the new estimate of $5.03 billion and 
the previous estimate of $4.80 billion results 
from changes in both the fiscal year 1985 
and 1986 dividends. The increase in the 
total dividend due to the inclusion of fiscal 
year 1986-$300 million-is partially offset 
by a decrease in the fiscal year 1985 divi
dend of $70 million. 

Our analysis does not reflect the effects of 
the recent dramatic decrease in crude oil 
prices. OMB's February 1986 forecast is the 
most recent official forecast. However, in 
the short time since that forecast was made, 
fuel prices have decreased substantially and 
this trend seems likely to continue. In con
structing our estimates, we did not inde
pendently forecast future fuel prices or 
speculate on the impact that more recent 
price movements in fuel markets may have 
on fiscal year 1987 fuel funding. 

TABLE 2: ESTIMATES OF THE FUEL INFLATION DIVIDEND 
FISCAL YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985 AND 1986 

Estimate based on 
forecast as of: 

[In billions] 

Ftseal year 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 Total 

March 1985 ................... $1.07 $1.27 $1.64 $0.82 1 N/A $4.80 
February 1986 ............... 1.07 1.27 1.64 0.75 2 $0.30 5.03 

1 In our September 1985 report, we did not estimate a fuel inflation 
dividend for ftseal year 1986. 

2 Including the cuts made ~ the application of the Balanced Budget and 
~~~:,riCit Control Act 1985 would reduce the dividend ITj 4.9%, or 

RECOVERING THE FUEL INFLATION DIVIDEND 

We were not able to determine how much 
of this fuel inflation dividend remains avail
able to DOD for obligation. Virtually all of 
these dividends occurred in either the Stock 
Fund account or the Operations and Main
tenance accounts. 

To the extent the dividends for fiscal 
years 1982 through 1985 originally resided 
in the Operations and Maintenance ac
counts of the individual services, they 
should have either lapsed or been repro
grammed to other uses by now. Some repro
grammed dividends could still remain avail
able if they were moved to accounts allow
ing obligation over multiple years, such as 
procurement. Of course, the dividend accru
ing in fiscal year 1986 remains available to 
DOD for use in purchasing additional 
amounts of fuel beyond that planned in the 
original budget. 

Alternatively, it seems likely that most of 
these dividends would have accrued in the 
Stock Fund accounts. Because the Stock 
Fund is a revolving fund, the dividend 

funds, would not lapse unless DOD or Con
gress took special action. In fact, between 
1982 and 1986, DOD and Congress did 
become aware that excess balances in fuel 
funds were collecting in the Stock Fund and 
reduced DOD fuel budgets to compensate 
for these excess balances. 

In table 3, we compare our estimated fuel 
inflation dividends to congressional cuts for 
fuel price overestimates. In fiscal years 1982 
and 1983, these cuts were made on a pro
spective basis, that is, reductions were in
tended to offset changes in the projected 
level of fuel prices. As table 3 shows, these 
reductions substantially offset the dividend. 

In fiscal years 1985 and 1986, these cuts 
were made on a retroactive basis, that is, 
they were intended to offset excess balances 
in the Stock Fund accounts which accrued 
because the prices actually paid for fuel 
were below the prices projected in the 
budget. The congressional reductions for 
fiscal years 1985 and 1986 offset most, but 
not all, of the dividends realized in fiscal 
years 1984 and 1985.[S01MY6-B65l 

TABLE 3: COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FUEL INFLATION 
DIVIDEND TO REDUCTIONS IMPOSED BY CONGRESS 

[In billions] 

Reductions 
in fuel 

Dividend 1 budgets Difference 
imposed ITj 
Congress 

Fiscal year: 
1982......................................... ........ $1.07 $0.49 $0.58 
1983................................................. 1.27 0.85 0.42 
1984................................................. 1.64 N/A 1.64 
1985................................................. .75 1.31 - .56 
1986................................................. .30 0.44 -.14 --------------------

Total.................................... 5.03 3.09 1.94 

1 Estimate based on February 1986 forecast cited in Table 2. 

In accordance with your wishes, we did 
not request official agency comments on 
this report. Our work was performed in ac
cordance with generally accepted govern
ment auditing standards. 

As arranged with your offices, unless you 
publicly announce its contents earlier, we 
plan no further distribution of the report 
until 30 days from its issue date. At that 
time, we will send copies to the Chairman, 
House Committee on Government Oper
ations, Senate Committee on Governmental 
Affairs, House and Senate Committees on 
Appropriations, and House and Senate Com
mittees on Armed Services; the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget; the Sec
retaries of Defense, Army, Navy, and Air 
Force; and other interested parties. 

FRANK C. CONAHAN, 
Director. 

EXHIBIT 2 

COMPANIES THAT PAID NO INCOME TAX 
[The following chart lists 50 American companies that paid no Federal income 

tax or reCeived . refunds from 1981 throuRII 1984, according to a recent 
survey of 275 companies ITj Citizens for fax Justice. Total profits and tax 
refunds for that period are in millions of dollars] 

Company Profit 

r:n~~ean:a·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: $2·m:~ 
ITT .................................................................... 815 
Tenneco............................................................. 3,401.0 
Pepsico ............................................................. 1,798.7 
Santa Fe Southern PacifiC Corp........................ 2,309.0 

:=:: ~~~.::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::: un:~ 
f:~ .. ~.:::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::: 1 .~1U 

Tax 
refund 

$285.0 
180.0 
177.7 
166.0 
135.8 
133.4 
103.8 
98.0 
ns 
68.0 

Tax rate 
(per· 
cent) 

- 13.6 
-18.5 
- 21.8 
- 4.9 
-7.6 
-5.8 
-6.6 
-1.0 

-12.5 
- 3.7 
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COMPANIES THAT PAID NO INCOME TAX---tontinued 

[The following chart lists 50 American companies that paid no Federal income 
tax or received refunds from 1981 through 1984, according to a recent 
survey of 275 companies by Citizens for Tax Justice. Total profits and tax 
refunds for that period are in millions of dollars] 

Company 

Ashland Oil •••........•.•••.••••...............••••..............• 
Hutton (E. F.) Group •••••...........•...•.•.................. 
Weyerhaeuser Co ............................................. . 

~~=:~ .. ~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~~·corp:::::::::: : :: ::: : :: ::::::::::::::::::::::: 
International Minerals and Chemical ................ . 
Mitchell Energy and Development Corp ........... . 

5=~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~:~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~ ~if~·r.o·:::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~rgeJ:es~~--~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Piedmont Aviation ............................................ . 
Tesoro Petroleum ............................................. . 

~~~~:~~i~::::::::::::::::: : ::::: : :::::::::::::::: 
Northern Indian PSC ........................................ . 
Arizona Public Service Co ................................ . 

~r~·i(;3;- corp·:::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::: :: : 
~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Pennsylvania Power and Ught Co ................... . 
Xerox .......•.••................•...................................• 
Southwest Airlines Co ...................................... . 
Comerica ...................................•....................... 

~~;::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
International MuHifoods ................................... . 

~=~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::: : ::::::::::: 
Grumman Corp ••••.•..••.•...................................... 
Lockheed Corp .•.•..•.•..•••...................................• 

Profit 

336.1 
372.5 
929.2 
783.0 
534.7 
416.8 
444.2 
371.6 
458.7 

4,075.0 
544.7 

1,136.3 
1,524.4 

594.6 
1,892.5 
1,220.7 

892.0 
169.0 
124.3 
307.6 
693.0 

1,147.1 
792.5 

1,278.4 
194.2 
103.2 
419.9 
264.4 

1,362.9 
1,122.7 

213.0 
135.3 
967.0 
251.5 
361.7 

43.9 
2,799.2 

69.1 
653.4 

1,670.9 

Compiled by James Schwartz-the Washington Post 

Tax 
refund 

Tax rate 
(per
cent) 

62.0 -18.5 
59.6 -16.0 
59.1 -6.4 
59.0 -7.5 
55.4 -10.4 
46.4 - 11.1 
44.2 -10.0 
43.7 -11.8 
41.1 -9.0 
40.0 -1.0 
32.8 -6.0 
32.6 - 2.9 
31.8 -2.1 
30.5 -5.1 
30.3 -1.6 
28.8 -2.4 
26.0 -2.9 
25.4 -15.0 
22.5 - 18.1 
19.5 -6.3 
17.0 -2.5 
15.9 -1.4 
14.6 -1.8 
14.1 -1.1 
11.6 -6.0 
10.4 - 10.1 
10.4 -2.5 
10.2 -3.9 
10.0 -.7 
9.2 -.8 
8.1 -3.8 
7.1 -5.3 
6.7 - .7 
5.6 -2.2 
4.1 -1.1 
3.2 -7.3 
1.1 - .0 
1.0 -1.4 
.0 - .0 
.0 - .0 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I rise 
to commend the chairman and rank
ing minority member of the Budget 
Committee for their work in crafting a 
budget resolution compromise which 
incorporates increased fiscal year 1987 
funding for education of handicapped 
children. It is my understanding that 
the resolution now includes an addi
tional $265 million to fund a new initi
ative in the area of early childhood 
intervention services for handicapped 
children, and to provide for an in
creased Federal contribution to the 
State Grant Program for handicapped 
education. 

On April 28, the Senate Subcommit
tee on the Handicapped unanimously 
reported S. 2294, the Education of the 
Handicapped Amendments of 1986, to 
the full Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. That legislation 
asks Congress and the administration 
to accept both in law and fiscal policy 
what the experts now recognize in 
fact. That is, that this Nation has an 
opportunity to help lift an entire gen
eration of handicapped children to 
levels of achievement and independ
ence never before thought possible, 
through intensive services during the 
early childhood years. 

The crucial link between early child
hood intervention services, achieve
ment, and economic benefit to the dis
abled and the Nation is now widely un
derstood. 

The Department of Education, in its 
1985 report to Congress, said the fol
lowing, and I quote: 

Studies of the effectiveness of preschool 
education for the handicapped have demon
strated beyond doubt the economic and edu
cational benefits of programs for young 
handicapped children. In addition, the stud
ies have shown that the earlier intervention 
is started, the greater is the ultimate dollar 
savings and the higher is the rate of educa
tional attainment by these handicapped 
children. 

Therefore, consistent with the clear 
need for early intervention services 
and the provisions of S. 2294, this reso
lution now contains $200 million for 
early childhood intervention services 
for handicapped children. 

Further, the resolution also contains 
$65 million to enable the Federal Gov
ernment to begin, in a small but signif
icant way, to make good on its 10-year 
old commitment to education of the 
handicapped through the basic State 
Grant Program. These funds, together 
with funds already available in the 
resolution as it was reported by the 
Senate Budget Committee, will allow 
the Federal share of the Handicapped 
Education State Grant Program to 
rise to 10 percent. 

I'm sure my colleagues remember 
the enactment of Public Law 94-142, 
guaranteeing a free, appropriate 
public education for all handicapped 
children. That act authorized a gradu
ally increasing Federal contribution 
beginning at 5 percent in fiscal year 
1977, and growing to 40 percent by 
fiscal year 1982. The Federal Govern
ment kept up its commitment during 
the first 2 years after Public Law 94-
142, but beginning in fiscal year 1979, 
we began to lag farther and farther 
behind the levels envisioned in the 
law. In fiscal year 1979, when the law 
authorized a 20-percent share, the 
Federal contribution was 12.5 percent. 
For the last 4 years, we have hovered 
around a 9- or 10-percent level, while 
the authorization has been at 40 per
cent. And under Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings, the fiscal year 1986 appropria
tion ends up paying for only 8.6 per
cent. Yet my colleagues should know 
that, if the administration had had its 
way for fiscal year 1987, the percent
age would have dropped below the 
fiscal year 1986 levels, to about 8 per
cent. Fortunately, the education 
amendment adopted by the Senate 
earlier in this debate turned aside that 
request. 

Today, the Senate has reaffirmed its 
commitment to special education. Our 
efforts here on behalf of handicapped 
children are really of benefit to us all, 
as compassionate human beings, as 
taxpayers, and as the parents and 
friends of all those with disabilities. 

TAX INCREASES NOT IN NATION'S INTEREST 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the compromise 
budget resolution. This resolution con-

tains nearly $54 billion in new taxes 
on the working men and women of 
this Nation. That new tax burden is 
unacceptable. 

The compromise resolution takes 
the wrong course for reducing Federal 
deficit spending. We should not bal
ance the budget on the backs of tax
payers by adopting a measure to pro
vide for new taxes. Instead, we should 
make the difficult decisions necessary 
to reduce Federal spending. 

I am deeply concerned that this 
budget resolution will be counterpro
ductive in our long term efforts to 
reduce Federal deficit spending. A tax 
increase of this magnitude will have a 
negative impact on the Nation's econo
my. 

This resolution ignores the potential 
impact of a major tax increase on our 
economy. What effect will a $54 billion 
tax increase over the next 3 years 
have? The economic assumptions 
behind this budget do not include a 
tax increase of anywhere near this 
size. Clearly a tax increase of this 
magnitude will have a significant 
impact. 

I believe we are in danger of under
cutting many of the important steps 
we have already taken to reduce Fed
eral deficit spending. By enacting both 
the reconciliation package and the ini
tial sequester under Gramm-Rudman, 
Congress has taken significant steps to 
reduce Federal spending. 

These actions stimulated the econo
my; interest rates have dropped, infla
tion has been held in check and the 
economy has expanded. All of these 
actions have an impact on the Federal 
budget-all of these actions have been 
very positive. A tax increase will offset 
many of these gains. 

Instead of adopting this resolution, I 
believe we need to live up to the duties 
our constituencies elected us to fulfill. 
We need to make the difficult deci
sions about reducing spending. 

A modified across-the-board freeze is 
a better alternative. Such an approach 
could be crafted to protect critical do
mestic programs without the need for 
a major tax increase. It would also 
have the support of the American 
people. 

The American people are willing to 
do their part. We need to keep our 
promise to them by reducing Federal 
spending. We should not take the easy 
way out of increasing taxes-that 
action will simply come back to haunt 
us in years ahead. 
• Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I com
mend the Budget Committee and its 
distinguished leadership for their ef
forts in bringing a balanced resolution 
before the Senate. I supported that 
original committee resolution and 
would have voted for it. But, I am not 
able to support this amended version. 

It is a great deal better than the 
budgets finally voted in the previous 5 
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years of the Reagan administration 
and demonstrates that the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings climate has begun to 
put a cap on military spending; and re
verses the constant trend of reducing 
domestic programs, and effectively re
duces runaway Federal deficits. But, 
that progress, commendable as it is, 
simply is not good enough. 

I cannot support an amendment 
which gives the Department of De
fense $301 billion for this fiscal year. 
Mr. President, just 7 days ago Secre
tary of Defense Weinberger notified 
the Congress that the current Penta
gon budget contains an extra $2.2 bil
lion even after the $11 billion in cuts 
imposed in this years Gramm
Rudman-Hollings sequester cuts. In 
other words, the Pentagon is currently 
unable to spend out at the rate we 
funded last year yet we would, in this 
action, continue to fund it at inflation 
levels. 

The revenue adjustments presumed 
in the amendment are questionable. 
Some have gone so far as to say that 
the numbers have been "cooked"; ad
justed to include room for additional 
spending and reduced revenues while 
still reaching the Gramm-Rudman
Hollings target figures. Mr. President, 
this kind of numbers juggling is too 
much like the old pattern of avoiding 
hard choices by risking increased defi
cits. With potential sequesters facing 
us, that continued risk is too high. 
Had the amendment included a more 
forthright revenue package, including 
a strong commitment to tax compli
ance, I could have supported it. I will 
work to see that the conference in
cludes such provisions. 

Let me say a word about the domes
tic spending in this amendment. It is 
indeed a step in the right direction to 
see an end to major domestic reduc
tions. I am greatly encouraged that 
almost all domestic programs stay at 
freeze levels, that WIN funding is re
stored, education and handicapped 
education funds are enhanced and 
that the pattern of massive cuts is re
versed. But I am bothered that on bal
ance this is not a 50-50 cut between 
military and domestic program. In
stead, it is closer to a 75-25 split. 
Again, this heads us in the right direc
tion but it falls short of the fairness 
needed for endorsement. 

I am voting for final passage of this 
amended resolution so that we can 
continue to move through the budget 
process in an orderly way. It is my ex
pectation that the House version of a 
budget resolution will go a long way in 
adjusting the discrepancy between do
mestic and defense spending and that 
the conference report which comes 
back to us in the Senate will be a Fed
eral budget which I can support.e 
• Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
for many of my colleagues the process 
which we are about to complete is but 
one more battle in a long history of 

budget skirmishes. For me, however, 
this is a relatively new ordeal. I have 
now served as a U.S. Senator during 
the forging of two budget resolutions, 
and I must admit that the experience 
is at once frustrating, and encourag
ing-it is the legislative process at its 
best, and at its worst. 

The package before us is a compro
mise in the truest sense of the word. 
Indeed, I can say with virtual certain
ty that there is not a Senator in this 
institution who supports every line 
item of this budget. 

But in the final analysis, Mr. Presi
dent, democracy is not about perfec
tion, it is about give and take. At the 
heart of democracy is a legislative 
process that is not smooth and effi
cient, but cumbersome, and tiresome, 
and laborious, and when it is complet
ed the results are not always very at
tractive. To paraphrase Winston 
Churchill, there is no government 
worse than a democracy-except, of 
course, for all others. 

And so Mr. President, we have a res
olution before us which shows the 
nicks and scars of the legislative proc
ess. In reality, it is but the first modifi
cation of the budget initially reported 
out of the Senate Budget Committee. 
Before the authorization and appro
priation process is finished the fiscal 
year 1987 budget will go through nu
merous changes. 

What we approve tonight, then, is 
only a beginning. And while it is a be
ginning which I will support, I will do 
so only as a means of moving forward. 
I do not believe for a moment that the 
spending and revenue levels in this 
proposal are anything more than a 
starting point for the budget process 
this year. I think we can do better in 
terms of avoiding revenue increases. I 
believe we can do better in terms of 
maintaining a level of defense spend
ing that keeps America strong. And I 
think we can do better in slowing the 
rush of entitlement and nondefense 
spending in the budget. 

Our vote tonight is important, Mr. 
President, but it should be measured 
against our ability to make the really 
tough spending decisions in the weeks 
and months to come. By the time the 
budget process is finished this year, I 
will offer the people of Paducah, and 
Owenesboro, and Louisville, and Lex
ington, and London, and every town 
and city in my State more, in terms of 
fiscal restraint and accountability, 
than we are able to offer them to
night.e 

[[The following proceedings oc
curred after midnight.] 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight
een minutes and 50 seconds remain 
over all. 

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time 
would the Senator wish? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Four or five 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 4 or 5 min
utes. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I would like to 
propound a parliamentary inquiry. It 
is my understanding we have pending 
a substitute amendment, the effect of 
which would be to raise the defense 
number and lower the amount of the 
projected tax increase. I think most of 
us, probably every Member, is going to 
want to vote for the amendment. The 
real question under debate is whether 
or not having done so we would want 
to then go ahead and vote for final 
passage. 

I know of no reason anybody would 
want to vote against the substitute 
amendment because it does improve 
the resolution. 

As I read the handout, there are 
some $53 billion in proposed revenue 
increases over the next 3 years. Have 
we a 5-year figure on that? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not have one. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I would like 

Senators to think about maybe $100 
billion over 5 years as sort of a ball
park figure. I do not have a number 
either, but that would be a reasonable 
extrapolation. 

The reason I mention it is because 
we are in the process of trying to write 
a tax reform bill. We are struggling 
mightily to come up with a revenue 
neutral tax bill. The passage of this 
resolution, as I see it, is going to add 
$100 billion, maybe only $90 billion or 
maybe $110 billion, but a large addi
tional task to the Senate Finance 
Committee. 

It is my view that the passage of this 
kind of a budget resolution would 
probably scuttle tax reform. I am not 
sure we are going to have tax reform 
anyway. But a vote for this, in my 
opinion, is a vote against serious at
tempts at tax reform. 

Second, Mr. President, I just want to 
say that this seems to me to be sort of 
an act of political jujitsu. Ronald 
Reagan won the last election, but we 
are ending up with a Fritz Mondale 
budget. I understand that the pro
posed amount of this, while a large 
amount in dollars, is not a very big 
percentage of the total national 
budget. That is an argument that we 
ought to go along with the tax in
crease. 

But while the amount is not large 
compared to the total budget, the sav
ings that would be necessary to avoid 
taking that step would not be extraor
dinarily large either. 

I say to my friends tonight is not the 
last step in the process; it is the first. 
The small tax increase that we are 
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being asked to approve, if we think a 
$50 billion 3-year, $100 billion 5-year 
tax increase is just a little increase, re
member this is not the last time we 
will visit this issue this summer. We 
will be back to it. 

It is almost inconceivable that the 
amount of the projected tax increase 
is going to decline. It is going to go up. 

Let me point. out something else, 
that we are projecting very favorable 
economic trends. Maybe they are right 
on target. If inflation starts to march 
up again and interest rates start to 
march up again, and that will happen 
sometime-! do not know when, but at 
some point it will happen-then we 
will have to have a further tax in
crease unless we think in that econom
ic environment it is going to be a lot 
easier to cut spending for Federal do
mestic programs. 

So what we are really doing is taking 
the first step of what will probably be 
several steps toward higher taxes. 

Mr. President, I do not think that is 
a good idea. 

That brings me to my next question. 
Have we a response from the Presi

dent as to his view of this proposed 
tax increase? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say that I 
am going to reserve enough time to let 
our distinguished majority leader ad
dress the body. I assume he will 
answer the question at that point. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
the final argument that is advanced in 
favor of this is that it is better than a 
sequester, and it is not obvious to me 
that that is the case. 

In some respects, it is better than a 
sequester if you assume that the se
quester itself is the last word. At least, 
we can console ourselves that this is a 
little better on defense. But is it really 
any better on defense? 

In response to a direct question by 
the Senator from Alaska, the manag
er-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Might I have 30 
seconds more? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Thirty seconds. 
Make it quick. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. In response to 
the question of the Senator from 
Alaska, the leader of the conferees 
said it was not his intention to give up 
on this number, but he sure did not 
promise that he would not. He could 
have. There would be nothing improp
er or unprecedented if he just said, 
"No, I will say to the Senator from 
Alaska, I am not going to give up." 

When the minority manager was 
asked that question, "Are you pre
pared to stick to 301, is that why we 
are taking this step we do not want to 
take?" the minority manager declined 
to be interviewed, and I think that 
speaks for itself. I am for the amend
ment, but after we adopt it, I am not 
for the resolution. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let 
me correct one thing. When you take 
the already passed reconciliation bill 
into effect, and it has passed and we 
have voted for it and it has been 
signed, the Finance Committee change 
is $10.5 billion, $17.4 billion, $17.7 bil
lion, for a total of $45.6 billion. Those 
are the numbers in the 3 years. 

Senator ARMsTRONG, the Senator 
from Colorado, used the prereconcilia
tion niunbers. I acknowledge using the 
after reconciliation ones, because we 
already finished that work. 

I do not have 5 years because the 
budget resolution is only 3 years. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. If the Senator 
will yield, it is not my purpose to quib
ble. I was simply reading the figures 
distributed as to revenue increases. It 
is only $45 billion for 3 years instead 
of $53 billion. I will accept the Sena
tor's explanation, but the principle re
mains the same. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I just want 30 sec
onds and then I will yield to Senator 
CHILES, asking that he save 4 minutes 
for the majority leader. 

With reference to defense and 
whether the Senator from New 
Mexico goes to conference intending 
to hold 301 to 282 for budget authority 
and outlays respectively. I intend to 
ask the majority leader to appoint a 
majority of Republican conferees who 
agree to that position or they do not 
go to conference. I do not know what 
else I can do. 

If you need a promise, we cannot 
promise with reference to 4 or 5 
months from now, but that is my in
tended position and hope. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield 2 minutes? 

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

will not and cannot slow down this 
midnight express train, but before it 
goes out of this Chamber let us just 
think for a moment about what we 
have done to this budget in terms of 
the size of the deficit since it left the 
Budget Committee. 

By my calculation it is somewhere 
between $10 billion and $16 billion 
that we are adding to the size of the 
deficit, some of it very plainly. 

$3 billion additional in spending. 
That is admitted. 

$5.5 billion in less revenues. That is 
admitted. 

There is at least another $2.7 billion 
in what I consider to be mainly cooked 
numbers. 

$1.8 billion on OCS. Do you know 
where that came from? Money already 
received and we are playing like we are 
putting it over into next year. We 
ought to give the Dave Stockman 
magic asterisk award for that little 
slight of hand for $1.8 billion. 

How many of you think-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator's 3 minutes have expired. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Can the Senator 
restate the reference? Is it a small 
one? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I guess it is. I 
guess it is. 

But that is not all. You have FHA 
mortgage insurance at $1.8 billion. 
They tell me the House will not accept 
it. You assume everything else is ac
cepted, another $2.7 billion. 

We have not counted the $4.5 billion 
in defense CA. That is money that has 
to be spent. If you add all of that up, 
it is $15.7 billion added to the deficit. 

The deficit used to be a higher prior
ity than that. While we are congratu
lating ourselves and passing this out of 
the Senate, just remember you are 
adding about $15.7 billion to the defi
cit. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes or such time as he might need 
to the distinguished minority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the hour 
is late and everything has been said 
that has to be said with reference to 
the budget. I want to compliment the 
distinguished chairman of the Budget 
Committee [Mr. DOMENICI] and I want 
to compliment the equally distin
guished ranking member [Mr. CHILES]. 
They have worked hard and they have 
persevered. I think that the product of 
their work and the work of others on 
that committee is fundamentally 
sound. I hope that it will receive a 
good bipartisan vote. It is certainly 
preferable to Gramm-Rudman. It puts 
the budget deficit on a glide path 
toward a balanced budget in fiscal 
year 1991. I feel that the Senate will 
be rendering a service to the country 
in passing this resolution and I thank 
all Senators. 

0 0010 
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I just 

wanted to say a special word of thanks 
to the senior Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS], who is here to vote on 
a budget resolution at this late hour. 
Throughout the year and throughout 
the 4 years I have been the ranking 
member on the Budget Committee, 
Senator STENNIS has been a stalwart 
warrior in supporting the process. I 
thank him for coming at this late hour 
and being part of the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 8 minutes remaining. The majority 
leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first let 
me thank all my colleagues. Let me 
assure those who have been wondering 
"Where is the budget," we are about 
ready to find out where the votes are. 

I would guess we are in about the 
same shape we are in every year. Some 
do not like any of it, some like parts of 
it, some like all of it, and some do not 
really care. I suggest that after some 
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discussion-we have had a lot of dis
cussion. I want to thank both Senators 
DOMENICI and CHILES and many 
others and the distinguished minority 
leader. I believe we have a pretty good 
budget. 

Maybe there is a little cooking going 
on-not much compared to other 
years. It hardly needed a stove. So I 
suggest to the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana tha~ there may be but 
they are really savings, not bookkeep
ing. I suggest there is very little of 
that in this budget resolution. 

Many of my colleagues on this side 
are concerned about the revenues. I 
urge my colleagues to understand that 
we have gone from around 19 and a 
billion and a half-that was added on 
the floor. It was 17-some. I guess if 
you take out the COBRA, it was down 
to about 17. We are now down to 
about 10.6 in revenues. 

The President's number, if you take 
out the cigarette tax and others that 
have already been passed, would be 
about 4. So there is a difference of 
about $6 billion, a bit more. 

I am not certain what the Senate Fi
nance Committee will do, but last 
year, we covered State and local em
ployees with Medicare coverage. That 
is $1.7 billion. There is also a provision 
that indicates that about 20 percent of 
the total could be an additional sav
ings cut in anything that the Finance 
Committee is asked to do. That is an
other $2 billion. 

There are some who suggest there 
could be other program changes. I do 
not want to leave the impression that 
there might not be any revenue; I am 
suggesting that it would be very slight. 
Many of us had hoped that there 
would be none at all. 

I do not believe it is necessary to in
crease revenues, but I also know that 
it is necessary to pass a budget resolu
tion. 

There are some who never vote for 
anything unless they can draft it and 
they would not vote for it if they 
thought it might pass. I just suggest 
we have reached that point where we 
have to pass something. 

I have talked with Don Regan a 
couple of times this evening. They 
were just leaving the airport at Indo
nesia for Tokyo. I think I can report 
the conversation in the following way: 

In the earlier conversation, I told 
the Chief of Staff that we probably 
had two options: that I believe we 
could to out and kill the pending 
budget resolution or any substitute of
fered because I did not believe there 
would be a majority of Republicans 
that would vote for it and therefore I 
doubted that a majority of Democrats 
supported it. So it would not pass. 
That was option No.1. I gave him that 
option. 

The second option is to do the best 
we can to reduce the revenues, to in
crease the budget authority on de-

fense, increase the defense outlays to 
$232 billion and so some more reduc
tion on the spending side. I said that is 
the other option. 

So Don Regan carefully took the 
number of numbers that we gave him 
on the telephone. We were in touch 
wtth the Budget Office. They gave 
him additional numbers later. 

He returned my call from the air
port at Bali-some airport ove·r there. 
This is precisely what he had to say: 
that the President would issue a state
ment. First of all, he wants the budget 
process to continue. They want a 
budget resolution. The President 
would express some disappointment. I 
think he is justified to do that with 
this budget. Many of my colleagues 
have already expressed some disap
pointment, so the President ought to 
have the same opportunity. He would 
indicate he thought we had gone too 
far on the revenues, not far enough on 
defense, not far enough on spending 
reduction, which is pretty much the 
same position the President has held 
in the past several weeks. 

Beyond that, it is my understanding 
that he would also say in the state
ment that his-maybe "commenda
tion" would be too strong a word, but 
some indication that he appreciates 
the fact that the Senate has met its 
responsibility. 

That is not a flat-out endorsement 
of what we have before us, but it is an 
indication that the President wants us 
to move ahead. If he were here or if 
we had more votes to do what he 
would like to do, we would do it. 

It had been my hope earlier on that 
before we adopt this amendment, 
there would have been another 
amendment offered that would have 
given some a vote on no revenue in
creases, more defense spending, and 
more nondefense spending reductions. 
But it has been determined by the 
original sponsor of that amendment 
not to offer it so it will not be offered. 

So the vote we have now is whether 
or not to adopt the substitute. In my 
view, the choice is fairly obvious. We 
can meet our responsibilities, we can 
send this to the House, we can find 
out-and I trust the House Democrats 
and Republicans will respond, and we 
can have a budget conference fairly 
soon and get on to the reconciliation 
and appropriations bills and do our 
work. 

We are a bit behind schedule. As I 
remember, we are 10 days ahead of 
where we were last year. We passed a 
budget resolution, I think, at 3 o'clock 
in the morning on May 10. So we have 
made a little progress over last year. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides: 
What we need is a strong, bipartisan 
in support of the Domenici-Chiles sub
stitute. It is not perfect. It is not what 
any of us would have offered if we had 
the votes. 

I am not certain the votes are here. I 
think so. I hope we have 70 or so votes 
on this final amendment. 

I want to thank all Members, even 
those who oppose the effort, for their 
constructive criticism over the past 
week and constructive efforts to put 
together a package. I am prepared to 
join my colleagues in not only speak
ing for the amendment but voting for 
the amendment. I thank my col
leagues. 

Mr. President, I yield 10 seconds to 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

AFFECT OF SPENDING CUTS ON U.S. DEFENSE 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
since Reagan came to office, Congress 
has cut $180 billion from the Presi
dent's plan to rebuild America's de
fense. 

If the orginal budget as reported by 
the Budget Committee for fiscal year 
1987 is passed, $205 billion will have 
been cut from defense budget between 
fiscal year 1982 and fiscal year 1987. 

Cuts in Defense Budget have hurt 
American security. 

The Navy has to "cross-deck" ammu
nition and spare parts before ships can 
go to sea. This means that ships re
turning from deployment must unload 
ammo and parts and give to other 
ships before they can go to sea. 

This means if war comes, only a por
tion of our fleet will be able to fight at 
100 percent of capability. 

In NATO, we will run out of certain 
types of ammunition stocks within a 
short time. 

Stocks of spare parts are also dwin
dling. Combat readiness and effective
ness threatened. 

Military pay and benefits are too 
low. 

Military pay is at its lowest point 
below private sector since draft ended, 
8.3 percent below. 

On October 1, 1986, military pay will 
fall to 12.3 percent below the private 
sector. 

This comes at a time when the man
power pool of military is shrinking. 

Spending for social programs is out 
of control. 

Twenty-five years ago, defense 
spending accounted for almost 51 per
cent of Federal outlays. 

Today, it comprises less than 27 per
cent. 

Quarter of a century ago, defense 
spending accounted for almost 10 per
cent of GNP. Today, it amounts to 
only 6 percent. 

The defense of the Nation is our 
chief responsibility. 

Without a secure defense, peace 
cannot be kept. 

History shows that war occurs when 
strong nations threaten weak ones. 

Our Government's top priority is to 
protect its citizens. 

Mr. President, I commend the able 
majority leader [Mr. DoLE], the chair
man of the Budget Committee [Mr. 
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DOMENICI], and the ranking member 
of the Budget Committee [Mr. 
CHILES] for the good work they have 
done in bringing this amendment to 
us. The amount for defense was in
creased and I appreciate that. I would 
have liked more, but they have done 
the best they could. 

It seems to me that we ought to go 
along with this and adopt it promptly. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished majority 
leader for all the help he has been. 
This has been a very difficult and 
trying 3 or 4 weeks. I think without 
his help, we wouldn't be here. Without 
his help, we would not pass it. I know 
it is a very tough decision for him as it 
is for a lot of the others. 

Second, I want to thank Senator 
CHILES, the ranking minority member. 
There is no doubt we could not have 
gotten a budget unless it is bipartisan. 
We think we did a good job in commit
tee. When you consider the Senate as 
a whole, this is probably a product 
that is more consistent with its de
sires. 

I want to thank all of those who 
helped. It has been days and days, a 
tough problem, a very tough thing to 
do. I think it is a step in the right di
rection. 

I repeat, while it is not perfect and 
while we might be off a little, I think 
the chances of having a sequester if 
this is adopted and implemented are 
minimal. The chances without it are 
maximum. 

I thank the minority leader [Mr. 
BYRD] for his help and cooperation 
also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has expired. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. 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. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed for 2 
minutes. 

D 0020 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this first 

vote will be not on a substitute but on 
a package which, in essence, touches 
all the numbers. I assume that we will 
have a vote on the amendment and 
then a vote on the resolution as 
amended-two votes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to the minori
ty leader that shortly we will have to 
pass something, so we have to vote at 
least twice. If the Senator wants roll
calls, we will have to do so. Otherwise, 
we will have one on this and we will 
have to have a vote on the resolution. 

Mr. BYRD. That is what I want to 
know-whether the Senate wishes a 
yea-and-nay vote on final passage. 

Mr. President, I wonder if the major
ity leader will indicate whether or not 

the Senate will be in tomorrow, when 
it will come in next, and what we will 
be doing on Monday. I assume that 
this is all the Senate will do tonight, 
when it completes this matter. 

Mr. DOLE. It is now Friday; and 
when we complete our work this morn
ing, we will not be in the balance of 
today, Friday. 

We will come back at 12 noon on 
Monday. We hope to take up the nom
ination of Jim Fletcher. We also hope 
to dispose of a couple of other matters 
if we can clear them-maybe the 
Newman nomination. 

I doubt that we can do the bank
ruptcy judges matter on Monday. 

If there are votes ordered on 
Monday. they will occur on Tuesday. 

Mr. BYRD. I wonder if we should 
not order the yeas and nays on final 
passage. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. So there will be no roll

call votes on Monday. Am I correct? 
Mr. DOLE. No rollcall votes on 

Monday, unless somebody wants a roll
call. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I want 
the RECORD to show whether or not 
there will be a rollcall vote on 
Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has expired. 

Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for an additional minute. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, does the 
majority leader say there will be no 
rollcall votes on Monday? 

Mr. DOLE. I understand there may 
be a rollcall vote on the Fletcher nom
ination. If that is so, we will have the 
vote on Tuesday. We will have the 
debate on Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico and the Senator from Florida. 
On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the role. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD
WATER], and the Senator from Florida 
[Mrs. HAWKINS] are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. EAGLETON], and the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], are necessarily 
absent. 

I further anounce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. EAGLETON] would vote "Yea." 

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

The result was announced-yeas 66, 
nays 29, as follows: 

Abdnor 
Andrews 

[Rollcall Vote No. 88 Leg.] 

YEAS-66 
Dole Murkowski 
Domenici Nickles 

Armstrong Duren berger Nunn 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dodd 

Burdick 
East 
Evans 
Gam 
Glenn 
Gore 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hart 
Hatch 

Bid en 
Eagleton 

Ex on Packwood 
Ford Pressler 
Gorton Proxmire 
Gramm Quayle 
Hatfield Riegle 
Heinz Rockefeller 
Hollings Rudman 
Humphrey Simon 
Kassebaum Simpson 
Lauten berg Stafford 
Leahy Stennis 
Long Stevens 
Lugar Thurmond 
Mathias Trible 
Matsunaga Wallop 
Mattingly Warner 
McConnell Weicker 
Metzenbaum Wilson 
Mitchell Zorinsky 

NAYS-29 
Hecht Melcher 
Heflin Moynihan 
Helms Pell 
Johnston Pryor 
Kasten Roth 
Kennedy Sarbanes 
Kerry Sasser 
Laxalt Specter 
Levin Symms 
McClure 

NOT VOTING-5 
Goldwater 
Hawkins 

Inouye 

So the amendment <No. 1822) was 
agreed to. 

D 0040 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 

Mr. RUDMAN. The budget resolu
tion for fiscal year 1987 as adopted by 
the Senate would increase outlays in 
budget function 750 by $168,000,000 
above the amount assumed in the 
original version of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 120. Is it the understand
ing of the distinguished chairman of 
the Budget Committee, Senator Do
MENICI, that this increase is not meant 
to be earmarked for any particular 
programs? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator from 
New Hampshire is correct. The Appro
priations Committee can allocate 
these additional resources as it sees fit, 
and previous action on Senate Concur
rent Resolution 120 is irrelevant as it 
affects the increase assumed in the 
substitute budget resolution. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I thank the chair
man of the Budget Committee for this 
clarification. As the Senator knows, I 
am very concerned about the potential 
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impact of the budget resolution on the 
operations of the Federal Judiciary 
and the Federal Prison System. It will 
be very difficult to provide adequate 
resources for either organization 
under the funding levels assumed in 
the budget resolution, even with the 
addition of $168,000,000 in outlays. 

To illustrate this point, I ask unani
mous consent that a table showing 
comparative workload data for the 
Federal Judiciary be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

COMPARATIVE WORKLOAD DATA FISCAL YEARS 1976-87 
(ESTIMATED) 

FISCal year 

U.S. Courts of Appeals: 
1976 ................................................................... . 
1977 ................................................................... . 
1978 ................................................................... . 
1979 ................................................................... . 
1980 ................................................................... . 
1981 ................................................................... . 
1982 ................................................................... . 
1983 ................................................................... . 
1984 ................................................................... . 
1985 ................................................................... . 

m~ !~:=! : : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Percent change 1987 estimate over 

1976 ...................................................... . 

U.S. District Courts: 
Civil cases: 

1976 ............................................................... . 
TQ •.•..............•............•................................•.... 
1977 ............................................................... . 
1978 ............................................................... . 
1979 ............................................................... . 
1980 ............................................................... . 
1981.. ............................................................. . 
1982 ............................................................... . 
1983 ................................................... -.......... . 
1984 ............................................................... . 
1985 .................. -........................................... . 

~~:~ !~:=l ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Pen:ent change 1987 estimate over 

1976 ...................................................... . 

Criminal cases: 
1976 ............................................................... . 
TQ .....•...........•......••.............•.........................•.. 
1977 ............................................................... . 
1978 ............................................................... . 
1979 ............................................................... . 
1980 ............................................................... . 
1981 ............................................................... . 
1982 ............................................................... . 
1983 ............................................................... . 
1984 ............................................................... . 
1985 ............................................................... . 

~~~ !=~:~ ::::::::::::::::::::: : :~:::::::::::::::::::: 
Pen:ent change 1987 estimate over 

Appeals Percent 
change 

18,408 ..................... . 
19,011 3.3 
19,185 0.9 
21,127 10.1 
23,204 9.8 
27,101 16.8 
27,761 2.4 
30,387 9.5 
32,342 6.4 
33,506 3.6 
36,500 8.9 
39.500 8.2 

114.6 

130,597 ..................... . 
32,504 ..................... . 

133,929 1 2.6 
140,544 4.9 
160,016 13.9 
171,346 7.1 
185,626 8.3 
212,503 14.5 
250,855 18.0 
259,549 3.5 
278,681 7.4 
283,000 1.5 
295,000 4.2 

125.9 

41,020 ······················ 
10,303 ..................... . 
39,464 1 - 3.8 
34,255 - 13.2 
31,196 - 8.9 
29,387 -5.8 
31,280 6.( 
33,097 5.8 
35,390 6.9 
37,829 6.9 
39,720 5.0 
42,000 5.7 
42,000 0.0 

DOE SCIENCE 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am 
concerned about the funding levels as
sumed in the budget resolution for De
partment of Energy high energy and 
nuclear physics science programs. 
What does Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 120 assume for these programs' 
funding levels. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Like nearly all do
mestic discretionary programs, the 
DOE high energy and nuclear physics 
science programs were assumed to be 
frozen in fiscal year 1987 at the fiscal 
year 1986 postsequester program level. 
Of course, this is only the assumption 
used by the Budget Committee to de
velop the overall total for function 
250, within which these programs are 
carried. The Appropriations Commit
tee is obviously free to increase or de
crease the actual fiscal year 1987 ap
propriations level for high energy and 
nuclear physics science programs, as 
they see fit. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to address some questions 
about the compromise proposal to the 
distinguished chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee, Senator DoMENrcr. 

Does the compromise proposal 
which is now before the Senate pro
vide an additional $200 million in out
lays for fiscal year 1987 for function 
250: General Science, Space and Tech
nology, as compared to Senate Concur
rent Resolution 120 as reported by the 
Budget Committee? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, it does. 
Mr. GORTON. Is this $200 million 

in outlays earma,rked in any way for 
specific programs or agencies within 
function 250, or would it be available 
to the Appropriations Committee to 
be allocated to programs within the 
function, as is their normal function 
and prerogative? 

For example, could some of this ad
ditional $200 million be allocated to 
the National Science Foundation as 
well as to NASA? 

1976 ...................................................... . 
United States Bankruptcy OffiCeS: 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
rect. As I have tried to make clear to 
all Senators during this debate, and as 
can be seen from a careful reading of 
the budget resolution, we do not in the 
budget resolution allocate funds to 

2·4 specific programs. Assumptions may 
1976 ................................................................... . 
TQ ....••....•.....••...................................................... 
1977 ................................................................... . 
1978 ................................................................... . 
1979 ................................................................... . 
1980 ............ ~.: .................................................... . 
1981 ................................................................... . 
1982 ................................................................... . 
1983 ................................................................... . 
1984 ................................................................... . 
1985 ................................................................... . 

~~~ !=l:l ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Percent change 1987 estimate over 

1976 ...................................................... . 

246,549 .. .................... be made by various members about 
2~:~~~ ········i··:::.·1i7 how funds may be allocated. Very 
202,518 - 4.8 rarely some of these funds may be re-
~~J~ ~U stricted, for example, the way some 
363,627 21.1 funds in function 250 are available 
m:~~5 J:~ only for restoring NASA's space trans-
346,594 - 4.3 portation system. But in general under 
~~~:~ ~U the budget process, the additional 
485,000 10.2 $200 million in outlays will be cross-

walked to the Appropriations Commit-
96.7 tee, and it is up to that committee to 

-1-Pen:ent--change--excludes--trar_ISI_itiol_n_quart_er_. ------ allocate these funds to specific pro
grams within that function. Some of 
this money could well go to the Na
tional Science Foundation, but it is up 
to the authorization and appropria-

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New Mexico 
and I yield the floor. 

tions committees to make the final al
location. 

Mr. GORTON. I thank the distin
guished chairman. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
want to express my sincere apprecia
tion to both the majority and minority 
staff of the committee for their hard 
work in assisting both myself and the 
ranking members in bringing this reso
lution to fruition. Without their help I 
am sure we would not have made it 
this far. 

I also want to express my sincere 
thanks to the majority leader's staff, 
particularly chief of staff Sheila 
Burke for her assistance over these 
last few arduous weeks. 

I thank them all. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I intend 

to vote in favor of final passage of this 
budget resolution, although with some 
misgivings. 

In my view, it was a mistake to adopt 
the substitute to the committee re
ported bill as we did a few minutes 
ago. I did not agree with every part of 
the committee reported version. I 
doubt anyone did. But what I liked 
about that budget plan was that it met 
the Gramm-Rudman deficit target of 
$144 billion through realistic economic 
assumptions, a realistic appraisal of 
the spending cuts that Congress would 
actually make, and a realistic view of 
the need to raise revenues. 
It was, thus, better than the substi

tute which was just approved and 
which I voted against. That substitute 
makes assumptions about the cost-of
living adjustments which, although 
not incredible, are highly optimistic. It 
makes a determination about the need 
for revenues which, although not irre
sponsible, is probably understated. 

When new savings are found late in 
the night and when revenues diminish 
late in the night, I think it is fair to be 
skeptical of this work-product as com
pared to the committee reported ver
sion, which was the result of days of 
deliberations. Furthermore, the rev
elations of David Stockman have made 
all of us uneasy about rosy scenarios 
and cooked numbers. The prospect of 
repeating bad history should make us 
all uneasy. The prospect that the 
cooking of the numbers will be over
done and burn all of us with an in
crease in the deficit certainly should 
not be something we vote for as a first 
choice. 

But the Senate, over my opposition, 
did vote for the substitute. The ques
tion, then, is whether the budget reso
lution before us as amended is better 
than the alternative of doing nothing. 
It is better for three reasons. First, it 
moves the process along so that the 
House will get on with its work on the 
budget, and so we can achieve a joint 
congressional budget upon which the 
appropriations process and the au
thorization process can proceed within 
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some discipline. Second, passage of 
this resolution avoids sending out the 
signal that the deficit will not be ad
dressed. The passage of Gramm
Rudman had a favorable impact even 
before it had any legal effect because 
it sent out a positive signal of our de
termination to reduce the deficit and 
reach a balanced budget. The failure 
to act now would send the opposite 
signal with the opposite effect. Third, 
passage of this resolution makes it less 
likely that there will be any across
the-board cuts through a sequester 
order. The across-the-board cuts are 
supposed to be an effective way to 
force the Congress to take responsible 
action, but they are not a substitute 
for responsible action. Responsible 
action will only come through making 
the hard decisions as part of the 
budget process. Passage of this resolu
tion puts us on a road where we may 
still yet follow a responsible course to 
its conclusion. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this has 
been a long and difficult day for many 
of us. But we're beating last year's 
budget deadline by 9 days, it's not any
where near 3 o'clock in the morning, 
and as far as I know, nobody's going to 
be wheeled in on a stretcher to vote 
tonight, although some have to be 
wheeled out. And it looks like we won't 
need the Vice President here to break 
a tie. 

Seriously, when all is said and done I 
think this day will prove to be a suc
cessful one. The substitute budget we 
will vote on shortly is a significant im
provement over the Budget Commit
tee's resolution in three important 
areas. 

First, the revenue increase is sub
stantially lower. Instead of the $18.7 
billion in the committee's resolution, 
this budget would call for additional 
revenues of $13.1 billion. And over 3 
years, the figure would be $55 billion 
rather than $74.3 billion. 

Second, we have added reasonable 
but essential funds back into the criti
cal defense function. For fiscal 1987, 
defense spending authority would be 
$301 billion, opposed to the $295 bil
lion in the committee resolution. De
fense outlays in fiscal 1987 would be 
$282 billion. 

Finally, we were able to accomplish 
this change because we went back and 
made substantial reductions in nonde
fense spending. In 1987 alone, we 
saved an additional $8.7 billion in 
these programs-and over the next 3 
years these program reforms will yield 
$25 billion in savings. 

Mr. President, tonight we reached a 
major turning point. A few hours ago I 
spoke with the President's Chief of 
Staff Don Regan. I told him, quite 
bluntly, that we had two choices. We 
could kill the budget, or we could keep 
the process alive. 

Mr. Regan told me don't kill it-and 
I hope we won't. There is no such 
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thing as a perfect budget. But this is 
an honest, straightforward attempt to 
deal with economic realities. It meets 
the deficit targets under Gramm
Rudman-Hollings-not by making de
fense a whipping boy and not by tax 
overkill. 

Last fall when we approved Gramm
Rudman-Hollings Congress assumed a 
responsibility, tonight we can face up 
to that commitment to deficit reduc
tion and approve this budget resolu
tion. Or we can turn our backs on the 
process, roll the dice and hope that 
the gods will save us from sequester. 
My choice is to opt for being responsi
ble. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I must 
say that I am, more than anything 
else, relieved tonight that the Senate 
apparently is going to rise to meet its 
responsibilities to pass a budget-and 
that the majority of those on the 
other side of the aisle apparently will 
join a majority on this side of the aisle 
in assuring that we pass a budget that 
I believe can be labeled accurately bi
partisan and responsible. 

This budget, Mr. President, is by no 
means my idea of a perfect budget. I 
would design a quite different budget 
if the task were solely mine to per
form. But this is a worthy product of 
the political process-wherein reasona
ble people who may differ in many 
ways arrive at a reasonable compro
mise that protects the vital interests 
of this Nation. 

Most important, Mr. President, by 
passage of this budget, we avoid the 
train wreck of Gramm-Rudman that 
otherwise will be the Nation's fate. 
That is an outcome that the Congress 
cannot and must not allow; it would 
decimate both our national defense 
and our human services and other do
mestic programs which are so essential 
to the strength, vibrancy, and future 
of this Nation. 

I must express my admiration for 
the tenacity and the capability-and 
the courage-of the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, and the ranking 
Democratic member of the Budget 
Committee, Mr. DOMENICI and Mr. 
CHILES, who have labored long and 
hard to see that we have a budget on 
the floor to accept this evening. The 
forces that were arrayed against this 
successful outcome were strong and 
entrenched. They included an adminis
tration that would not negotiate with 
anyone on anything, but instead only 
stood along the sidelines throwing 
brickbats. 

But due to the perseverance and the 
commitment of these two Senators 
and a number of others, we will meet 
our responsibility tonight, Mr. Presi
dent, and will do so in what I believe is 
a fundamentally responsible manner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the concur
rent resolution, as amended. The yeas 

and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD
WATER] and the Senator from Florida 
[Mrs. HAWKINS] are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. EAGLETON] and the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. EAGLETON] would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER [Mr. 
EvANS]. Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 70, 
nays 25, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 89 Leg.] 

YEAS-70 
Abdnor 
Andrews 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chlles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 

Armstrong 
Denton 
East 
Gam 
Glenn 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hart 

Bid en 
Eagleton 

Evans Murkowski 
Ex on Nickles 
Ford Nunn 
Gore Packwood 
Gorton Pell 
Hatfield Pressler 
Heinz Proxmire 
Hollings Quayle 
Johnston Riegle 
Kassebaum Rockefeller 
Kennedy Rudman 
Kerry Sarbanes 
Lauten berg Sasser 
Leahy Simon 
Levin Simpson 
Long Stafford 
Lugar Stennis 
Mathias Stevens 
Matsunaga Thurmond 
McConnell Trible 
Melcher Warner 
Metzenbaum Weicker 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 

NAYS-25 
Hatch Pryor 
Hecht Roth 
Heflin Specter 
Helms Symms 
Humphrey Wallop 
Kasten Wilson 
Laxalt Zorinsky 
Mattingly 
McClure 

NOT VOTING-5 
Goldwater 
Hawkins 

Inouye 

So the concurrent resolution <S. 
Con. Res. 120 ), as amended, was 
agreed to. 

<The text of the concurrent resolu
tion <S. Con. Res. 120) will be printed 
in the RECORD of Monday, May 5, 
1986.) 

D 0050 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. Those Sena-
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tors in the well will please clear the 
well, and those Senators in the aisle 
will take their seats or go to the cloak
rooms. The Senate will please be in 
order. 

Mr. CRANSTON and Mr. DOLE ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield for a ques
tion? Can I ask a question of the ma
jority leader? 

SAUDI ARMS PACKAGE 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as 

the majority leader knows, I have 
been talking with him for some time 
about the resolution disapproving the 
Saudi arms package. I have sought to 
accommodate myself with the Senate 
program, and the majority leader's 
need. But we do have a deadline loom
ing. I wonder if the majority leader 
will be able to work out in his own 
mind when it might fit into his sched
ule. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I know 
the distinguished Senator from Cali
fornia, and the Senator from Iowa 
wanted to meet with me today on this 
issue. We were tied up in the budget 
process. I think we have made some 
progress on the House message on S. 
49, the so-called gun bill. 

0 0100. 
I would hope on Monday we might 

get a time agreement on that. We are 
quite close to doing that. If that were 
the case, if we had a time agreement, 
we could probably move to the arms 
sale ahead of the gun bill. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I would hope that 
something could be worked out that 
would make it possible to get to it. As 
the majority leader knows, the time 
runs out next week. If we could not 
work it out, I would have to make a 
motion sometime Tuesday to proceed. 
I hope to work it out with the majori
ty leader so that that is not necessary. 

Mr. CHILES. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DOLE. Let me say, first, I under

stand the Senator's interest and I 
hope we can accommodate the re
quest. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. Leader, I just 
wanted a moment to express my ap
preciation to the distinguished chair
man of the Budget Committee for the 
work that he has done all through this 
process. I know it has been a time of 
great pressure for him under many ad
verse circumstances. I think his 
persistence in being stalwart has paid 
off in the vote we have had in passing 
this. I admire him for the work he has 
done very much. 

I also wanted to just express my ap
preciation to the staff of the majority 
and the minority for the tremendously 
long hours they have put into this 
process, as well as the members of the 

Budget Committee, on both sides of 
the aisle. I think the work they have 
done has certainly been yeoman. I do 
want to express also my appreciation 
to the majority leader and the minori
ty leader for the cooperation they 
have given us in this effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend, the senior Senator 
from Florida, immensely for his kind 
words. 

Let me say first to every Senator, to 
every staff member, and in particular 
my friend, the senior Senator from 
Florida, that I apologize if I have from 
time to time in the last couple of 
weeks been less than a gentleman. Per
haps I have lost my temper occasional
ly, and maybe I have even acted as if I 
did not appreciate what everyone was 
doing. But, frankly, it has been a very 
difficult undertaking. 

Having said that, I want to thank 
the staff on both sides, and particular
ly the staff of the majority leader for 
their help. 

I want to say that I think this is the 
best budget vote we have had since we 
have had a budget process, with no ex
ceptions. 

I started this process about 7 weeks 
ago, attempting to meet the goal. 
About a week into the serious discus
sion, I concluded that this was a year 
to get a bipartisan budget. I was right 
then, I was right when I came out of 
committee, and I think the Senate has 
proved that tonight. 

It is far better for the U.S. Senate at 
this juncture, when we have to do 
some tough things, to have 70 U.S. 
Senators voting for this resolution 
from both sides of the aisle, with a 
majority of the Republicans and a ma
jority of the Democrats voting for it 
than almost anything we could do. I 
believe it sends a signal to the U.S. 
House that something very close to 
this is what we ought to do and we 
ought to get on with it. 

I believe it says we are serious about 
getting to Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
totals in our own way, not in any 
forced way of sequester. After delib
eration, we have made choices. I hope 
the House follows through and I hope 
our majority leader reminds them that 
they are committed to following 
through and quickly. 

This is exactly what we ought to do. 
We are a little bit late but not too late. 
We will get it done and the appropria
tions procesS can find its way back 
onto the floor in a meaningful way if 
we get this done. 

I want to save my last thanks for 
two people: 

Senator CHILES, I appreciate every
thing you have done, the concessions 
you have made, and they have been in 
both directions. You have conceded; I 
have conceded. 

Last, but not least, I thank Senator 
DoLE. He, too, has conceded. Obvious
ly, he is the leader of this Senate on 
the majority side, its real leader. It 
was a tough decision for him, but he 
did it. It took a while. 

This is close to what we thought at 
the very beginning, and I frankly 
think it is just about the right policy 
for this time in our history. 

I repeat, it is better that it be 70 to 
25 than that we be looking around for 
the last vote. As a matter of fact, we 
may have given up less this way than 
when we had to sit in the back room 
and every single Senator that we 
needed for a vote got something. 
Those were pretty expensive Senators. 
Maybe the whole UDAG program for 
one vote, and who knows how many 
more. 

I think this will be implemented and 
that is most important. 

With that, we will put some detailed 
statements in thanking people when 
we return Monday. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me 
just thank again the managers of the 
bill and all my colleagues who support
ed this and those who did not support 
the final vote. In my view, we have 
demonstrated again in the Senate of 
the United States that we take our 
duties seriously. 

I want to thank the Presiding Offi
cer, Senator EvANS, for helping us on 
this last vote. I know he had some dif
ficulties, some real problems with 
parts of the resolution. 

It would seem to me that we came 
very close to having almost an over
whelming vote for the resolution. We 
had a vote ahead of this vote that 
would have indicated no changes in 
revenue. Many Senators who voted for 
that voted for final passage when it 
was determined not to offer that 
amendment. 

I understand there will be a state
ment issued by the traveling White 
House sometime soon. I would hope 
the President would interpret the vote 
correctly. A vote of 70 to 25 is a rather 
decisive vote. I hope the House will in
terpret the vote correctly. 

As I recall, when we met with the 
Speaker and others, they indicated 
that within 72 hours after we complet
ed action they would have a bill re
ported out of committee. 

I would hope it is not the document 
that I displayed this morning. If it is, 
it will demonstrate a total unwilling
ness to act responsibly in the budget 
process. 

I believe we have carried out our re
sponsibilities. Some will be displeased. 
Some will have wanted more defense. 
Some would have wanted more spend
ing reductions in nondefense. Some 
would insist there should be even no 
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consideration for revenues over the 
next 3 years. 

I assume the President will indicate 
that as far as he is concerned we take 
1 year at a time. I think that if that is 
his interpretation, he will find the 
first year particularly satisfying. 

I want to join my colleague, the dis
tinguished chairman of the commit
tee, in expressing my firm hope that 
the conferees who are appointed from 
the Senate side will not yield on the 
defense number, on the outlay 
number, or the budget authority 
number. It seems to me that that was 
the strongest point we had to over
come; the President felt about equally 
strong on that particular item and tax 
increases as revenue increases. 

I have assured the Chief of Staff 
that we would attempt to make cer
tain that the revenue increases are re
flected by changes in the Medicare 
coverage, Social Security coverage, 
and other programs, and not the tax 
increase. 

Finally, again I want to thank the 
distinguished Senator from Florida, 
Senator CHILES, the ranking Democrat 
on the Budget Committee, along with 
the distinguished chairman, Senator 
DoMENICI, for their tireless efforts, 
good humor, their willingness to nego
tiate and discuss, and particularly the 
attitude throughout of the distin
guished minority leader indicating 
that he very much wanted to work out 
a bipartisan agreement. We have done 
that. We have expressed that. We 
have voted on it. We have completed 
our responsibilities. We are a little late 
by about 15 days, but I believe consid
ering the crosscurrents that have been 
flying around in this town probably 
completed action on this resolution in 
a fairly prompt time. 

We have considered it for 45 hours 
30 minutes. There have been 14 roll
call votes, with 23 amendments and 
motions considered. Thirteen were 
agreed to; two were rejected. Five were 
tabled; three were withdrawn. 

We have considered this measure, 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 120, the 
following dates: April 21, 22, 23, 24; 
April 28, 29, 30, and May 1. Total days 
considered were 8 and we completed 
action as of 12:59 a.m. on Friday, May 
2, 1986. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I con

gratulate the distinguished majority 
leader. This was a very difficult task 
for him. I am sure he did not have at 
times the support of the White House, 
yet he was trying his best to get a 
budget passed that would be support
ed in a bipartisan way. He is to be 
commended. 

I congratulate again and thank 
again the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. DOMENICI], the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget, and I ex
press my appreciation and congratula
tions to the able Senator from Florida, 

the ranking member [Mr. CHILES]. 
Both Senators have worked hard and 
long. They delivered a product here 
that is going to lead to a balanced 
budget in fiscal year 1991. When we 
consider the alternative, the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings guillotine, the 
Senate has acted wisely to take the 
action it has taken. 

I congratulate all Members. I am 
sure that Members on both sides ago
nized in many instances over the votes 
that they had to cast, but in the final 
analysis, the Senate came through, as 
it always does. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to 
put in the RECORD the comparison of 
this year's and last year's action on 
the budget for those who may deal in 
trivia down the road. 

In 1985, we worked on the budget 11 
days as compared to 8 this year. We 
consumed 71 hours 13 minutes, com
pared to 45 hours 30 minutes. We had 
42 rollcall votes as opposed to 14. 
There were 44 amendments as com
pared to 23. 

I think it is an indication of the 
impact Gramm-Rudman has had on at 
least offering amendments. That is 
certainly a positive sign. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re
mainder of the information that I 
know many people are dying to have 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

Measure: 1985-S. Con. Res. 32 <budget). 
Dates considered: <1985) April 25-26-29-

30; May 1-2-3-6-7-8-9. 
Total days considered: 11. 
Time consumed: 71 hrs., 13 min. 
Rollcall votes: 42. 
Amendments and motions considered: 44. 
Disposition of amendments: 
Agreed to: 15. 
Rejected: 12. 
Tabled: 12. 
Withdrawn. 
Out of order. 
Not acted on: 5. 
Temp. laid aside. 
Pending. 
Measure: 1986-S. Con. Res. 120. 
Dates considered: April 21-22-23-24-28-

29-30-May 1. 
Total days considered: 8. 
Time consumed <as of 12:59 a.m.>: 45 hrs., 

30 min. 
Rollcall votes: 14. 
Amendments and motions considered: 23. 
Disposition of amendments and motions: 
Agreed to: 13. 
Rejected: 2. 
Tabled: 5. 
Withdrawn: 3. 
Out of order. 
Not acted on. 
Temp. laid aside. 
Pending. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
<During the day routine morning 

business was transacted and additional 
statements were submitted, as fol
lows:> 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING RECESS 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 3, 1985, the Sec
retary of the Senate, on April 30, 1986, 
during the recess of the Senate re
ceived a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing that the 
House agrees to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 4602> to au
thorize the Federal Housing Adminis
tration and the Government National 
Mortgage Association to enter into ad
ditional commitments to insure loans 
and guarantee mortgage-backed secu
rities during fiscal year 1986, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that 
the House has passed the following 
joint resolutions, without amendment: 

S.J. Res. 284. Joint resolution to designate 
the month of May 1986 as "Better Hearing 
and Speech Month"; 

S.J. Res. 285. Joint resolution to designate 
the week of May 11, 1986, through May 17, 
1986, as "National Osteoporosis Awareness 
Week of 1986"; 

S.J. Res. 289. Joint resolution to designate 
1988 as the "Year of New Sweden" and to 
recognize the New Sweden 1988 American 
Committee; and 

S.J. Res. 293. Joint resolution to designate 
the month of May 1986 as "National Child 
Safety Month". 

The message also announced that 
the House has passed the following 
joint resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 614. Joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning May 4, 1986, as "Work
ing Women's Awareness Week". 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The message also announced that 
the Speaker has signed the following 
enrolled bill: 

H.R. 4602: An act to authorize the Federal 
Housing Administration and the Govern
ment National Mortgage Association to 
enter into additional commitments to insure 
loans and guarantee mortgage-backed secu
rities during fiscal year 1986, and for other 
purposes. 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 3, 1985, the en
rolled bill was signed on April 30, 1986, 
during the recess of the Senate by the 
President pro tempore [Mr. THuR
MOND]. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 1:06 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has agreed 
to the following concurrent resolution, 
without amendment: 

S. Con. Res. 126. A concurrent resolution 
authorizing the rotunda of the United 
States Capitol to be used on May 6, 1986, for 
a ceremony commemorating the days of re
membrance of victims of the Holocaust. 

The message also announced that 
the House has passed the following 
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joint resolutions, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 297. Joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning July 27, 1986, as "Na
tional Nuclear Medicine Week"; 

H.J. Res. 427. Joint resolution designating 
the week beginning on May 11, 1986, as "Na
tional Asthma and Allergy Awareness 
Week"; and 

H.J. Res. 569. Joint resolution to designate 
May 8, 1986, as "National Aviation Day". 

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. 329. A concurrent resolution 
welcoming Natan <Anatoly> Shcharansky to 
the United States. 

At 4:28 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, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3302. An act to designate certain Na
tional forest lands in the State of Nevada 
for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System, and for other pur
poses. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bill and joint resolu

tions were read the first and second 
times by unanimous consent, and re
ferred as indicated: 

H.R. 2298. An act to make technical 
amendments to title 18, United States Code, 
relating to victims of crime and to the Vic
tims of Crime Act of 1984; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 3302. An act to designate certain N~i 
tional forest lands in the State of Nevada 
for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

H.J. Res. 297. Joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning July 27, 1986, as "Na
tional Nuclear Medicine Week"; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 427. Joint resolution designating 
the week beginning on May 11, 1986, as "Na
tional Asthma and Allergy Awareness 
Week"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 614. Joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning May 4, 1986, as "Work
ing Women's Awareness Week"; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

MEASURE HELD AT THE DESK 
The following concurrent resolution 

was ordered held at the desk by unani
mous consent pending further disposi
tion: 

H. Con. Res. 329. A concurrent resolution 
welcoming Natan <Anatoly) Shcharansky to 
the United States. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and 
documents, which were referred as in
dicated: 

EC-3062. A communication from the 
President of the United States transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a top-secret report on The
ater Nuclear Weapons and Force Structure; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-3063. A communication from the Sec
retary of Defense transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a secret report on U.S. expenditures in 
support on NATO; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-3064. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Navy transmitting, pursuant 
to law, his comments and recommendations 
relative to the military department acquisi
tion reporting process; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-3065. A communication from the 
Acting Director of the Selective Service 
System transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Service's semiannual report; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

EC-3066. A communication from the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on a 
decision to convert the administrative 
switchboard operations function at Shaw 
Air Force Base, SC, to performance under 
contract; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

EC-3067. A communication from the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the congregate housing services program 
demonstration; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3068. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to authorize 
appropriations for pipeline safety programs; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-3069. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation transmitting, pur
suant to law, the annual report of the Mari
time Administration for 1985; to the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation. 

EC-3070. A communication from the 
Deputy Associate Director of the Minerals 
Management Service transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on 23 refunds of excess oil 
and gas royalty payments to certain corpo
rations; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC-3071. A communication from the 
Deputy Associate Director of the Minerals 
Management Service transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on 20 refunds of excess oil 
and gas lease payments to certain corpora
tions; to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

EC-3072. A communication from the 
Deputy Associate Director of the Minerals 
Management Service transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on seven refunds of excess 
oil and gas royalty lease payments to cer
tain corporations; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-3073. A communication from the 
Deputy Associate Director of the Minerals 
Management Service transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on 20 refunds of excess oil 
and gas royalty lease payments to certain 
corporations; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-3074. A communication from the 
Deputy Associate Director of the Minerals 
Management Service transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on eight refunds of excess 
oil and gas royalty lease payments to cer
tain corporations; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-3075. A communication from the 
Deputy Associate Director of the Minerals 

Management Service transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on two refunds of excess oil 
and gas royalty lease payments to certain 
corporations; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-3076. A communication from the 
Deputy Associate Director of the Minerals 
Management Service transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on 32 refunds of excess oil 
and gas royalty lease payments to certain 
corporations; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-3077. A communication from the Di
rector of the U.S. Information Agency 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the USIA Pri
vate Sector Committee's annual report; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3078. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of State transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report on an altered Privacy 
Act system of records; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3079. A communication from the Vice 
President of C&P Telephone Co. transmit
ting, pursuant to law, the 1985 statement of 
receipts and expenditures of the company; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3080. A communication from the 
Chief Administration Officer of the Postal 
Rate Commission transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Commission's 1984 Freedom of In
formation Act report; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

EC-3081. A communication from the 
Chief Administrator of the Postal Rate 
Commission transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the Commission's 1985 Freedom of Informa
tion Act report; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-3082. A communication from the Di
rector of the Administrative Office of the 
United States Courts transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the bill H.R. 
3004 and the bill S. 1581; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

EC-3083. A communication from the Sec
retary of Labor transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Department's Fair Labor Standards 
Act annual report; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-3084. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final funding priorities for 
NIHR-research fellowships; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-3085. A communication from the Sec
retary of Labor transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Department's Fair Labor Standards 
Act annual report; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-3086. A communication from the 
Chairman of the Railroad Retirement 
Board transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Board's 1984 annual report; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-3087. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Veterans' Administration 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the VA Sharing of Medical Resources Pro
gram; to Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. GOLDWATER, from the Commit

tee on Armed Services, without amendment: 
S. 2395. An original bill to establish a re

vised retirement system for new members of 
the uniformed services, to revise the method 
of determining cost-of-living adjustments 
under the revised retirement system, and 
for other purposes <Rept. No. 99-292>. 
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By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit

tee on the Judiciary, with amendments, 
amendments to the preamble, and an 
amendment to the title: 

H. Con. Res. 281. A concurrent resolution 
recognizing the achievements of the Ireland 
Fund and its founder, Dr. Anthony J.F. 
O'Reilly. 

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit
tee on the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S.J. Res. 241. Joint resolution designating 
the week beginning on May 11, 1986, as "Na
tional Asthma and Allergy Awareness 
Week". 

S.J. Res. 245. Joint resolution designating 
"National Epidermolysis Bullosa Awareness 
Week". 

S.J. Res. 337. Joint resolution designating 
May 18-24, 1986, as "Just Say No To Drugs 
Week". 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit
tee on the Judiciary: 

Roger Milton Olsen, of Virginia, to be an 
Assistant Attorney General; 

Herman Wirshing Rodriquez, of Puerto 
Rico, to be United States Marshal for the 
District of Puerto Rico for the term of 4 
years. 

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. RIEGLE <for himself and Mr. 
LEVIN): 

S. 2389. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched
ules of the United States to increase the 
rate of duty on imported roses; to the Com
Inittee on Finance. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 
S. 2390. A bill for the relief of Hee Man 

Cheng; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 2391. A bill for the relief of William 

Shu-Lai Mok and his wife Jaqueline Mok; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY <for himself, Mr. 
HEcHT, Mr. SYMliiS, Mr. EAST, Mr. 
ZORINSKY and Mr. HELMs): 

S. 2392. A bill to waive the application of 
certain laws to small purchases made under 
a test program of simplified small purchase 
procedures; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. GARN <by request>: 
S. 2393. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Treasury to adopt distinctive counter
feit deterrents for exclusive use in the man
ufacture of United States securities and ob
ligations, to clarify existing authority to 
combat counterfeiting, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

S. 2394. A bill to increase the authorized 
pay level of the Treasurer of the United 
States to Executive Level IV; to the Com
Inittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. DOLE (for Mr. GOLDWATER), 
from the Committee on Armed Serv
ices: 

S. 2395. An original bill to establish a re
vised retirement system for new members of 
the uniformed services, to revise the method 
of determining cost-of-living adjustments 

under the revised retirement system, and 
for other purposes; placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. THURMOND <for himself and 
Mr. HOLLINGS): 

S. 2396. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to create the Beaufort Division 
in the District of South Carolina and to des
ignate Beaufort as the place of holding 
court for the new division; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STAFFORD <for himself and 
Mr. BENTSEN): 

S. 2397. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for the Public Building Service of the Gen
eral Services Administration for fiscal year 
1987; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

By Mr. ROTH <for himself, Mr. 
DENTON, Mr. NUNN, Mr. ExoN, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. TRIBLE, Mr. MATTING
LY, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. BoREN, Mr. DECONCINI, and Mr. 
GRAMlll): 

S. 2398. A bill to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to ban the production 
and use of advertisements for child pornog
raphy or solicitations for child pornogra
phy, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHAFEE: 
S. 2399. A bill to temporarily suspend the 

duty on certain stuffed toy figures; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

ByMr.DODD: 
S. 2400. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to provide for coverage 
of an annual preventive health care check
up under part B of such title, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM <for herself 
and Mr. DANFORTH): 

S. 2401. A bill to prohibit the manufacture 
or distribution in, or the importation into, 
the United States of certain firearms; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KENNEDY <for himself, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. HEINZ, and Mr. 
RIEGLE): 

S. 2402. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to assure access to health insur
ance, and for other purposes; to the Com
Inittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. DURENBERGER <for himself, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HEINZ, and Mr. 
RIEGLE): 

S. 2403. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 to assure access to health 
insurance, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. RIEGLE <for himself and Mr. 
LEviN): 

S.J. Res. 338. A joint resolution to desig
nate November 18, 1986, as "National Com
munity Education Day"; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon>, as indicated: 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and 
Mr. KERRY): 

S. Res. 393. A resolution commending 
Roger Clemens of the Boston Red Sox for 
his record-breaking performance; considered 
and agreed to. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. RIEGLE <for himself and 
Mr. LEviN): 

S. 2389. A bill to amend the tariff 
schedules of the United States to in
crease the rate of duty on imported 
roses; to the Committee on Finance. 

INCREASING THE RATE OF DUTY ON IMPORTED 
ROSES 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President. Today 
I am introducing a bill to amend the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States 
as they relate to imported roses. This 
legislation would make imported roses 
subject to the same tariffs that roses 
grown in the United States encounter 
in other nations. 

The rosegrowers in this country 
have seen an enormous share of their 
market taken by foreign imports in 
recent years. In 1978, for example, 
rose imports totaled just under 16 mil
lion stems. By 1985, this total ap
proached 170 million stems, and there 
is no sign that this trend will abate. 
Imports have climbed in just 3 years 
from 20 percent of U.S. production to 
over 35 percent today, and once again 
there is every reason to believe that 
the growth will continue. In fact, 
USDA reports show that rose imports 
are up in 1986, with more than 1 mil
lion stems a week coming into this 
country. 

Clearly, the domestic industry is ad
versely affected by the influx of roses, 
and growers have used every available 
commercial means to prevent the loss 
of their market. They have greatly re
duced their operating costs, by making 
greenhouses more energy efficient. 
They have spent considerable sums to 
promote roses, and to a great extent 
these efforts have resulted in in
creased rose purchases. But there is a 
limit to the amount and rate at which 
the market will grow, and due to the 
disparity in rose tariffs between our 
Nation and other producing nations, 
foreign roses have actually benefited 
from the efforts of domestic growers. 

U.S. rosegrowers have made diligent 
efforts to obtain relief through avail
able legal avenues, as well. They have 
initiated actions in the Internatinal 
Trade Commission, under section 201, 
and dumping actions with the Depart
ment of Commerce. 

There have been definitive findings 
that roses were being dumped on U.S. 
markets. Despite these events, rose im
ports continue to increase and the dif
ferences in tariffs guarantee that do
mestic roses will not break into the 
EEC or Colombia, while we have a vir
tual open door policy. 

Current EEC tariffs on imported 
roses are 24 percent in the summer 
months and 17 percent in the winter 
period. Colombia has a flat 25-percent 
tariff, and Mexico maintains a 50-per
cent tariff with an automatic denial of 
import licenses. These tariffs are cou-
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pled with quantity controls, so even if 
U.S. producers could compete at 
higher prices, the importing countries 
would have the means to limit the 
total amount of roses entering their 
markets. In stark contrast to these tar
iffs is the U.S. flat tariff of 8 percent 
throughout the year. It is not difficult 
to understand why so much of the do
mestic rose market has been lost to 
foreign competition in light of the vast 
differences in tariffs; and the legisla
tion that I have introduced will cor
rect this disparity. 

Mr. President, the Congress is the 
last hope for relief for the rose indus
try of this country. The industry has 
exhausted all remedies that were de
signed for cases such as this, and still 
the drain on their markets continues. 
One major cause has to be the fact 
that domestic growers have absolutely 
no possibility of competing with for
eign growers in foreign markets. The 
existing barriers prevent that, and it is 
my hope that approval of this legisla
tion will induce these nations to lower 
their tariffs and compete with domes
tic growers on a level basis.e 

By Mr. HUMPHREY <for him
self, Mr. HECHT, Mr. SYMMS, 
Mr. EAST, Mr. ZORINSKY, and 
Mr. HELMs): 

S. 2392. A bill to waive the applica
tion of certain laws to small purchases 
made under a test program of simpli
fied small purchase procedures; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 
SIMPLIFIED SMALL PURCHASE PROCEDURES TEST 

PROGRAM: ACT 

• Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation 
which will waive the application of 
certain laws to small purchases under 
a test program of simplified small pur
chase procedures for a 2-year test 
period. Only purchases and contracts 
of less than $25,000 will be exempt 
from these so-called socio-economic 
statutes. The objective of this test pro
gram is to ensure that the Govern
ment has a fast, easy to understand 
and inexpensive procedure for low
dollar purchases, by eliminating the 
numerous and unnecessary provisions 
from small purchases. Too often, the 
burdensome paperwork requirements 
associated with compliance with these 
laws discourages small business par
ticipation and competition in Federal 
contracts and purchases. This not only 
hurts small businessmen who are shut 
out of the market, but it may lead to 
increased procurement costs and lead
time for the Government. 

By exempting these small purchases 
and contracts from the Davis-Bacon 
Act, the Service Contract Act and 
other socio-economic laws for 2 years, 
we hope to promote full and open 
competition, reduce costs to the Gov
ernment, promote the development of 

simplified and uniform procurement 
processes, and promote small business. 

The test will compare administrative 
costs and prices paid for the same or 
similar items or services used under 
existing procedures and those uses 
under the test procedures. The test 
will also determine the feasibility and 
desirability of making permanent revi
sions to these labor statutes. 

The Congressional Budget Office es
timates that this bill will save the 
Government $500,000 by exempting 
small contracts from the Service Con
tract Act; exempting small contracts 
now covered under the Davis-Bacon 
Act is estimated to save $6 to $7 mil
lion. While these numbers may be tiny 
when compared to the Federal deficit, 
they could foretell even greater sav
ings if it is decided in the future to 
enact these provisions more widely or 
make the revisions permanent. I ask 
my colleagues to support this experi
ment so we may have a greater under
standing of the effect of socio-econom
ic statutes on our procurement proce
dures.e 

By Mr. GARN <by request>: 
S. 2393. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Treasury to adopt distinc
tive counterfeit deterrents for exclu
sive use in the manufacture of United 
States securities and obligations, to 
clarify existing authority to combat 
counterfeiting, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

S. ·2394. A bill to increase the author
ized pay level of the Treasurer of the 
United States to Executive Level IV; 
to the Committee on Government Af
fairs. 

LEGISLATION RELATING TO OPERATION OF THE 
BUREAU OF ENGRAVING AND PRINTING 

• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing two bills, by request, 
which amend the statutes governing 
the Bureau of Engraving and Printing 
and its currency production oper
ations, and raise the position of the 
Treasurer of the United States to Ex
ecutive Level IV. 

The first bill contains four changes 
to our currency statutes. The first pro
vision would permit the Secretary of 
the Treasury to adopt and exclusively 
use distinctive counterfeit deterrents 
for the manufacture of securities and 
other obligations, and clarify existing 
authority to combat counterfeiting by 
modernizing our counterfeiting stat
utes. This provision has already been 
introduced asS. 1791. 

The second provision of this bill au
thorizes the Secretary of the Treasury 
to engrave and print the currency, 
bonds, and other security obligations 
of a foreign country or engage in re
search and development for printing 
these instruments on behalf of an
other country, on a reimbursable 
basis. Currently, the Bureau of En
graving and Printing shares a close as-

sociation and technological exchange 
with the security printers of foreign 
nations. However, all research and de
velopment resulting from these ex
changes is done at facilities not in the 
United States, because the Bureau is 
not authorized to accept reimburse
ments for costs of these joint projects. 
This provision would permit the 
Bureau to use its state of the art print
ing equipment for these joint research 
and development projects, and charge 
the security printers of foreign nations 
for their proportionate share of the 
costs. Any expertise developed in the 
project would remain in the United 
States. This provision would also allow 
the Bureau to undertake short term 
currency or security printing projects 
for foreign countries on a short-term 
emergency basis. 

The third provision of this bill au
thorizes the Secretary of the Treasury 
to enter into contracts for up to 5 
years to purchase, manufacture, 
supply, engrave, print, warehouse, and 
distribute U.S. Savings Bond stock. 
Current law limits such contracts for 1 
year periods, which has effectively 
prevented competition among poten
tial vendors for contracts to manufac
ture savings bond stock. More busi
nesses would bid for this work if the 
contracts were longer. The purpose of 
this change from 1 to 5 years is to pro
mote open competition and lower the 
cost to the Treasury by giving the De
partment more contracting flexibility. 

The last provision of this bill repeals 
a requirement that U.S. currency 
notes be reissued after redemption. As 
a circulating currency, these notes 
have become obsolete and are no 
longer viable as a medium of ex
change. Because revisions of the cur
rency statutes in 1982 are ambiguous, 
it can be argued that the Secretary 
has to reissue U.S. currency notes. 
This provision makes it clear that reis
suance is not required. 

I am also introducing a second bill 
which would elevate the position of 
Treasurer of the United States to an 
Executive Level IV. Right now, the 
Treasurer is the only Presidential ap
pointment in the Office of the Secre
tary of the Treasury that is not at this 
level, or higher. More importantly, the 
duties and responsibilities of the 
Treasurer have dramatically increased 
since 1981 to include oversight respon
sibility for the Bureau of the Mint, 
the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, 
and the U.S. Savings Bond Division. In 
view of the increased responsibilities 
assigned to the Treasurer, the Depart
ment believes that the position should 
be increased to Executive Level IV.e 

By Mr. THURMOND (for him
self and Mr. HOLLINGS): 

S. 2396. A bill to amend title 28, 
United States Code, to create the 
Beaufort Division in the district of 
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South Carolina and to designate Beau
fort as the place of holding court for 
the new division; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
BEAUFORT DIVISION ON THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH 

CAROLINA 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
am pleased today to introduce, along 
with Senator HoLLINGS, legislation to 
create the Beaufort Division in the 
district of South Carolina and to desig
nate Beaufort as the place of holding 
court for the new division. 

This proposal has the unanimous 
recommendation of the Federal judges 
in South Carolina. It was approved in 
October 1985, by the council for the 
fourth circuit, and then was reviewed 
favorably by both the Judicial Im
provement Subcommittee and the 
Court Administration Committee of 
the Judiciary Conference. Finally, the 
Judicial Conference endorsed this 
measure at its March 1986, meeting. 

Mr. President, the people of Jasper 
and Beaufort Counties have had to 
travel to Charleston to conduct busi
ness in the Federal courts. This has 
made their access to Federal courts 
both difficult and expensive. 

This part of South Carolina has con
tinued to attract more and more 
people and the need to have a Federal 
court house in the area is acute. I am 
pleased that the establishment of 
Beaufort as a place of holding court 
has the full endorsement of the Judi
cial Conference of the United States. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

By Mr. STAFFORD <for himself 
and Mr. BENTSEN): 

S. 2397. A bill to authorize appro
priations for the Public Buildings 
Service of the General Services Ad
ministration for fiscal year 1987; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

PUBLIC BUILDINGS AUTHORIZATION ACT 

e Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, 
Senator BENTSEN and I are introducing 
the Public Buildings Authorization 
Act of 1986. The bill provides mone
tary authorization for the Public 
Buildings Service of the General Serv
ices Administration in fiscal year 1987. 
In the aggregate, $2.4 billion for con
struction, repairs, leasing, and oper
ation and maintenance of facilities 
under the jurisdiction of the GSA is 
recommended. This amount is the 
same as requested in the President's 
1987 budget. However, there are dif
ferences from the budget in a number 
of the various components of this ag
gregate figure. 

The capital budget of $534 million 
represents only 22 percent of the total 
budget. The bill makes a number of 
significant changes within GSA's cap
ital budget. The construction and ac
quisition budget is increased by almost 
9 percent. The so called opportunity 
purchase program is increased by $6.4 

million, and $3.5 million of additional 
funds would be made available for con
struction of the Charleston, SC, post 
office and courthouse annex. 

The President's budget contains 
funds for the proposed acquisition of 
the Wellesley Island Border Station. 
To date, GSA has submitted no pros
pectus for this proposal as required 
under section 7(a) of the Public Build
ings Act of 1959. This proposal is con
tained in this bill only upon assurance 
from some officials at GSA that the 
prospectus will be forthcoming within 
the next week or so. 

The repair and alteration authoriza
tions in the bill are $4 million less 
than the President's budget; $12.4 mil
lion for the Pentagon building is elimi
nated and construction funds for the 
Grove Arcade Building in Ashville, 
NC, are reduced to the level requested 
in the prospectus for this project. Of
ficials of GSA have indicated that the 
President's budget is wrong with 
regard to this project. Not included in 
the budget but contained in the bill 
are funds for the alteration of the 
Chet Holifield Building in Laguna 
Niguel, CA, is the amount of $9.1 mil
lion. 

The budget for design and construc
tion services is reduced by a net 
amount of $4.9 million. The GSA 
design budget contains funds for five 
projects that were also included in 
prior year budgets. GSA has been 
unable to explain this discrepancy. 

To date, GSA has not submitted any 
of its lease prospectuses to the Con
gress that comprise the leasing budget 
which approaches $1 billion in fiscal 
year 1987. Included in GSA's leasing 
budget is a request for expansion 
space-space in addition to current 
agency requirements-which I am told 
on an annualized basis would exceed 
$55 million a year. It is hard to evalu
ate this request given GSA's failure to 
submit the appropriate documentation 
in a timely manner. I believe the Com
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works will want to examine the needs 
for this expansion, especially in view 
of the much heralded space reductions 
program in GSA and Government cut
backs under Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings. 

The committee will conduct hearings 
on this bill and GSA's public buildings 
policies and program for 1987 on 
Wednesday, May 14. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
the bill be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

s. 2397 
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 "Public Buildings 
Authorization Act of 1986". 

SEc. 2. No appropriation, including any ap
propriation from the fund established pur-

suant to section 210<!> of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, shall be made by Congress or obligated 
by the Administrator unless it has been au
thorized by Congress in accordance with 
this Act. 

SEc. 3. <a> No public building construction, 
renovation, repair, or alteration shall be 
commenced unless an appropriation has 
first been made in the same fiscal year for 
which such appropriation is authorized and 
for the estimated cost of completion of such 
construction, renovation, repair, or alter
ation. 

<b> Beginning in fiscal year 1988, no lease 
shall be entered into unless the authority to 
enter into contracts has first been made for 
the maximum cost of such lease over the 
entire term in such amounts as are specified 
in annual appropriations acts and in the 
fiscal year for which such lease is author
ized. 

SEc. 4. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal year 1987 not to 
exceed in the aggregate the amount of 
$2,404,437,000 from revenues and collections 
deposited into the fund pursuant to section 
210<!> of the Federal Property and Adminis
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 
U.S.C. 490(f)), for the real property manage
ment and related activities of the Public 
Buildings Service of which: 

CONSTRUCTION AND ACQUISITION 

<a> Not to exceed $108,873,000 shall be 
available for fiscal year 1987 as follows: 

(1) $2,680,000 for construction of the Co
lumbus, New Mexico, Border Station <in
cluding funds for site acquisition>; 

<2> $3,500,000 to supplement available 
funds for construction of the Charleston, 
South Carolina, Post Office and Courthouse 
Annex; 

<3> $1,057,000 for the payment of a claim 
in relation to the Columbia, South Carolina, 
Federal Building, Courthouse; 

(4) $101,636,000 for the purchase of sites 
and buildings at the following locations and 
maximum acquisition costs: 
New York, Wellesley Island, 

Border Station ............................. $1,925,000 
Other selected purchases includ-

ing options to purchase .............. 99,711,000 

RENOVATIONS, ALTERATIONS, AND REPAIRS 

<b> Not to exceed $358,027,000 shall be 
available for fiscal year 1987 as follows: 

<1> $211,843,000 for renovations, alter
ations, and repairs of public buildings at the 
following locations and maximum construc
tion costs of $500,000 or more: 
Alabama, Birmingham, Federal 

Building, Courthouse .................. $3,899,000 
Arizona, Phoenix, Federal Build-

ing, Courthouse ........................... 762,000 
California, Laguna Niguel, Holi-

field Federal Building................. 9,167,000 
California, Los Angeles, Federal 

Building, 300 N. LA..................... 7,825,000 
California, San Diego, Federal 

Building <Old).............................. 1,576,000 
California, San Diego, Federal 

Building, Courthouse.................. 1,178,000 
California, San Francisco, Post 

Office, Courthouse...................... 1,683,000 
California, San Francisco, 

Burton Federal Building 
<Phase !> ........................................ 20,000,000 

District of Columbia, Federal 
Building, Post Office <New>....... 1,700,000 

District of Columbia, Federal 
Building No. 6............................... 1,213,000 

District of Columbia, Federal 
Building No.8............................... 1,886,000 
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District of Columbia, Federal 

Building No. 9............................... 1,713,000 
District of Columbia, Federal 

Building No. lOA.......................... 1,121,000 
District of Columbia, General 

Accounting Office........................ 3,552,000 
District of Columbia, Justice........ 599,000 
District of Columbia, State........... 2, 765,000 
District of Columbia, Steam Dis-

tribution System .......................... 13,764,000 
Florida, Miami, Federal Building. 11,481,000 
Hawaii, Honolulu, Kalanianaole, 

Federal Building, Courthouse... 1,850,000 
Illinois, Chicago, Railroad Re-

tirement Board............................. 5,200,000 
Illinois, East St. Louis, Federal 

Building, Courthouse.................. 3,762,000 
Louisiana, New Orleans, Hebert 

Federal Building.......................... 9,928,000 
Massachusetts, Boston, Kennedy 

Federal Building <Phase I> ......•. 13,544,000 
Missouri, Kansas City, 601 E. 

12th................................................ 997,000 
Missouri, Kansas City, 1500 E. 

Bannister....................................... 2,560,000 
Missouri, Kansas City, 2306 E. 

Bannister....................................... 4,408,000 
Missouri, St. Louis, Mart Federal 

Building <Phase n ....................... 20,000,000 
Missouri, St. Louis, 4300 Good-

fellow ............................................. 2,176,000 
Nevada, Las Vegas, Federal 

Building, Courthouse.................. 2,197,000 
New Jersey, Trenton, Federal 

Building......................................... 2,070,000 
New York, Brooklyn, Federal 

Building, No. 2.............................. 9,544,000 
New York, New York, Customs-

house .......................................... ;... 8,000,000 
North Carolina, Asheville, Feder-

al Building .................................... 7,083,000 
Oregon, Portland, Federal Build-

ing................................................... 12,069,000 
Texas, Dallas, Federal Building... 1,600,000 
Texas, San Antonio, Post Office, 

Courthouse ................................... 6,078,000 
Utah, Salt Lake City, Post 

Office, Courthouse...................... 675,000 
Virginia, Arlington, Federal 

Building No. 2............................... 7,464,000 
Wisconsin, Milwaukee, Federal 

Building, Courthouse.................. 2,799,000 
Wyoming, Casper, Federal Build-

ing, Courthouse ........................... 1,923,000 
<2> $130,184,000 for renovations and re

pairs of public buildings at construction 
costs of less than $500,000; 

<3> $16,000,000 for alterations of leased 
buildings, the maximum cost for a single 
building being less than $250,000. 

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION SERVICES 

<c> Notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 3<a> of this Act, not to exceed 
$67,586,000 shall be available for design and 
construction services as follows: 

<1> $25,436,000 for repair and alteration 
projects whose maximum costs of construc
tion do not exceed $500,000; 

<2> $13,834,000 for technical services; 
(3) $488,000 for design of the Columbus, 

New Mexico, Border Station. 
<4> $17,350,000 for design of repair and al

teration projects whose construction phase 
is authorized to commence in fiscal year 
1987 at the following locations and maxi
mum design costs: 
Alabama, Birmingham, Federal 

Building, Courthouse.................. 292,000 
Arizona, Phoenix, Federal Build-

ing, Courthouse ........................... 57,000 
California, Laguna Niguel, Holi-

field Federal Building................. 1,330,000 
California, Los Angeles, Federal 

Building, 300 N. LA..................... 429,000 

California, San Diego, Federal 
Building <Old> ............................. . 292,000 

California, San Diego, Federal 
Building, Courthouse ................. . 88,000 

California, San Francisco, Post 
Office, Courthouse ..................... . 311,000 

California, San Francisco, 
Burton Federal Building 
<Phase !)........................................ 1,876,000 

District of Columbia, Federal 
Building, Post Office <New> ...... . 

District of Columbia, Federal 
Building No.6 .............................. . 

District of Columbia, Federal 
Building No.8 .............................. . 

District of Columbia, Federal 
Building No.9 .............................. . 

District of Columbia, Federal 
Building No. lOA ......................... . 

District of Columbia, General 
Accounting Office ....................... . 

District of Columbia, Justice ....... . 
District of Columbia, State .......... . 
District of Columbia, Steam Dis-

tribution System ......................... . 
Florida, Miami, Federal Building. 
Hawaii, Honolulu, Kalanianaole 

Federal Building Courthouse .... 
Illinois, Chicago, Railroad Re-

tirement Board ............................ . 
Illinois, East St. Louis, Federal 

Building, Courthouse ................. . 
Louisiana, New Orleans, Hebert 

Federal Building ......................... . 
Massachusetts, Boston, Kennedy 

128,000 

91,000 

141,000 

128,000 

84,000 

266,000 
47,000 

207,000 

721,000 
989,000 

342,000 

312,000 

282,000 

596,000 

Federal Building <Phase I>........ 1,001,000 
Missouri, Kansas City, 601 E. 

12th ............................................... . 75,000 
Missouri, Kansas City, 1500 E. 

Bannister ...................................... . 192,000 
Missouri, Kansas City, 2306 E. 

Bannister ...................................... . 154,000 
Missouri, St. Louis, Mart Federal 

Building <Phase I> ....................... 1,200,000 
Missouri, St. Louis, 4300 Good-

fellow ............................................ . 163,000 
Nevada, Las Vegas, Federal 

Building, Courthouse ................. . 388,000 
New Jersey, Trenton, Federal 

Building ........................................ . 215,000 
New York, Brooklyn, Federal 

Building No.2 .............................. . 573,000 
New York, New York, Customs-

house.............................................. 1,160,000 
North Carolina, Asheville, Feder-

al Building ................................... . 164,000 
Oregon, Portland, Federal Build-

ing................................................... 1,750,000 
Texas, Dallas, Federal Building... 120,000 
Texas, San Antonio, Post Office, 

Courthouse .................................. . 47,000 
Utah, Salt Lake City, Post 

Office, Courthouse ..................... . 125,000 
Virginia, Arlington, Federal 

Building No.2 .............................. . 448,000 
Wisconsin, Milwaukee, Federal 

Building, Courthouse ................. . 210,000 
Wyoming Casper, Federal Build-

ing, Courthouse ........................... 356,000 
<5> $10,478,000 for design of additional 

repair and alteration projects at the follow
ing locations and maximum design costs: 
California, Los Angeles, Court-

house.............................................. $386,000 
California, Sacramento, Federal 

Building, Courthouse ................. . 642,000 
District of Columbia, Central 

Heating Plant .............................. . 700,000 
District of Columbia, Internal 

Revenue Service .......................... . 110,000 
Illinois, Champaign, Federal 

Building ........................................ . 176,000 
Illinois, Chicago, Dirksen Feder-

al Building ................................... . 869,000 

Illinois, Chicago, Federal Supply 
Service Depot .............................. . 

Louisiana, New Orleans, Boggs 
Federal Building ......................... . 

Maryland, Baltimore, Appraisers 
Stores ............................................ . 

Maryland, Middle River, Depot .. . 
Massachusetts, Boston, McCor

mack Post Office & Court-
house ............................................. . 

Michigan, Detroit, McNamara 
Federal Building ......................... . 

Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, 
Courthouse .................................. . 

Texas, Austin, Internal Revenue 
Service Complex ......................... . 

Texas, Austin, Post Office ............ . 
Virginia, Abingdon, Federal 

Building ........................................ . 
LEASING 

376,000 

657,000 

272,000 
1,000,000 

3,200,000 

302,000 

500,000 

743,000 
445,000 

100,000 

(d) Not to exceed $935,100,000 shall be 
available for fiscal year 1987 as follows: 

<1> $27,700,000 for expansion space, 
<2> $907,400,000 for payments in fiscal 

year 1987 to provide for space under lease 
prior to fiscal year 1987 and replacement 
space, including increases in operating costs 
and taxes less savings due to lease cancella
tions. 

REAL PROPERTY OPERATIONS 

<e> Not to exceed $734,319,000 shall be 
available for fiscal year 1987 real property 
operations. 

PROGRAM DIRECTION 

<f> Not to exceed $57,090,000 shall be 
available for fiscal year 1987 program direc
tion. 

PURCHASE CONTRACTS 

(g) Not to exceed $143,442,000 shall be 
available for fiscal year 1987 for payment of 
principal, interest, taxes, and any other obli
gation for public buildings acquired by pur
chase contract. 

SEc. 5. <a> Funds appropriated under sec
tion 4 of the Act for construction, renova
tion, repair, or alteration shall remain avail
able for obligation and expenditure without 
regard to fiscal year limitations: Provided, 
That construction, renovation, repair, oral
teration has commenced in the same fiscal 
year which funds are made available. 

<b > Commencement of design using funds 
authorized pursuant to section 4<c> of this 
Act for projects authorized by sections 4<a> 
and 4<b> shall be regarded as complying 
with the provisions of subsection <a> of this 
section. 

SEc. 6. Ten per centum of the funds made 
available pursuant to this Act to the Public 
Buildings Service for renovation, alterna
tion, and repair of public buildings and for 
payment of leases on buildings shall be 
available for repair or alternation projects 
and leases, respectively, not otherwise au
thorized by this Act, if the Administrator 
certifies that the space to be repaired, al
tered, or leased resulted from emergency 
building conditions or changing or addition
al programs of Federal agencies. Funds for 
such projects may not be obligated until 
thirty days after the submission by the Ad
ministrator of an explanatory statement to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate and the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives. The explanatory 
statement shall, among other things, in
clude a statement of the reasons why such 
project or lease cannot be deferred for au
thorization in the next succeeding fiscal 
year.e 
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By Mr. ROTH <for himself, Mr. 

DENTON, Mr. NUNN, Mr. EXON, 
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. TRIBLE, Mr. 
MATriNGLY, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. BoREN, Mr. 
DECONCINI, and Mr. GRAMM): 

S. 2398. A bill to amend title 18 of 
the United States Code to ban the pro
duction and use of advertisements for 
child pornography or solicitations for 
child pornography, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE AND PORNOGRAPHY ACT 

• Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, there is 
no question that there is a direct link 
between child pornography and the 
sexual abuse and exploitation of our 
Nation's children. A year-long investi
gation by the Permanent Subcommit
tee on Investigations, which I chair, as 
well as public hearings last year by 
both the subcommittee and the Attor
ney General's Commission on Pornog
raphy, have established beyond any 
doubt that pedophiles-emotionally 
disturbed individuals who are sexually 
attracted to children-make extensive 
use of child pornography to stimulate 
and justify their ugly behavior and to 
entice and blackmail their helpless 
young victims. For the sake of our 
children, we must do more to restrict 
the availability of child pornography 
to these individuals, and it is to that 
end that I am today introducing the 
Child Sexual Abuse and Pornography 
Act of 1986. 

This bill modifies and supersedes S. 
554, which I introduced last year along 
with Senators NuNN and CHILES, delet
ing some provisions and clarifying 
others in response to comments re
ceived on S. 554 during the course of 
last year. As I indicated when I intro
duced S. 554, the subcommittee's in
vestigation disclosed the existence of a 
seamy underground network of child 
molesters-adults who seek out chil
dren for sexual gratification-and it 
showed that the very lifeblood of this 
loosely organized underground society 
is child pornography. Virtually every 
expert on the subject who testified 
before the subcommittee or discussed 
child abuse with subcommittee investi
gators, including several convicted 
child molesters, confirmed the central 
role of child pornography in the life of 
the pedophile. 

The production and distribution of 
child pornography is, of course, illegal; 
and action taken by Congress in 1984 
to strengthen the laws against child 
pornography has resulted in a dramat
ic and encouraging increase in child 
pornography indictments and convic
tions. Despite increased vigilance on 
the part of the U.S. Customs Service 
and other Federal authorities, howev
er, commercial and noncommercial 
child pornography continues to be 
widely sold and traded by pedophiles 
in this country. 

One reason that the trade in child 
pornography continues to flourish, 
Mr. President, is that this salacious 
and clearly illegal material-photos, 
films, and videotapes depicting nude 
young children and children engaged 
in explicit sexual behavior-is being 
openly advertised, traded and sold in 
pedophile newsletters and other publi
cations within the United States. Even 
more shocking, these publications 
sometimes contain thinly disguised ad
vertisements and solicitations for child 
prostitution, including such things as 
child sex tours to foreign countries 
where pedophiles can obtain children 
for purposes of sexual · molestation. 
While the goods and services offered 
in these ads are illegal, Mr. President, 
the advertisements themselves are not. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today would close this and other loop
holes in our laws against child abuse. 
My bill would, for the first time, ban 
the production and publication of ad
vertisements for child pornography as 
well as solicitations for child pornogra
phy and sex with children. Violations 
would be punishable by prison terms 
of up to 10 years, and up to 15 years 
for a second conviction. This bill 
would enable Federal authorities to 
prosecute those who would molest 
children or solicit child molestation 
before they can do irreparable harm 
to an innocent child or children. 

This bill also would amend the por
tion of title 18 of the United States 
Code known as the Mann Act, which 
prohibits the interstate transportation 
of females for the purpose of prostitu
tion and other immoral purposes. Our 
investigation revealed that children of 
both sexes are victimized by pedo
philes, who sometimes trade their 
young victims by transporting them 
back and forth across State lines. My 
bill will make this law sex neutral, so 
that it will protect males as well as fe
males and it will apply whether or not 
the defendants seek or obtain any fi
nancial advantage. In addition, the bill 
will expand the Mann Act's scope. 
Now, in order to prosecute someone 
for transporting a minor for purposes 
of prohibited sexual conduct, that con
duct must be shown to be commercial
ly exploited. The subcommittee's in
vestigation showed that minors and re
cordings of minors engaged in prohib
ited sexual conduct are often traded 
by pedophiles strictly for purposes of 
sexual gratification, with no money 
changing hands. My bill would place 
these individuals within the reach of 
the Mann Act. 

Mr. President, those who advertise 
in order to receive or deal in child por
nography and child prostitution are as 
guilty of child abuse as the actual 
child molester-in fact, in many cases 
it is the same person. It is important 
to recall that every piece of child por
nography represents the depiction of a 
terrible crime-the sexual exploitation 

of a child. Child sexual abuse can liter
ally destroy a childhood, turning one 
of life's most precious times into a psy
chic nightmare of guilt and shame. My 
goal in introducing this legislation is 
to make it so costly to advertise any 
sexually explicit material involving 
children that the risk of prosecution 
will outweight any possible incentive 
to engage in this activity. I hope the 
Senate will act quickly to close the 
loopholes which we have identified in 
our child abuse pornography laws. 
Nothing less than the well-being of 
our Nation's children is at stake. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a section-by-section analysis 
be printed in the RECORD. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1. Section 1 states the short title 
of the bill, "The Child Sexual Abuse and 
Pornography Act of 1986." 

Section 2. Section 2 amends 18 U.S.C. Sec
tion 2251 by creating new subsection <c> and 
redesignating the sentencing portion of the 
law as subsection (d). Under current law, 
Section 2251 makes it illegal to entice, en
courage or otherwise induce a minor to 
engage in child pornography which has or 
will be transported in interstate commerce 
or mailed. It is also illegal for a parent or 
guardian to permit a minor to engage in or 
otherwise assist in the creation of child por
nography. 

New subsection <c> adds a provision that 
would make it illegal to 1> create or publish 
an advertisement offering child pornogra
phy; and 2) create or publish an advertise
ment soliciting sexually explicit conduct 
with a minor. As under current law, new 
subsection <c> refers only to advertisements 
that will be or have been transported in 
interstate commerce or mailed. In addition, 
the new provision requires a showing that 
the defendant "knows or has reason to 
know" that the notice, statement or adver
tisement is for material which actually de
picts or will be used to encourage the pro
hibited sexual conduct of a minor. 

This section modifies two of the defini
tions in Section 2255 for prohibited "sexual
ly explicit conduct." It changes paragraph 
<2><D> from "sadistic or masochistic abuse" 
to "sadistic or masochistic abuse <for the 
purposes of sexual stimulation of any 
person)." An extensive search for federal 
cases defining sadism and masochism re
vealed that the words are not necessarily 
confined to sexual conduct. This modifica
tion to the definition, therefore, clarifies 
that the prohibited conduct is sexual. 

This section also changes paragraph <E> 
which currently reads "lascivious exhibition 
of the genitals or pubic area of any person." 
The word "lascivious" is replaced with the 
words "lewd or lascivious." There is a dearth 
of federal case law defining "lewd" and "las
civious," but the words are used inter
changeably. Indeed, Black's Law Dictionary 
treats lewd and lascivious as synonyms. 

No changes were made in the sentencing 
portion of Section 2251. This means that 
the sentence for one convicted under 2251 if 
amended as proposed, will be the same as 
that in effect before amendment. Specifical
ly, one may be sentenced for a period of in
carceration of any term up to 10 years <or 
two to 15 years for a second conviction>. In 
addition, one may be fined in accordance 
with Section 2251 or 18 U.S.C. Section 3623. 
The fines contained in Section 2251 
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<$100,000 for an individual, $200,000 for a 
repeat offender, and $250,000 for an organi
zation> were changed in May of 1984. How
ever, on December 31, 1984, the Criminal 
Fine Enforcement Act of 1984 took effect. It 
allows a judge the option of sentencing one 
convicted under 18 U.S.C. Section 2251 to 
the fines contained therein or to a maxi
mum fine of $250,000 for an individual and 
$500,000 for an organization. 

Section 3. Section 3 amends 18 U.S.C. Sec
tion 2421, which proscribes the knowing 
transportation of any woman or girl for the 
purposes of prostitution or for other immor
al purposes. The bill would replace the 
words "woman or girl" with "individual" 
and make other semantic and grammatical 
changes to make the offense applicable in 
cases where the victims are male as well as 
where they are female. 

In so doing, this statute becomes an alter
native vehicle for prosecuting sexual crimes 
against all minors. Under current law, Sec
tion 2423 is the exclusive vehicle for pros
ecuting those who take male children across 
state lines for the purposes of committing 
prohibited sexual acts with children. <Sec
tion 2421 protects only women and girls.> 

No changes are made in the sentencing 
portion of Section 2421. Hence, the appro
priate sentence for one convicted under the 
amendment Section 2421 would be a maxi
mum of five years incarceration and a fine 
as set forth in 18 U.S.C. Section 2421 or 
3623. 18 U.S.C. Section 2423 provides a 10-
year maximum penalty. No changes are 
made in the term of incarceration available 
for Section 2421 or Section 2423 since at the 
time this bill was drafted and will be consid
ered, the Sentencing Commission is review
ing sentences and devising guidelines for all 
federal sentences. 

Section 4. Section 4 amends 18 U.S.C. Sec
tion 2422, which currently makes it illegal 
to induce a female to travel in interstate or 
foreign commerce for the purpose of prosti
tution or for other immoral purposes. 

This Section would make the provision ap
plicable to males as well as females by re
placing the words "woman or girl" with the 
word "individual" and making other neces
sary changes in language. It would also 
change the title by deleting reference to 
female. 

As with Sections 2 and 3, the appropriate 
sentence for one convicted under the 
amended 2422 would be a maximum term of 
five years incarceration and a fine as set 
forth in 18 U.S.C. Section 3623. 

Section 5. 18 U.S.C. Section 2423 now 
makes it illegal to transport a minor for 
prostitution or other prohibited sexual con
duct that will be commercially exploited. 
Section 5 would change the definition for 
sexually explicit conduct in paragraph <b> 
of 18 U.S.C. Section 2423 to conform to 
changes made in 18 U.S.C. Section 2251 in 
1984 as well as to clarify certain words. Spe
cifically, Section 5 would change 18 U.S.C. 
Section 2423 <b><2><D> from "sado masochis
tic abuse <for the purposes of sexual stimu
lation>" to "sadistic or masochistic abuse 
<for the purposes of sexual stimulation of 
any person>." It would also change "lewd 
exhibition of the genitals or pubic area of 
any person" to "lewd or lascivious exhibi
tion of the genitals or pubic area of any 
person." <Section 2 of this bill makes the 
same changes to Section 2251.> 

Section 5 would also expand the Act's 
scope. 18 U.S.C. Section 2423 prohibits the 
transportion of any minor for prohibited 
sexual conduct that will be "commercially 
exploited." Neither 18 U.S.C. Section 2421 

nor 2423 prohibits one from recording the 
prohibited sexual conduct and using it to 
entice a minor to commit illegal sex acts, 
nor does it prohibit an adult from taking a 
male child across state lines for prohibited 
sexual conduct where no commercial advan
tage is sought or obtained. <18 U.S.C. Sec
tion 2421 currently prohibits only the trans
portation of any female for prostitution or 
other immoral purposes.> This bill would 
change Section 2421 to cover any individual 
who is transported for these purposes. In 
1984, Congress deleted the commercial ex
ploitation requirement from the child por
nography laws, specifically 18 U.S.C. Sec
tion 2252 and current 2255. See DOJ Hand
book on the Comprehensive Crime Control 
Act of 1984 and other Criminal Statutes En
acted by the 98th Congress, December 1984, 
page 217>. A similar change to Section 2423 
would unduly enlarge the class of defend
ants. Hence, a change was made to assure 
that Section 2423 would cover those who 
record and utilize the prohibited sexual con
duct with minors without regard to a profit 
motive but not the 19-year-old who crosses 
state lines with a 17-year-old husband or 
wife. Since Section 3 of the bill amends Sec
tion 2421 and in so doing prohibits the 
transportation of all minors for immoral 
purposes, that change sufficiently covers 
the situation, described above, when the 
adult takes a child across state lines in order 
to engage in prohibited sexual conduct. 

This section also changes the term "com
mercial exploitation" in paragraph <b>, the 
definition portion of Section 2423, to "com
mercially exploited." This is a technical 
change to conform the definition section to 
the description of illegal conduct. 

As with Sections 2 through 4, the sentenc
ing portion of 18 U.S.C. Section 2423 has 
not been changed. Accordingly, one convict
ed under amended Section 2423 could be 
sentenced to a maximum period of incarcer
ation of 10 years and and a fine in accord
ance with 18 U.S.C. Section 2423 or 3623. 

Section 6. Section 6 would amend 18 
U.S.C. Section 2424 (including its title> to 
make it sex neutral. This provision requires 
that one who keeps or otherwise supports 
an alien female for the purpose of prostitu
tion, or for other immoral purpose, must file 
a statement <with the INS>; the statute also 
creates a penalty for failing to file such 
statement. 

Since no changes are made to the penalty 
provisions, the sentence for one convicted 
after enactment of this bill would be a maxi
mum prison term of two years and a fine as 
set forth in 18 U.S.C. Section 2424 or 3623. 

Section 7. Section 7 changes the title of 
Chapter 117 of Title 18 from "White Slave 
Traffic" to "Prostitution and Related Of
fenses".e 
• Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the Child Sexual Abuse 
and Pornography Act of 1986, a bill to 
outlaw the advertising of child prono
graphy and to strengthen the Mann 
Act's protection against the sexual ex
ploitation of minors. I commend my 
distinguished colleague from Dela
ware, Mr. ROTH, for his leadership in 
the fight against pornography and I 
am only too please to join him as an 
original cosponsor of this bill. 

Mr. President, pornography attacks 
human dignity itself at its very core. It 
is an epidemic that devastates the per
sonal and social well-being of contem
porary society. We must remain alert 

to its effects and take countermeas
ures to prevent its spread. Pornogra
phy encourages the sexual exploita
tion and abuse of men, women, and 
children, with tragic consequences. 

Testimony received in the Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Juvenile Justice in
dicated beyond a doubt that the ef
fects of pornography are devastating, 
both to the individual and to society. 
The sex industry abuses and exploits 
not only those who engage in making 
pornography, and those who are ex
posed to it, but also those who are vic
timized by its. effects on other people. 
It uses every means of social communi
cation: Books, magazines, tabloids, 
films, video cassettes, subscription tel
evision, video games, coin-operated 
machines, computers, and erotic tele
phone messages. 

Pornography is an offense against 
the rights of all people. It is a problem 
which victimizes everyone. In order to 
deal effectively with the problem we 
must recognize that pornography vic
timizes all members of society, regard
less of sex, age, race, religion, or social 
station. Pornography is particularly 
egregious when children become un
willing participants or when children 
are sexually abused or exploited as a 
result of the pornography. 

Mr. President, hearings conducted 
by the Senate Judiciary Subcommit
tees on Juvenile Justice and Criminal 
Law and the Subcommittee on Securi
ty and Terrorism, which I chair, have 
demonstrated beyond doubt that there 
is a direct link between child pornog
raphy and the sexual abuse and ex
ploitation of our Nation's children. In 
fact, at the Subcommittee on Security 
and Terrorism hearing, testimony was 
presented by the FBI that pedophiles 
make extensive use of child pornogra
phy to stimulate and justify their be
havior, to lower the child's inhibitions 
and reluctance, to blackmail the child 
victim and to establish a medium by 
which they can communicate with 
other like-minded criminals. 

Mr. President, the Congress must 
work to eliminate the production of 
child pornography and the sexual ex
ploitation and abuse of our chidren. It 
is only through hard work and coop
eration that we can find a way to solve 
the problem of child sexual exploita
tion which, because of past errors, has 
been allowed to flourish unabated. 
The production of child pornography 
degrades and exploits children in a 
fundamental, inhumane, uncivilized 
way, and harms all of society in the 
process. 

Mr. President, the Child Sexual 
Abuse and Pornography Act of 1986, 
provides a useful tool in our fight 
against child pornography. The bill 
creates a criminal penalty for advertis
ing or soliciting child pornography 
and child sexual abuse, revises the 
Mann Act so that it will apply to 



May 1, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9305 
males as well as females and outlaws 
the "trading" of young children by pe
dophiles across State lines, regardless 
of whether the activity is done for 
"commercial" purposes. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this important piece of leg
islation.• 
e Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join several of my distin
guished colleagues in cosponsoring the 
Child Sexual Abuse and Pornography 
Act of 1986, introduced today by Sena
tor RoTH. This bill is a revision of S. 
554, introduced la.St year to toughen 
laws against child prostitution and 
commercial exploitation of child por
nography through advertising. I was 
also a cosponsor of S. 554. 

I commend Senator RoTH for his 
diligence in working with prosecutors 
and other lawyers over the last several 
months to create this improved ver
sion of S. 554, which will better enable 
our courts to penalize those deplorable 
individuals who destroy the lives of 
our young children through the com
mercial exploitation of their sexual in
nocence. The Supreme Court has held, 
Mr. President, that a lesser standard 
of freedom to publish applies, under 
the first amendment, where juveniles 
are involved. Whatever one may think 
about adults who choose to engage in 
or purchase pornography, surely all 
will agree that involving children in 
any way in this disgusting business is 
pure victimization, and it should be 
condemned by any decent society. The 
Supreme Court has given legislators 
and prosecutors greater power to pro
tect these young victims. Congress 
should use that power. 

This bill will create a criminal penal
ty for advertising or soliciting child 
pornography and child sexual abuse, 
and it will also amend the Mann Act 
so that it will apply to males as well as 
females and will outlaw the "trading" 
of young children by pedophiles across 
State lines. 

Our children must be protected from 
this heinous activity, and these outra
geous practices by pedophiles and por
nographers must be eradicated. I urge 
my colleagues to pass this legislation 
today.e 

By Mr. CHAFEE: 
S. 2399. A bill to temporarily sus

pend the duty on certain stuffed toy 
figures; to the Committee on Finance. 

DUTY SJ]SPENSION FOR STUFFED TOY ANIMALS 

• Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to offer legislation today that 
would temporarily suspend until De
cember 31, 1990, the duty on certain 
stuffed toy figures of animate objects 
not exceeding 25 inches in either 
length, width, or height. 

Major toy companies in the United 
States import their line of stuffed toy 
animals because there is no significant 
domestic manufacturer of these items. 
Since there is no domestic production, 

no domestic interests would be ad
versely affected by this bill. Further
more, elimination of duty on stuffed 
toy animals will result in lower con
sumer prices for children's toys. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S.2399 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CERTAIN STUFFED TOY FIGURES. 

Subpart B of part 1 of the Appendix to 
the Tariff Schedules of the United States is 
amended by inserting in numerical sequence 
the following new item: 

"912.32 Stuffed toy figures of 

{=~=tsnot 
~n~~~not 
exceeding 25 inches 
in either length, 
width, or height 
(provided for in item 
737.30) 

Free ............. No Change ... On or before 
12!31/ 
90". 

SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
The amendment made by section 1 of this 

Act shall apply with respect to articles en
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption after the date that is 15 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act.e 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. 2400. A bill to amend title XVIII 

of the Social Security Act to provide 
for coverage of an annual preventive 
health care checkup under part B of 
such title, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

ANNUAL PREVENTIVE HEALTH CARE CHECKUP 

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am in
troducing today a bill which would 
provide Medicare coverage for the cost 
of an annual preventive care physician 
visit by each beneficiary. Current 
Medicare law specifically exempts 
from coverage all routine physician 
examinations. 

Good primary care for our elderly 
citizens requires timely and accurate 
diagnosis of illness. Many elders, be
cause they are homebound and cannot 
get to a doctor or because they simply 
cannot afford a physician visit without 
full Medicare coverage, do not immedi
ately seek the medical care they need. 
Almost 20 percent of all elders do not 
see a doctor in a given year; over 10 
percent fail to see a doctor over a 2-
year period. 

Without timely checkups, disease 
and illness in the elder develops and 
can only continue to worsen. By the 
time the elder is finally seen by a phy
sician, three things have happened: 
One, the diagnosis has become more 
difficult, especially as multiple chronic 
conditions develop; two, the chance of 
successful treatment has lessened due 
to the advance of the illness; and 

three, the treatment has undoubtedly 
become more costly. 

Mr. President, my bill is straightfor
ward. It would provide Medicare cover
age for an annual checkup for each 
Medicare beneficiary, whether the 
checkup is in the hospital, doctor's 
office, or the beneficiary's home. The 
services provided in the checkup would 
include those necessary to diagnose or 
prevent illness or injury in the benefi
ciary, including hypertension screen
ing and a mammograph for the detec
tion of breast cancer. 

While my primary concern is to 
ensure the best possible health for our 
elderly citizens, this bill may very well 
result in long-term savings in the Med
icare system due to the early detection 
of illness. While the cost data avail
able to date is not extensive, it indi
cates that the initial costs associated 
with administration of preventive 
health services, such as those to be 
provided in the annual physician visit, 
will be offset by the savings which 
come from earlier diagnosis and treat
ment. 

For instance, in an October 1985 
hearing before the House Select Com
mittee on Aging, one medical witness 
testified that the medical costs for a 
breast cancer patient who is cured be
cause of early detection are approxi
mately $20,000. In contrast, the pa
tient whose disease is not detected 
early on faces costs of $60,000. The cu
mulative cost saving of early detection 
for all women who will develop breast 
cancer in a year was estimated to be 
$204 million. 

Private insurers or employers who 
have instituted preventive health pro
grams are reporting similar cost sav
ings. For instance, the Washington 
Business Group on Health testified 
before the House Subcommittee on 
Compensation and Employee Benefits 
this past month that Blue Cross and 
Blue Shield of Indiana, which 5 years 
ago instituted a comprehensive health 
promotion program, has determined 
that $1 invested in health returned 
$1.50 in saved insurance benefits utili
zation. 

Mr. President, this Congress has al
ready recognized the value and fiscal 
sensibility in instituting preventive 
health services under Medicare. The 
1986 reconciliation bill authorized sev
eral demonstration projects to provide 
a package of preventive health serv
ices to Medicare beneficiaries on a 
trial basis. While such demonstration 
projects are worthwhile, I believe that 
the health of our elderly citizens and 
the cost data available to date dictate 
that we begin providing at least a lim
ited annual physician visit under Med
icare now. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
the bill be printed in the REcoRD. 



9306 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 1, 1986 
There being no objection. the bill 

was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ANNUAL PREVENTIVE HEALTH CARE 

CHECKUP. 
(a) COVERAGE.-
(1) Section 186l<s> of the Social Security 

Act <42 U.S.C. 1395x<s» is amended-
<A> by striking out "and" at the end of 

paragraph <9>; 
<B> by striking out the period at the end 

of paragraph <10> and inserting in lieu 
therof "; and"; 

<C> by inserting after paragraph <10> the 
following new paragraph: 

"<11> services furnished in connection 
with an annual preventive health care 
checkup."; and 

<D> by redesignating paragraphs <11> 
through <14> as paragraphs <12> through 
<15>. respectively. 

<2><A> Section 1864<a> of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395aa<a» is amended by striking out 
"paragraphs <11> and (12)" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "paragraphs <12> and <13>". 

<B> Section 1865<a> of such Act <42 U.S.C. 
1395bb<a» is amended by striking out "para
graphs <11> and <12>" in the matter follow
ing paragraph <4> and inserting in lieu 
thereof "paragraphs <12> and (13)". 

<C> Section 1902<a><9><C> of such Act <42 
U.S.C. 1396a<a><9><C» is amended by strik
ing out "paragraphs (11) and <12)" and in
serting in lieu thereof "paragraphs 02) and 
(13)". 

<D> Section 1915<a><l><B><ii><l) of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1396n<a><l><B><iD<n> is amended 
by striking out "paragraphs (11) and 02)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "paragraphs 
02> and <13>". 

(b) DEFINITION.-Section 1861 of such Act 
is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(ee> The term 'services furnished in con
nection with an annual preventive health 
care checkup' means services furnished by a 
physician during a routine physical checkup 
<without regard to the location at which 
such services are furnished, but no more 
than once each year for any patient> to di
agnose or prevent illness or injury. Such 
services may include hypertension screen
ing, administration of influenza vaccine, a 
routine exfoliative cytology <Papanicolaou) 
test for the detection of uterine cancer, test 
for blood in the stool, rectal examination, 
nutrition screening, a mammograph for the 
detection of breast cancer, and appropriate 
referral for diagnosis or treatment of physi
cal, psychological, and social disorders.". 

(C) STANDARD OF MEDICAL NECESSITY.-
(1) Section 1862<a><l> of such Act <42 

U.S.C. 1395y(a)(l)) amended-
<A> by striking out "or <D>" in subpara

graph <A> and inserting in lieu thereof "(D), 
or <E>"; 

<B> by striking out "and" at the end of 
subparagraph <C>; 

<C> by striking out the semicolon at the 
end of subparagraph <D> and inserting in 
lieu thereof ", and"; and 

<D> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subparagraph: 

"<E> in the case of services furnished in 
connection with an annual preventive 
health care checkup <as described in section 
186l<ee». which are not reasonable and nec
essary for the diagnosis or prevention of ill
ness or injury;". 

(2) Section 1862<a><7> of such Act is 
amended by inserting "<other than an 

annual preventive health care checkup)" 
after "checkups". 

(d) WAIVER OF DEDUCTIBLE AND COPAY· 
MENTS.-

(1) Section 1833<b> of such Act <42 U.S.C. 
1395l<b)) is amended by striking out "and" 
before "(5)", and by inserting before the 
period at the end of the first sentence the 
following: ", and <6> such deductible shall 
not apply with respect to items and services 
furnished in connection with an annual pre
ventive health care checkup <described in 
section 186l<ee))". 

<2><A> Section 1833<a><l> of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395l<a)(l)) is amended by striking 
out "and" before "<G>", and by adding at 
the end thereof the following: "and <H> 
with respect to items and services <other 
than clinical diagnostic laboratory tests> 
furnished in connection with an annual pre
ventive health care checkup (described in 
section 186l<ee)), the amounts paid shall be 
100 percent of the reasonable charges for 
such items and services;". 

<B> Section 1833<a><l><D> of such act is 
amended by inserting "for tests furnished in 
connection with an annual preventive 
health care checkup <described in section 
186l<ee))," after ", under the procedure de
scribed in section 1870([)(1),". 

<C> The last sentence of section 
1866<a><2><A> of such Act <42 U.S.C. 
1395cc<a><2><A» is amended by inserting 
after "with the first opinion>," the follow
ing: "with respect to items and services fur
nished in connection with an annual preven
tive health care checkup <described in sec
tion 186l<ee)),". 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this sectioin shall apply to services 
furnished on or after the first day of the 
first calendar month to begin more than 60 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act.e 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM <for her
self and Mr. DANFORTH): 

S. 2401. A bill to prohibit the manu
facture or distribution in, or the im
portation into the United States of 
certain firearms; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

BAN ON PLASTIC HANDGUNS 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President. 
in response to the recent wave of ter
rorist activity, I am introducing legis
lation with Senator DANFORTH to ban 
the importation or domestic manufac
ture and distribution of firearms made 
of plastic or nonmetallic materials. An 
alarming attribute of such weapons is 
that they would be able to pass un
dected through x-ray machines and 
metal detectors. These devices form 
the backbone of our airport and Gov
ernment office security. The availabil
ity on nondetectable firearms would 
enable terrorists to penetrate effec
tively our own most sophisticated se
curity systems including all domestic 
and international airports, the Su
preme Court. both Houses of Con
gress. and the White House. 

Although the technology for such 
weapons is still in its developmental 
stage, it is clear that if unchecked 
they can soon be expected on the 
market. We cannot close our eyes to 
this threat and react only after a trag
edy occurs. The time to act is now. 

We can be assured that once placed 
on the market. there will be no way to 
prevent such weapons from falling 
into terrorist's hands. I do not think 
we could. nor do I think we would 
want to stifle the ultimate develop
ment of such weapons. I do think, 
however. immediate action is neces
sary to prevent the technology devel
opment of these weapons from outpac
ing our security controls. 

I have consistently supported addi
tional appropriations to the Federal 
Aviation Administration for the devel
opment of more effective detection de
vices. By acting to stop the commercial 
manufacture in our domestic market 
and prohibiting the wholesale impor
tation of these weapons from abroad. 
we can gain sufficient time to develop 
and implement the technology neces
sary for their detection before they 
become generally available in the 
black market. 

Mr. President. this legislation is 
straightforward. It makes it unlawful 
for any person to manufacture or dis
tribute in the United States. or to 
import into the United States. any 
firearm that the Secretary of the 
Treasury, in consultation with the Ad
ministrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration. determines is not 
readily detectable as a firearm by the 
standard security equipment common
ly used at airports in the United 
States. 

We must not naively think that ter
rorists will fail to exploit the most ad
vanced technologies available to 
achieve their purposes. Three Ameri
cans already have been killed as a 
result of a plastic bomb blast over 
Greece. and another 400 travelers re
cently faced a similar threat in 
London. To ensure the safety of Amer
icans relying on our airport security 
systems, I urge strong and vocal sup
port for this legislation. A single life 
must not be lost as the result of con
gressional or administrative inaction. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be print
ed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 2401 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That <a> 
section 922 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"(n) It shall be unlawful for any person to 
manufacture or distribute in the United 
States, or to import into the United States, 
any firearm that the Secretary determines-

"(1) in consultation with the Administra
tor of the Federal Aviation Administration, 
is not readily detectable as a firearm by the 
standard security equipment commonly 
used at airports in the United States; and 

"<2> is not readily identifiable as a fire
arm.". 
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<b> Section 925(d) of title 18, United 

States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: "The Secretary 
shall not authorize under this subsection 
the importation into the United States of 
any firearm that the Secretary determines, 
in consultation with the Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration, is not 
readily detectable as a firearm by the stand
ard security equipment commonly used at 
airports in the United States.". 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. HEINZ, 
and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 2402. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to assure access to 
health insurance, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE ACT 

e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce a bipartisan, four
point initiative to deal with one of the 
most serious health problems facing 
the Nation-the inaccessibility of 
health care for millions of our fellow 
citizens. 

This initiative is introduced as two 
mirror-image bills, identical in all but 
the enforcement mechanism. Senator 
DURENBERGER-who is joining me in 
this initiative, along with Senators 
HEINZ and RIEGLE-and I are introduc
ing this package as two bills so that 
both the Labor and the Finance Com
mittee will have the opportunity to 
move this legislation forward. The dif
ferent enforcement mechanisms create 
different committee jurisdictions, and 
we feel the ability to work within two 
committees maximizes the likelihood 
of success for this initiative. 

The initiative is also being intro
duced in the House today by Congress
man FORTNEY H. "PETE" STARK, and 
WILLIS GRADISON. 

The crisis in access to health care 
this bill addresses has two causes and 
you don't need an EKG or even a 
stethoscope to diagnose them. Too 
many Americans have no health insur
ance to pay for care they need. And 
too many hospitals may soon be forced 
to shut their doors to those who 
cannot pay. 

Thirty-seven million Americans-one 
out of every six citizens-have no 
health insurance at all. Since 1980, the 
number of persons without such cover
age has soared by 42 percent. 

At the same time, hospitals face a 
growing burden in providing care for 
the seriously ill who cannot pay. Be
tween 1980 and 1984, the cost of hospi
tal charity doubled, from $2.8 billion 
to $5.7 billion. In the new world of 
hospital competition, even the most 
compassionate and committed institu
tions will soon face a cruel choice be
tween rationing health care for the 
poor or bankruptcy for their institu
tions. 

According to a recent study spon
sored by the Robert Wood Johnson 
Foundation, 1 million Americans every 

year are refused health care because 
they cannot pay, and an additional 4 
million do not even seek care they 
need, because they know they cannot 
afford it. 

We propose four specific steps to 
deal with this crisis. 

HEALTH INSURANCE FOR THE UNEMPLOYED 

Employers offering health insurance 
to their workers will be required to 
extend coverage for 4 months after a 
worker is laid off, as long as the 
worker agrees to pay the same premi
um he was paying on the job. In addi
tion, employers will be required to 
permit open enrollment for family 
coverage when a worker in a two
worker family is laid off and loses 
health insurance. 

Seventy percent of the unemployed 
have been without work for less than 4 
months. Because they have lost their 
employment-based group insurance 
and can't afford an individual policy, 
they are forced to go without cover
age-and gamble that a medical catas
trophe will not strike them or their 
loved ones. 

For half a century, the unemploy
ment insurance system has protected 
Americans against the income loss 
arising from short-term unemploy
ment: It is time to provide the same 
protection against the potentially ru
inous cost of a major uninsured illness. 

Solving this problem is not a budget
buster. The Congressional Budget 
Office estimates that as many as 10 
million workers and their dependents 
would benefit from enactment of this 
proposal. There would be no addition
al Federal outlays, and the maximum 
cost to employers would be $1.5 bil
lion, less than seven-hundredths of 1 
percent of current payroll. 

INSURANCE POOLS FOR THE UNINSURABLE 

Hundreds of thousands of Americans 
are not poor but have no access to em
ployment-based insurance and cannot 
obtain insurance because of their poor 
health status. Many of these are par
ents who face the emotional burden of 
caring for a chronically ill child-a 
burden that should not be compound
ed by the fear of financial ruin. 

Our proposal requires States to es
tablish pools of comprehensive insur
ance for all residents, regardless of 
health status. The pools will be largely 
self-supporting, but if the premium ex
ceeds 150 percent of the customary 
cost of individual policies, all employ
ers and insurers offering employment
based health insurance would contrib
ute to the pool. 

Nine States-Connecticut, Florida, 
Indiana, Minnesota, Montana, Nebras
ka, North Dakota, Rhode Island, and 
Wisconsin-already offer similar pools 
to their residents: Two million more 
Americans will benefit if all States 
offer them. 

Almost all States have mechanisms 
to provide auto insurance for other
wise uninsurable motorists. Citizens 

burdened by the cost of serious illness 
deserve help at least as generous in ob
taining the coverage they need. 

HOSPITAL CARE FOR THE UNINSURED 

Charity care for the poor and the 
uninsured is a traditional mission of 
community hospitals. For decades, the 
cost of care for those who cannot pay 
has been financed out of earnings 
from paying patients. In today's 
highly competitive health care 
system-created in part by Govern
ment mandated cost controls imposed 
in recent years-hospitals are increas
ingly unable to subsidize those who 
cannot pay. Competition has been an 
important innovation in the health 
care system, but it is false economy to 
deny health care to those who cannot 
afford it. 

Our proposal requires States to es
tablish mechanisms to finance essen
tial hospital care for those who cannot 
pay. The traditional subsidies that are 
now drying up must be replaced with 
explicit help. 

New York, New Jersey, and Florida 
already have such mechanisms in 
place. Enactment of this proposal will 
assure that patients with serious ill
nesses can obtain the care they need. 
Hospitals must be able to fulfill their 
traditional mission of care and open 
their doors to all who need it, free 
from the fear that bankruptcy will 
close their doors to all. 

HEALTH INSURANCE FOR SMALL BUSINESSES 

Three-quarters of those without 
health insurance are workers or de
pendents of workers-and three quar
ters of these in turn work for small 
businesses. 

Owner-operators of small unincorpo
rated firms face a significant tax disin
centive in providing health insurance 
for their workers. Employer-paid 
health insurance premiums do not 
count as taxable income to the work
ers, but-because the owner is not an 
employee-he is not entitled to deduct 
the cost of his own health insurance 
as a business expense. Our proposal 
encourages small businesses to provide 
insurance to their workers by enabling 
the owner to deduct the cost of his 
own personal insurance as a business 
expense if his workers also participate 
in the plan. 

Small businesses are also less likely 
to offer health insurance because of 
higher marketing and administrative 
costs, which require them to pay 40 to 
50 percent more than large firms for 
comparable coverage. Our proposal re
quires the Secretary of HHS to con
duct studies and demonstrations of 
methods to reduce the cost of health 
insurance to small businesses. 

Enactment of the measures we are 
proposing is affordable and achievable 
within the constraints of the Federal 
budget and the capabilities of the Na
tion's health care system. It will not 
solve all the problems of the current 
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system, but it will bring decent healt~ 
care to millions of our fellow Ameri
cans who find it out of reach today. 

Mr. President, I ask that a summary 
of the bill and a list of supporting or
ganizations be printed in the RECORD, 
along with the text of the bill. · 

I urge prompt enactment of these 
important measures. 

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

s. 2402 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Access to 
Health Care Act of 1986". 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Incentives for the establishment of 

statewide insurance pools. 
Sec. 3. Requiring State plans for the unin

sured and underinsured 
Sec. 4. Temporary extension of coverage for 

laid-off workers; open enroll
ment for spouses of unem
ployed workers. 

Sec. 5. Demonstration projects on improving 
access to health insurance for 
small employers and self-em
ployed individuals. 

SEC. 2. INCENTIVES FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 
STATEWIDE INSURANCE POOLS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-The Public Health Serv
ice Act is amended-

< 1 > by redesignating title XXI as title 
XXIII and by redesignating each section of 
that title as the corresponding section in 
title XXIII, and 

<2> by inserting after title XX the follow
ing new title: 
"TITLE XXI-INCENTIVES FOR ESTAB

LISHMENT OF STATEWIDE INSUR
ANCEPOOLS 

"REQUIREMENT FOR LARGE EMPLOYERS 
"SEc. 2101. <a> IN GENERAL.-In accordance 

with regulations which the Secretary shall 
prescribe, in the case of each large ~mployer 
that offers a health benefits plan, either the 
employer or the entity through which bene
fits under the plan are offered must be a 
member of a qualified pooling association 
(described in section 2102> in each State in 
which benefits under the plan are offered as 
a result of employment in that State. 

"(b) LARGE EMPLOYER.-For purposes of 
this section-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the term 'large employer' 
means an employer who, on each of some 20 
days during a year or the preceding year, 
each day being in a different calendar week, 
employed for some portion of the day 
<whether or not at the same moment of 
time> 20 or more individuals. 

"(2) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN GOVERNMENTAL 
UNITs.-The term 'large employer' shall not 
include the United States or any possession 
of the United States or any agency or in
strumentality of any of the foregoing <in
cluding the United States Postal Service 
and Postal Rate Commission>; except that 
such term shall include any nonappropriat
ed fund instrumentality of the United 
States. 

"QUALIFIED POOLING ASSOCIATION DEFINED 
"SEC. 2102. In this title, the term 'quali

fied pooling association' means any organi
zation which-

"( 1 > is a nonprofit corporation established 
pursuant to and regulated by State law; 

"(2) permits any of the following doing 
business in the State to be participating 
members: 

"<A> insurers writing expense incurred 
health insurance, 

"<B> hospital and medical service plan cor
porations, 

"(C) health maintenance organizations, 
and 

"<D> employers and other health financ
ing entities <including self-funding entities 
and employee welfare benefit plans>; 

"(3) makes available <without regard to 
health conditions> to all residents of the 
State <who are not eligible for benefits 
under part A of title XVIII of the Social Se
curity Act> levels of health insurance typi
cal of the levels of coverage provided 
through large employer groups, except 
that-

"<A> any such level of insurance must 
limit the amount of the annual out-of
pocket expenses for covered services under 
individual coverage to $1,500 and under 
family coverage to $3,000, 

"<B> any such level of insurance may not 
establish a lifetime benefit limit for any in
dividual of less than $500,000, 

"<C> subject to subparagraph <A>, such in
surance may provide for a choice of deducti
bles (in addition to the deductibles typical 
of levels of coverage provided through large 
employer groups), but not to exceed $1,000 
for each covered individual, and 

"<D> such insurance may deny coverage 
for covered services for preexisting condi
tions for a period not to exceed 6 months; 

"(4) charges a pool prelnium rate expected 
to be self -supporting based upon a reasona
ble actuarial deterlnination of anticipated 
experience and expected expenses, such 
pool prelnium rate in no event to exceed 150 
percent of average prelnium rates for indi
vidual standard risks in the State for com
parable coverage; and 

"(5) assesses losses of the pool equitably 
among all participating members. 
Nothing in this section shall be construed as 
preventing a State or other entity from pro
viding for payment of part or all of the pre
Inium of an enrollee and from varying the 
amount of such payment based on the en
rollee's income or other basis. 

''ENFORCEMENT 
"SEC. 2103. (a) CIVIL PENALTY.-Any em

ployer <other than a State or political subdi
vision thereof, or any agency or instrumen
tality thereof> who knowingly does not 
comply with the requirement of section 
2101 shall be subject to a civil penalty of not 
more than 10 percent of the amount of an 
employer's expenditures for plans which do 
not comply with that requirement. Such 
penalty may be assessed by the Secretary 
and collected in a civil action brought by 
the United States in a United States district 
court. 

"(b) NOTICE AND HEARING RIGHTS.-In any 
proceeding by the Secretary to assess a civil 
penalty under this section, no penalty shall 
be assessed until the employer charged shall 
have been given notice and an opportunity 
to present its views on such charge. In de
termining the amount of the penalty, or the 
amount agreed upon in compromise, the 
Secretary shall consider the gravity of the 
noncompliance and the demonstrated good 
faith of the employer charged in attempting 
to achieve rapid compliance after notifica
tion by the Secretary of a noncompliance. 

"<c> TRIAL DE Novo.-In any civil action 
brought to review the assessment of a civil 

penalty assessed under this section, the 
court shall, at the request of any party to 
such action, hold a trial de novo on the as
sessment of such civil penalty and in any 
civil action to collect such a civil penalty, 
the court shall, at the request of any party 
to such action, hold a trial de novo on the 
assessment of such civil penalty unless in a 
prior civil action to review the assessment of 
such penalty the court held a trial de novo 
on such assessment. 

"(d) PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION.-Any em
ployer <other than a State or political subdi
vision thereof, or any agency or instrumen
tality thereof> who knowingly does not 
comply with one or more of the require
ments of this title shall be liable to individ
uals for damages <including health care 
costs incurred> resulting from the employ
er's failure to comply with the require
ments. 

"(e) ENFORCEMENT AGAINST STATES.-If the 
Secretary, after reasonable notice and op
portunity for a hearing to a State, finds 
that it or any of its political subdivisons has 
failed to comply with the requirement of 
section 2101, the Secretary shall reduce pay
ments to such State under sections 314<d>, 
317, 318, 1002, 1525, and 1613 in a total 
amount equal to not more than 10 percent 
of the amount of the State's or political sub
division's expenditures for plans which do 
not comply with that requirement." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made 

by this section shall apply to years begin
ning on or after January 1, 1988. 

(2) EXCEPTION FOR LARGE EMPLOYERS LOCAT
ED IN CERTAIN STATES.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-In the case of a large em
ployer located in a State in which the first 
regular State legislative session does not end 
before January 1, 1988, the amendments 
made by this section shall apply on or after 
the first year that begins after the close of 
the first regular State legislative session of 
the State. 

(B) FIRST REGULAR STATE LEGISLATIVE SES
SION DEFINED.-In subparagraph (A), the 
'first regular State legislative session' refers 
to the first regular session of a State legisla
ture that begins after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 3. REQUIRING STATE PLANS FOR THE UNIN

SURED AND UNDERINSURED. 
<a> DENIAL oF PuBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT 

FuNDS FOR NONCOMPLIANCE.-Title XXIII of 
the Public Health Service Act <as redesig
nated by section 2<a> of this Act> is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 
"REQUIRING STATE PLANS FOR THE UNINSURED 

AND UNDERINSURED 
"SEc. 2316. <a> REQUIR.EMENT.-Each State 

shall either-
"<1> have in effect a qualified State plan 

of assistance for the uninsured and underin
sured that meets the requirements of sub
section <b>, or 

"(2) provide for health care coverage
"<A> that may be a health maintenance 

organization or other management system 
ofcare,and 

"<B> that pays for the costs of <or pro
vides> inpatient and outpatient hospital 
services in the State, 
for all individuals in the State who <but for 
this clause> would qualify to have payments 
for such services made under a plan de
scribed in paragraph < 1>. 

"(b) REQUIR.EMENTS POR QUALIFIED STATE 
PLANS 01' AsSISTANCE FOR THE UNINSURED AND 
UNDERINSURED.-The requirements, referred 
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to in subsection <a><l>. for a qualified State 
plan of assistance for the uninsured and un
derinsured are as follows: 

"<l><A> The plan must provide for pay
ment for the unreimbursed costs incurred 
by each hospital in the State in furnishing 
medically necessary inpatient and outpa
tient services. Such unreimbursed costs may 
be determined on a patient by patient basis, 
on the basis of a prospectively approved 
budget for a hospital, on the basis of costs 
that are reasonable and necessary for the 
provision of services, or on another reasona
ble basis established by the State. 

"<B> Payment may not be made under the 
plan for costs-

"(i) respecting care provided by a hospital 
pursuant to an assurance under title VI or 
XVI <commonly known as the Hill-Burton 
program) that the hospital will make avail
able a reasonable volume of services to per
sons unable to pay therefor, 

"(ii) respecting obligations to pay taxes, 
"(iii) for which charges can reasonably be 

expected to be collected with suitable bill 
collection mechanisms, 

"(iv> for care for which payment is made 
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
<commonly known as the medicare pro
gram), or 

"<v> for care for which payment is made 
under a State plan approved under title 
XIX of the Social Security Act <commonly 
known as the medicaid program). 

"<2> The plan must have adequate financ
ing through a mechanism established by the 
State. 

"(3) The plan must not provide for a legal 
or regulatory limit on the amount of charity 
and unreimbursed care a hospital may pro
vide. 

"(C) EXCEPTIONS.-Notwithstanding sub
section (b), a plan may-

"( 1> provide that no payment will be made 
under the plan for any unpaid deductible or 
coinsurance amount not in excess of $250; 

"(2) take into account, and require con
tinuation of, the payment, from State and 
local taxes, of amounts for charity and un
reimbursed care at the levels in effect 
during fiscal year 1985 (with such adjust
ments to take into account changes in 
prices, costs, tax collections, or other rea
sonable items as the plan may provide), and 

"<3> require, as a condition of payment 
under the plan to a hospital, that the hospi
tal <A> provide a certain level of charity and 
unreimbursed care for inpatient and outpa
tient hospital services, and <B> meet mini
mum standards in its efforts to collect 
unpaid bills. 

"<d> ENFoRCEMENT.-If the Secretary, after 
reasonable notice and opportunity for a 
hearing to a State, finds that it has failed to 
comply with the requirement of this section, 
the Secretary shall terminate payments to 
such State under sections 314(d), 317, 318, 
1002, 1525, and 1613 and under title XIX 
and notify the Governor of such State that 
further payments under such sections and 
such title will not be made to the State until 
the Secretary is satisfied that there will no 
longer be any such failure to comply." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
( 1 > IN GENERAL.-The amendment made by 

subsection <a> shall take effect on January 
1, 1988. 

(2) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN STATES.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-In the case of a State in 

which the first regular State legislative ses
sion does not end before January 1, 1988, 
the amendment made by subsection <a> 
shall apply to years beginning after the 
close of the first regular State legislative 
session of the State. 

(B) FIRST REGULAR STATE LEGISLATIVE SES
SION DEFINED.-ln subparagraph (A), the 
"first regular State legislative session" 
refers to the first regular session of a State 
legislature that begins after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 4. TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF COVERAGE 

FOR LAID-OFF WORKERS; OPEN EN
ROLLMENT FOR SPOUSES OF UNEM
PLOYED WORKERS. 

<a> ExPANDING TITLE XXII TO CoVER PRI
VATE, AS WELL AS PuBLIC, EMPLOYERS.-Title 
XXII of the Public Health Service Act, as 
added by section 10003 of the Consolidated 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985, 
is amended-

(1) in the heading, by striking "FORCER
TAIN STATE AND LOCAL EMPLOYEES", 

<2> in the heading of section 2201, by strik
ing "STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL", 

<3> in section 2202(a), by striking "that is 
maintained" and all that follows through 
"subdivision,", and 

<4> in section 2207, by striking "a State, 
political subdivision, or agency or instru
mentality thereof," and insert "a group 
health plan". 

(b) MODIFICATION OF CONTINUATION COVER
AGE REQUIREMENTS.-

( 1) EXTENSION OF CONTINUATION PERIOD.
Paragraph (2)(A)(i) of section 2202 of such 
Act <relating to maximum period of continu
ation coverage) is amended by striking "18 
months" and inserting "22 months". 

(2) CLARIFICATION OF RIGHT TO TERMINATE 
CONTINUATION COVERAGE.-Paragraph (2) of 
such section <relating to period of continu
ation coverage) is amended by adding at the 
end the following subparagraph: 

"(F) NOTICE OF TERMINATION OF COVER
AGE.-The date on which the qualified bene
ficiary notifies the plan administrator, in 
writing, that the coverage should be termi
nated." 

(3) EMPLOYER CONTINUATION OF PREMIUM 
PAYMENTS FOR 4 MONTHS.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-Such section <relating to 
continuation coverage> is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(6) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN QUALIFIED 
BENEFICIARIES.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-In the case of a qualify
ing event described in section 2203<2> <relat
ing to terminations and reduced hours>. 
during the period described in subparagraph 
<B>-

"(i) the amount and frequency of payment 
of any premium charged under paragraph 
<3> shall be under the same terms and condi
tions as if the qualifying event had not oc
curred, and 

"(ii) paragraph <2><C> shall only apply to 
failures of the qualified beneficiary to pay 
the premium required with respect to the 
beneficiary. 

"(B) PERIOD OF APPLICATION.-The period 
described in this subparagraph is the period 
beginning on the day after the date of the 
qualifying event and ending at the end of-

"(i) 4 months, or 
"(ii) the number of months <before the 

date of the qualifying event> for which the 
qualified beneficiary was provided coverage 
under the group health plan, 
whichever is less." 

(B) PROMPT ELECTION REQUIRED.-Section 
2205 of such Act <relating to the election of 
continuation coverage) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN ELEC
TIONS.-In the case of an election respecting 
a qualifying event described in paragraph 

section 2203<2> <relating to terminations and 
reduced hours), in order to obtain the bene
fits of section 2202(6), the qualified benefici
ary must make the election during the first 
14 days of the election period.". 

(C) SPOUSAL OPEN ENROLLMENT REQUIRE
MENT.-Title XXII of such Act is further 
amended-

<1> in section 220Ha>-
<A> by inserting "(1)" after "with this 

title,", and 
<B> by inserting before the period at the 

end the following: ", and <2> for the oppor
tunity of spouses to enroll in group health 
plans"; 

(2) by redesignating section 2208 as sec
tion 2209; 

<3> by striking "2208(3)" in section 2205(2) 
and inserting "2209<3>"; and 

<4> by inserting after section 2207 the fol
lowing new section: 
"SPOUSAL OPEN ENROLLMENT REQUIREMENTS OF 

GROUP HEALTH PLANS 
"SEC. 2208. (a) IN GENERAL.-For purposes 

of this title, a group health plan meets the 
requirements of this section only if the plan 
provides for an open enrollment period 
<meeting the requirements of this subsec
tion> for each married employee-

"<1) who is <or, but for a previous election, 
would be> covered under the plan, and 

"<2> whose spouse loses or will lose cover
age under a group health plan due to a 
qualifying event <described in section 
2203(2)). 

"(b) OPEN ENROLLMENT PERIOD.-The open 
enrollment period must-

"( 1> be a period of not less than 60 days, 
and 

"<2> begin not earlier than 30 days before 
the date of the qualifying event and not 
later than such date, except, at the option 
of the employee, the period may be delayed 
to begin on a date not later than the date 
the employee's spouse actually loses cover
age under a group health plan. 

"(c) Loss OF CoVERAGE.-For purposes of 
this section, a spouse shall not be considered 
to have lost coverage during any period 
<after a separation from employment> in 
which the coverage is continued and for 
which a contribution toward the cost of the 
coverage is being made by an employer, 
union, or entity other than the spouse. 

"(d) TERMs OF ENROLLMENT OPTION.-
"(1) No REQUIREMENT OF INSURABILITY.

The terms of such an enrollment may not 
require, or discriminate on the basis of lack 
of, evidence of insurability. 

"(2) BENEFITS AND ENROLLMENT.-Except as 
provided in paragraph <3>. the coverage and 
terms of an enrollment during an open en
rollment period provided under this section 
shall be the same as the terms <including 
any option for coverage of immediate family 
members> most recently offered with re
spect to the enrollment of that employee or 
<at the employer's option> of newly hired or 
other employees similarly situated. 

"(3) EFFECTIVE DATE OF COVERAGE.-Except 
as provided in paragraph <4>. the coverage 
provided pursuant to an individual's enroll
ment during an open enrollment period 
under this section shall be effective no later 
than-

"<A> the first day of the first pay period 
that begins more than 5 days after the date 
the individual enrolls, or 

"(B) 30 days after the date the individual 
enrolls, 
whichever is earlier. 

"(4) IMMEDIATE COVERAGE OF ADDED FAMILY 
MEMBERS.-If an employee was previously 
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covered and only exercises the option to 
cover immediate family members, the cover
age of the immediate family members shall 
begin not later than the first day of the 
first pay period that begins after the date 
the individual exercises the option.". 

(d) CHANGE IN NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.
Section 2206 of such Act <relating to notice 
requirements> is amended-

(!) in paragraph <1>. by inserting "and sec
tion 2208(1)" after "this subsection", 

<2> in paragraph (2), by inserting "(or 7 
days in the case of a qualifying event de
scribed in section 2203(2))", 

(3) in the second sentence, by striking 
"within 14 days of the date on which the 
plan administrator is notified under para
graph (2) or (3)" and inserting "within 7 
days of the date on which the plan adminis
trator is notified under paragraph <2> or 
within 14 days of the date on which the 
plan administrator is notified under para
graph (3)", and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
"Each notice under paragraph <4><A>. in the 
case of a qualifying event described in sec
tion 2203(2), shall include information con
cerning the special rules in sections 2202(6) 
and 2205(3)." 

(e) EFFEcTIVE DATES.-
(1) GENERAL RULE.-The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to plan 
years beginning on or after January 1, 1947. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAIN
ING AGREEMENTS.-ln the case of a group 
health plan maintained pursuant to one or 
more collective bargaining agreements be
tween employee representatives and one or 
more employers ratified before the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the amendments 
made by this section shall not apply to plan 
years beginning before the earlier of-

<A> the date on which the last of the col
lective bargaining agreements relating to 
the plan terminates <determined without 
regard to any extension thereof agreed to 
after the date of the enactment of this Act), 
or 

<B> July 1, 1987. 
For purposes of subparagraph (A), any plan 
amendment made pursuant to a collective 
bargaining agreement relating to the plan 
which amends the plan solely to conform to 
any requirement added by this section shall 
not be treated as a termination of such col
lective bargaining agreement. 

(f) NOTIFICATION TO COVERED EKPLOYEES.
At the time that the amendments made by 
this section apply to a group health plan de
scribed in section 2209< 1) of the Public 
Health Service Act <as amended by this 
Act>, the plan shall notify each covered em
ployee, and spouse of the employee <if any), 
who is covered under the plan at that time 
of the continuation coverage and open en
rollment period required in title XXII of 
such Act. The notice furnished under this 
subsection is in lieu of notice that may oth
erwise be required under section 2206( 1 > of 
such Act. 
SEC. 5. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS ON IMPROVING 

ACCESS TO HEALTH INSURANCE FOR 
SMALL EMPLOYERS AND SELF-EM
PLOYED INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) STUDIES AND DEMONSTRATION 
PRoJECTs.-The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall provide for the con
duct of studies and demonstration projects 
on ways to reduce the costs for small em
ployers and self-employed individuals in ob
taining health insurance. In particular the 
Secretary shall examine, demonstrate, and 
evaluate how savings in marketing and ad
ministrative costs can be achieved through 
the use of-

< 1 > standardized policy packages, 
<2> State arrangements for the pooling of 

health insurance, 
<3> State or Federal reinsurance of group 

health contracts, 
<4> contracts with banks to offer such in

surance to depositors or other groups, 
(5) contracts with medicare carriers, 
(6) contracts or grants to Chambers of 

Commerce or similar groups representing 
business, and 

<7> other innovative means. 
<b> REPORT.-The Secretary shall report to 

Congress on the results of the studies and 
demonstration projects not later than Janu
ary 1, 1988. 

(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year <beginning with fiscal year 
1987> such sums as may be appropriate to 
carry out this section.6 

THE IMPROVED ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE 
INITIATIVE 

The Improved Access to Health Care Initi
ative <ACI) is a response to the growing lack 
of health care for the poor and uninsured. 
It builds on the last year's successful Stark
Kennedy initiative, which resulted in the 
enactment of a number of important first 
steps to deal with this problem. 

Between 1980 and 1985, the number of 
Americans without any health insurance in
creased a stunning 42%, to over 37 million 
people. Simultaneously, new competitive 
pressures in health care have reduced care 
to those without insurance. A recent study 
by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation 
found that a million Americans are refused 
medical care annually because they cannot 
pay for it, another four million do not seek 
needed care because they cannot afford it. 

Enactment of ACI will improve access to 
essential health care by increasing the 
number of Americans covered by health in
surance and by improving the financing of 
hospital care for the uninsured. 

The bill has five elements: 
Extension of employment-based health in

surance coverage for laid-off workers and 
their dependents. 

Creation of subsidized health insurance 
pools to allow people without employment
based coverage to buy health insurance re
gardless of their health status. 

Requirement that states establish a mech
anism to fund hospital charity care or devel
op a plan to provide health insurance to all 
uninsured residents. 

Advantageous tax treatment to encourage 
self-employed individuals to offer health in
surance to employees. 

Development of methods to lower the cost 
of health insurance to small businesses. 

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE FOR LAID-OFF 
WORKERS 

The proposal would require employers to 
continue health insurance coverage for laid
off workers and their dependents for up to 
four months. Both employee and employer 
would be required to continue to pay what
ever share of the premium they paid before 
the worker was laid off. Typically, employ
ers pay 80-100% of the cost of health insur
ance. 

After the four month period was over, 
workers could continue coverage for eight
een months more if they were willing to pay 
the entire premium. 

More than 70% of the unemployed are en
employed for less than four months. The 
Congressional Budget Office estimates that 
as many as 5. 7 million workers who would 
otherwise lose health insurance would be 

able to have continued protection under this 
proposal. 

The bill would also mandate an open-en
rollment period for employed spouses of 
workers who lost their jobs and their health 
insurance. Frequently, in two-worker fami
lies, only one member choses to enroll in the 
family health insurance plan because enroll
ing in both workers' family plans would 
result in duplication of coverage. As a 
result, if the worker who carries the insur
ance loses his or her job, the family is left 
without protection. This bill would allow 
the spouse that still has a job to enroll the 
family under his or her plan. 

These provisions would fill a major gap in 
the Nation's health insurance system. Just 
as unemployment insurance protects work
ers and their families against loss of income 
during a period of temporary unemploy
ment, enactment of this proposal could 
ensure protection against the devastating 
cost of uninsured illness. 

SUBSIDIZED INSURANCE POOLS 
States would be required to establish in

surance pools for people who do not have 
access to employment-based health insur
ance and find it difficult or impossible to 
purchase adequate, affordable individual 
policies because they have pre-existing 
health conditions. 

Policies offered by the pools would have 
to be available to anyone regardless of 
health status. Premiums would be limited to 
150 percent of the average premium normal
ly charged for health plans offered to indi
viduals. 

Policies would be designed to offer cover
age typical of large employer plans in the 
State, but could not establish a life-time 
limit on benefits of less than $500,000 and 
would have to cap annual out-of-pocket ex
penses for covered services at no more than 
$1,500 for individual coverage and $3,000 for 
family coverage. If the plan were not self
supporting from premiums, losses would be 
made up by assessments on all entities of
fering employment-based health insurance 
in the State, including self-insured plans. 

Nine states already offer such pools. They 
are important in assuring medical care and 
protection from bankruptcy to families 
facing serious illness that do not have access 
to employment-based health insurance. 

STATE SYSTEMS TO FUND HOSPITAL CARE FOR 
THE UNINSURED 

Last report care for the poor and unin
sured who are very sick has traditionally 
been one of the missions of hospitals. Hospi
tals have finance the cost of charity care 
largely out of earnings on other care. 

Changes in the health care market now 
jeopardize the willingness of hospitals to 
provide charity and unreimbursed care. 
Under the influence of medicare's prospec
tive payment system, greater competition 
between hospitals for business, increasing 
enrollment in HMOs, and growing insistence 
by large employers and insurers on the 
lowest possible charges for services, hospi
tals have come to feel they have to behave 
more and more like businesses. Hospitals be
lieve that the cross-subsidies that they have 
traditionally relied on to finance charity 
care can no longer be counted on for this 
purpose. 

This proposal requires states to establish 
a subsidy to finance charity care to substi
tute for the hidden subsidies that are now 
drying up. Under the proposal, hospitals 
would be assured that the charity and unre
imbursed care they provided would be paid 
for so long as the care was rendered eco-
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nomically and efficiently and they tried to 
collect whatever costs the patient himself 
was able to finance. 

Alternatively, states could establish a pro
gram to provide health insurance for all 
residents. 

Several states-New York, New Jersey and 
Florida-already have funding mechanisms 
for uncompensated hospital care. Enact
ment of this proposal will assure that se
verely ill patients can be confident of receiv
ing the essential hospital care they need re
gardless of their ability to pay. Likewise, 
hospitals can be assured that fulfilling their 
traditional mission of providing care to ev
eryone in the community will not jeopardize 
their financial well being. 

TAX INCENTIVES FOR THE SELF-EMPLOYED 

Seventy-five percent of all uninsured 
Americans are employed or the dependents 
of employees. Most of these employed but 
uninsured Americans work for self-mployed 
individuals or small businesses. While 90 
percent of workers in businesses with more 
than 26 employees are offered health insur
ance, only about half of businesses with 25 
workers or less offer their employees health 
insurance. The inabililty of self-employed 
individuals to take the business deduction 
for their health insurance has been a signif
icant disincentive to offer health insurance 
to their employees. 

Under current tax law, the cost of employ
er-paid health insurance premiums is not 
counted as taxable income to workers. In 
small, unincorporated businesses, however, 
the owner-operator of the business receives 
no tax benefit for the cost of his own health 
insurance. If he offers health insurance to 
his employees, they do not pay any tax on 
the contribution the business makes to the 
cost of the premium, but the self-employed 
owner must pay his own full premium out of 
after tax dollars. 

This bill would encourage self-employed 
individuals to offer health insurance to 
their workers by allowing them to take the 
business tax deduction for the cost of the 
lowest premium they pay for health insur
ance for their full-time employees. 

DEMONSTRATIONS ON LOWERING THE COST OF 
CARE TO SMALL BUSINESSES 

Small businesses are less likely to offer 
health insurance to their employees because 
of higher marketing and administration 
costs. The Health Insurance Association of 
America estimates that very small business
es <less than 10 employees> must pay a rate 
for insurance that is typically 40 to 50 per
cent higher than large businesses pay for 
similar coverage. 

This proposal requires the Secretary of 
the Department of Health and Human Serv
ices to conduct studies and demonstration 
projects on ways to lower the cost of health 
insurance coverage for small firms. The 
demonstrations could include state govern
ment pool arrangements, grants to Cham
bers of Commerce or similar groups to ar
range insurance coverage for small firms in 
a given geographical area, and offering of 
insurance to small firms through medicare 
carriers. 

THE IMPROVED ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE 
INITIATIVE-SUPPORTING ORGANIZATIONS 

National Health Care Campaign. 
Member Organizations: National Council 

of Senior Citizens, Children's Defense Fund, 
Citizen Action, Congress of National Black 
Churches, National Association of Commu
nity Health Centers, National Association of 
Social Workers, National Black Child Devel-

opment Institute, Service Employees Inter
national Union, Southern Christian Leader
ship Conference, United States Catholic 
Conference. 

AFL-CIO, American Association of Re
tired Persons, American College of Gastro
enterology, American Diabetes Association, 
American Hospital Association, Catholic 
Hospital Association, Older Women's 
League, UA W. 

Coalition for Health Insurance Availabil
ity <supporting the risk pool legislation>. 

Member Organizations: ACLD, Inc. An As
sociation for Children and Adults with 
Learning Disabilities, Alliance for the Neur
ologically Impaired, American Diabetes As
sociation, American Foundation for the 
Blind, Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis Asso
ciation, Arthritis Foundation, Association 
for Retarded Citizens, Cooley's Anemia 
Foundation, Cystic Fibrosis Foundation, 
Epilepsy Foundation of America, Handi
capped Organized Women, Inc., Health In
surance Association of America, Hunting
ton's Disease Foundation of America, 
Immune Deficiency Foundation, Lupus 
Foundation of America, National Associa
tion of Children's Hospitals and Related In
stitutions, Inc., National Association of De
velopmental Disabilities Councils, National 
Coalition for Rare Disorders, National 
Easter Seal Society, National Head Injury 
Foundation, National Foundation for Ileitis 
and Colitis, National Huntington's Disease 
Association, National Multiple Sclerosis So
ciety, National Rehabilitation Association, 
National Society for Children and Adults 
with Autism, National Women's Health Net
work, Sickle Cell Support Association, Sick 
People Need Insurance, Sick Kids Need In
volved People, Spina Bifida Association of 
America, Tourette Syndrome Association, 
Inc., United Cerebral Palsy Associations, 
Inc.e 
e Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President: I am 
pleased to join my colleagues, Sena
tors KENNEDY and DURENBERGER, as a 
sponsor of the Access to Health Care 
Act of 1986. The strong bipartisan sup
port we have on both sides of the Cap
itol for this legislation reflects how 
important this legislation is to Ameri
ca's 35 to 37 million medically unin
sured citizens. I am particularly grati
fied that the sponsors have incorpo
rated within this initiative a modified 
version of my bill, S. 1372, the Health 
Insurance Availability Act of 1985. 

For 1 in 6 Americans today, riding in 
a car, catching a cold, just getting out 
of bed a day older each morning poses 
a monumental risk. If you don't have 
health insurance, an accident or ill
ness carries the threat of financial dis
aster, unnecessary pain, disability, and 
even death. 

Traditionally, Americans insure 
themselves against the financial risk 
of poor health through four major 
avenues-employer-sponsored group 
health insurance, Medicare, Medicaid, 
or private insurance paid by the indi
vidual. Four avenues for care, but each 
with insurmountable roadblocks for 
too many in need of insurance. And 
for many uninsured, neither a job nor 
a comfortable income are a guarantee 
of safe passage. 

The medically uninsured represent a 
broad cross section of income class, 

employment status, and age groups. 
They are people like: 

Beulah S., a widow from San Fran
cisco, who testified at a hearing of the 
Aging Committee last year. When 
Beulah's husband died in 1979 and she 
lost his health insurance coverage, she 
suddenly found herself a victim of 
cancer and a victim of a health insur
ance system which shuns the risky pa
tient. Too young for Medicare, too sick 
for private insurance, Beulah was 
forced to use up much of the savings 
her husband had left her to buy the 
critical medical care she needed. 

Bill F., an unemployed steel worker 
in my home State of Pennsylvania, 
faces the prospect of depleting his 
small savings because he cannot find 
coverage for himself and his pregnant 
wife, casting a shadow on what should 
be a happy event. 

The bill we are introducing today 
will help people like Beulah by en
couraging States to set up risk pools 
and Mr. and Mrs. F. by extending em
ployer health coverage to laid-off 
workers. It will help to expand health 
insurance coverage by small businesses 
where employees now have a mere 50-
50 chance of being covered. And final
ly, this bill will give health care pro
viders the assurance that they will be 
paid for the charity and unreimbursed 
care they provide. 

More specifically, this legislation 
will do the following: 

First. Encourage States to establish 
insurance risk pools for those unable 
to purchase health insurance because 
of a pre-existing condition. Employers 
with 20 or more employees, who pro
vide health benefits either through in
surance or by self-funding, would be 
required to contribute to the statewide 
risk pool. Any employer who failed to 
participate would be subject to a 10-
percent excise tax on their employee 
health expenses. The pool's health in
surance must make available to all 
residents of the State levels of health 
insurance typical of the levels of cov
erage provided through large employ
er groups. The bill would limit out-of
pocket expenses for individual cover
age to $1,500 and for family coverage 
to $3,000. The lifetime benefit could 
not be less than $500,000. The pool 
would offer a choice of deductibles, 
not to exceed $1,000 for each individ
ual covered and the premium could 
not exceed 150 percent of average pre
mium rates for individual policies in 
the State for comparable coverage. 
The bill allows States to subsidize pre
miums. 

Second. Require States to establish 
financing mechanisms to pay for un
compensated and charity inpatient 
and outpatient hospital care. This pro
posal requires States to establish an 
explicit subsidy mechanism to finance 
charity and unreimbursed care for the 
uninsured and underinsured. Under 
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the proposal, hospitals would be paid 
for so long as the care was rendered 
economically and efficiently, and they 
had made businesslike efforts to col
lect whatever costs the patient himself 
was able to finance. 

Alternatively, States could establish 
a program to provide health insurance 
for all of the residents in the State 
and thereby obviate the need to reim
burse hospitals for charity care. 

Third. Extention of coverage for 
laid-off workers. The Access to Health 
Care Act would require employers to 
offer extended health insurance cover
age for laid-off workers and their de
pendents for up to 4 months. Both em
ployee and employer would be re
quired to continue to pay whatever 
share of the premium they paid before 
the worker was laid off. After the 4-
month period was over, workers could 
exercise the option under the Consoli
dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1985 to continue coverage for a 
total of 18 months if they were willing 
to pay both the employer and employ
ee share of the premium. 

The bill also requires an open enroll
ment period for employed spouses of 
workers who lost their jobs and their 
health insurance. Under current law, 
if the worker who carries the insur
ance loses his or her job, the family is 
left without protection. This bill 
would allow the spouse that still has a 
job to enroll the family under his or 
her employer's plan. 

Fourth. Tax incentives for the self
employed. Under current tax law, the 
cost of employer-paid health insurance 
premiums is not counted as taxable 
income to workers. In small, unincor
porated businesses, however, the 
owner-operator of the business re
ceives no tax benefit for the cost of his 
own health insurance. If he offers 
health insurance to his employees, 
they do not pay any tax on the contri
bution the business makes to the cost 
of the premium, but the self-employed 
owner must pay his own full premium 
out of after tax dollars. This bill would 
encourage self -employed individuals to 
offer health insurance to their work
ers by allowing them to take the busi
ness tax deduction for the cost of the 
lowest premium they pay for health 
insurance for their full-time employ
ees. 

Fifth. Demonstration projects on 
lowering the cost of care to small busi
nesses. The Access to Health Care Act 
requires the Secretary of HHS to con
duct studies and demonstration 
projects on ways to lower the cost of 
health insurance coverage for small 
firms. The demonstrations could in
clude State government pool arrange
ments, grants to chambers of com
merce or similar groups to arrange in
surance coverage for small firms in a 
given geographical area, and offering 
of insurance to small firms through 
Medicare carriers. 

This important initiative is support
ed by a broad coalition of groups in
cluding the National Council of Senior 
Citizens, the National Healthcare 
Campaign, the United Auto Workers, 
AFL-CIO, Older Women's League, and 
the American Hospital Association, to 
name just a few. 

Mr. President, we need to underscore 
our commitment to quality health 
care as a right of all Americans-not a 
privilege just for the lucky few. The 
Access to Health Care Act is designed 
with this priority in mind.e 

By Mr. DURENBERGER (for 
himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
HEINZ, and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 2403. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to assure access 
to health insurance, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE ACT 

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, I am happy to introduce today 
with my colleagues from the State of 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
State of Pennsylvania [Mr. HEINZ], 
and the State of Michigan [Mr. 
RIEGLE], the Access to Health Care 
Act of 1986. The bill includes a set of 
measures amending the Tax Code and 
Medicaid law to improve access to 
health insurance coverage for Ameri
cans. 

Mr. President, in efforts to make 
health care available to Americans, as 
in efforts to contain the cost of health 
care, we have learned there are no uni
versal approaches-no "magic bullets." 
Concepts such as federally adminis
tered national health insurance or na
tionally mandated all-payer insurance 
systems are impractical, politically un
palatable, and just plain won't work. 
We have learned that the market 
place at the community level, guided 
by consumer choice of private health 
plans, is the best means to promote 
quality, cost-effective health care. So 
it is important that as we address the 
issue of uninsured Americans that con
gressional action be consistent with 
the principle of consumer choice of 
private health coverage in the local 
health marketplace. 

Insurmountable financial obstacles 
to health care confront too many 
Americans. The number of uninsured 
has grown from 33 million at the 
bottom of the recession to 37.1 million 
today. All indications are that it will 
continue to rise. There are many rea
sons why the number of uninsured has 
increased. First, many parts of the 
country never recovered from the 
1982-83 recession and rural America is 
now deep in economic crisis. Also, 
reform of the health care system, the 
"competition strategy" under which 
hospitals, doctors, and health plans 
have begun to compete for business 
based on the price of services or premi
ums is another factor. 

Competition in the health care 
system and the complimentary Medi
care payment reforms, both of which 
promote efficiency in the delivery of 
hospital services, have reduced the 
cost of health care. However, the in
centives inherent in competition and 
Medicare reform also have sent ames
sage to the hospitals and health plans 
that the cross-subsidization of charity 
care, medical education and research 
will no longer be funded primarily 
through the dollars of paying patients. 
Today, those patients and their health 
plans-including Medicare-are only 
interested in paying for the value of 
what they receive not the care of med
ical training of others. 

This side effect of the economics of 
competition in the health care system 
will be useful in the long run. It will 
enable the health care system to move 
away from hidden subsidization to ex
plicit support for the poor and medical 
training. This will encourage the ex
plicit funding of the efficient, quality 
providers who are best able to give 
value for dollars paid for service. 

As I have said many times, reform of 
the health care system depends on in
dividual Americans making choices in 
a market. As a national policy, it 
makes sense to encourage individuals 
to make the right health care choices 
by subsidizing their purchase of 
health plan coverage. This subsidiza
tion achieved through the tax exclu
sion for employer paid health premi
ums. More than 192 million Americans 
have private health plan membership, 
most of it subsidized the exclusion. 
Another 31.1 million Americans re
ceive Medicare and many of them also 
purchase private insurance to supple
ment Medicare benefits. There are 
27.5 million Americans receiving bene
fits under the Medicaid Program. But, 
that leaves only the 37.1 million Amer
icans unprotected. It is this group for 
which the Federal Government has no 
policy of incentives to obtain health 
plan coverage. 

Equity, fairness and good sense call 
for Federal initiatives to provide and 
encourage health coverage for all 
Americans. That is why I am joining 
with my colleagues from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] and my colleague 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. HEINZ] in 
sponsoring S. 2403 today. The "Access 
to Health Care Act of 1986," takes 
positive, careful steps to promote 
health care insurance coverage of 
those who are uncovered today. 

This bill, however, does not finish 
the job. Much more can be done 
through reform of tax rules for health 
benefits. Next week, I will introduce a 
set of alternative proposals to provide 
better incentives for individuals and 
their families to purchase health in
surance. Current law only makes this 
tax incentive available to those who 
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are fortunate enough to have health 
insurance provided by their employers. 

Mr. President, S. 2403 is part of a 
process I began last year with the in
troduction of S. 1211, the Health 
Equity and Fairness Act of 1985. That 
bill included three provisions designed 
to make private health insurance more 
readily available to many of those now 
uninsured: Health insurance premium 
deductions for self-employed and un
employed persons, mandatory cata
strophic loss protection of employer
sponsored health insurance plans, and 
time limited continuity of coverage op
tions for those who lose eligibility for 
employer-sponsored insurance. 

The continuity of coverage provi
sions were included in the fiscal year 
1986 reconciliation bill signed into law 
by the President. I look forward this 
year to building on this accomplish
ment with the passage of provisions 
from the Access to Health Care Act of 
1986 and the benefits reform bills I 
will introduce next week. 

The bill S. 2403 introduced today 
has five elements: 

Extension of employment-based 
health insurance coverage for laid-off 
workers and their dependents. 

Establishment of subsidized health 
insurance pools to enable Americans 
without access to employment-based 
coverage, or Medicare to purchase in
dividual health insurance regardless of 
their health status. 

Requirement that States establish 
programs to provide health plan cover
age for uninsured and underinsured or 
establish mechanisms to fund hospital 
uncompensated care. 

A tax deduction for health benefits 
to encourage individuals to offer 
health insurance to employees. 

Studies and demonstrations of meth
ods to reduce the cost of health cover
age to small business and the self-em
ployed. 

HEALTH INSURANCE FOR THE UNEMPLOYED 

More than 70 percent of the unem
ployed have been out of work for less 
than 4 months. And, despite the cur
rent period of economic growth there 
are 5,000,000 Americans-10,000,000 
counting their dependents-who fall 
into this 70 percent during a given 
year. These individuals will frequently 
lose their dependents lose their health 
insurance when they are laid off and 
so become part of the 37.1 million 
Americans. 

Last year I proposed in S. 1211, a 
protection for this group, by requiring 
that laid off workers and their depend
ents have the option to continue their 
coverage in their former employer's 
health insurance group. That provi
sion was incorporated in the 1987 rec
onciliation bill for fiscal year 1986. 

But, the Congress should go further 
for those workers who are involuntar
ily laid off from their jobs. Many cor
porations already take responsibility 
for these workers, others do not. To 

help close the gap of coverage, particu
larly since most workers find some em
ployment within 4 months, it is impor
tant to help build a bridge for their 
health benefits between employers. 
This revision will not help the chron
ically unemployed but this group is 
clearly a minority of those unem
ployed Americans. 

S. 2403 requires that employers pro
vide 4 months of coverage to laid-off 
workers and their dependents. In addi
tion, S. 2403 requires an open-enroll
ment period for employed spouses of 
workers who lose their jobs and health 
insurance. In many two-workers fami
lies-so common today-only one 
member chooses to enroll in the 
family health plan since both workers' 
family plans would result in duplica
tion of coverage. If the worker who 
carries insurance for the family loses 
his or her job, the family as a whole 
would be left uncovered. S. 2403 would 
allow the spouse that still has a job, 
the option to enroll the family under 
his or her employer plan. 

These provisions were part of the 
discussions during the 1983 recession 
of the health insurance for the unem
ployed initiatives. With the improve
ment of the economy since that time, 
the push for legislation in this area 
died. It is now time to again visit this 
issue. The face that the number of the 
uninsured has not dropped, despite 
the fact that overall unemployment 
has gone from 9.7 percent to 7.5 per
cent, is indicative of the fact that 
there is a need for the protection for 
workers proposed in S. 2403. 

SUBSIDIZED INSURANCE POOLS 

Many Americans cannot obtain 
health coverage because of a pre-exist
ing health problem. One solution nine 
States have chosen to use to assist 
their uninsurable citizens are insur
ance pools. 

These pools are created from a con
tribution levied on health insurers 
based on their number of insured per
sons in a State. Health plans will then 
bid to administer the pool. The health 
plan awarded the contract then offers 
policies to individuals or families who 
have been unable to obtain conven
tional health insurance coverage. 

Such a program has been imple
mented in Minnesota and covers 
10,000 people. It has operated for 
almost 10 years. The policy provided 
by the pool for a person aged 60 to 64 
years with a $1,000 deductible costs 
the individual $1,200 per year in pre
miums. Obviously, this alternative is 
not for everyone but it surely has 
made the difference for many Minne
sotans. 

One obstacle to States forming pools 
is that large employer self-insured 
health plans established under Feder
al ERISA rules cannot be required to 
contribute to the pools. This has made 
it difficult to form pools, particularly 

since the trend is for large employers 
to self-insure. 

S. 2403 places an excise tax on such 
employers if they do not cooperate 
with the state in contributing to the 
pool. These pools depend on broad 
participation. It is not easy for me to 
support this hammer approach to en
couraging employers to assume a role 
in the pool. Unfortunately, it is the 
only means we appear under current 
law to have to send the message that 
insurance pools make sense and should 
be made available to all Americans 
who cannot get insurance because 
they are high risks. 

STATE HEALTH PLANS FOR THE UNINSURED 

Last year the Senate passed a provi
sion of the fiscal year 1987 reconcilia
tion bill which bars Medicare payment 
to those hospitals that refuse to care 
for patients unable to pay but suffer
ing from a life threatening condition. 
When this measure was under consid
eration, I argued that the state should 
have general plans to meet the needs 
of the non-Medicaid poor who could 
not afford health care. 

Clearly, the number of uninsured 
Americans is increasing. And, I argued 
that the States are in the best position 
to arrange for the delivery of services 
to these people. This does not mean, 
however, that the Federal Govern
ment should have no role. To the con
trary, the Federal Government has a 
responsibility to the poor. It is uncon
scionable that the Lee Iaccoca's of the 
world get $3,500 tax-free for health 
premiums paid by his employer while 
those Americans who have an employ
er have no employer-paid benefits 
must purchase insurance with after
tax dollars, assuming they can even 
afford the premiums. 

Next week I will propose a set of al
ternative means, to refine the Tax 
Code to provide a subsidy to all Ameri
cans to purchase health coverage. But, 
it still must fall to the States to use 
this subsidy as a base for the health 
plan payments for those not covered 
now by insurance. 

S. 2403 will require states as part of 
their Medicaid planning to develop 
mechanisms for helping all residents 
to obtain health plan membership. 
Only through the subsidy of people's 
coverage will policies to help the unin
sured truly compliment the progress 
made in making the delivery of health 
care more efficient through consumer 
choice. 

The bill also allows the States under 
this provision, as an option facilitating 
health coverage, to directly fund un
compensated care in hospitals. Philo
sophically, I am opposed to this notion 
of subsidizing institutions rather than 
people. I believe health plans will 
meet the true health care needs of in
dividuals whereas hospitals can only 
help them when sick. 
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Also, supporting the bad debt and 

charity care of all hospitals may boost 
the wrong institutions. 

Nevertheless. in the short run the 
importance of assuring access to 
needed care for all Americans is our 
goal. As we reform the tax system and 
make other changes to encourage 
broader coverage, it may be unneces
sary to turn to this alternative option. 
From my view. as long as the objective 
is not forgotten and the process to get 
there is not forsaken, then this stop
gap measure ought to be taken. 

TAX TREATMENT FOR THE SELF-EMPLOYED 
Seventy-five percent of uninsured 

Americans are employed or the de
pendents of employees. Most of these 
employed but uninsured individuals 
work for small businesses. Ninety per
cent of workers in businesses with 
more than 26 employees are offered 
health insurance, while less than half 
of small business employees get health 
insurance. 

Part of the problem with small busi
nesses. is that they are operated by 
self-employed individuals who can 
take a business deduction for the 
health benefits they provide employ
ees but not for themselves. The inabil
ity of these employees to take the de
duction for their health insurance re
duces their incentives to offer cover
age to their employees. 

Under current tax law. the cost of 
employer-paid health insurance premi
ums is not counted as taxable income 
to workers. In small, unincorporated 
businesses, however, the owner-opera
tor of the business receives no tax ben
efit for the cost of his own health in
surance. If he offers health insurance 
to ,his employees. they do not pay any 
tax on the contribution the business 
makes to the cost of the premium, but 
the self-employed owner must pay his 
own full premium out of after tax 
dollars. 

S. 2403 would change tax law to 
allow the self-employed individual to 
take as a business deduction for them
selves the cost of the lowest paid pre
mium they paid for an employee. 

This small tax change should be 
made. Broader refinements are 
needed, as I have said. however, to put 
all Americans on an even footing as re
gards to the tax subsidy for health in
surance coverage. 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
The final provision of the bill would 

fund studies and demonstration 
projects on improving health insur
ance availability for small employers 
and the self -employed. 

Minnesota is already a laboratory 
for such activity. The Minnesota Asso
ciation of Commerce and Industry 
[MACI1 has a cost containment com
mittee of 5,000 members. mostly small 
business people, to help control health 
care cost. Projects the committee has 
promoted include: 

Pooling MACI members to negotiate 
for discounts for health plan pack
ages-an effort which reduced health 
care premium costs by 10 percent on 
average. 

Providing information to MACI 
members on how to be more prudent 
buyers of health care-for example. in
formation on second opinion pro
grams, outpatient surgery and shop
ping for health care services. 

Efforts to inform small businesses 
about health plan design-that is, of
fering health plans with cost sharing 
and other facets to make employees 
more cost conscious about health care 
purchasing. 

Mr. President, S. 2403 represents a 
vital next step in the process to pro
vide access for all Americans to private 
health plan coverage. Gaps will 
remain even after this measure is 
passed. But. the bill keeps this Con
gress moving in the right direction. 

Mr. President, while this bill pro
vides a framework for new Federal ini
tiatives and reforms of the existing 
Federal role in assuring access to 
health care, much more work will need 
to be done at both the State and Fed
eral level to solve this problem. Many 
States have already taken the initia
tives and established some type of 
plan for providing coverage to those 
currently without health insurance. S. 
2403 and the other bills affecting in
centives for health plan coverage I will 
introduce next week serve to clarify 
the appropriate Federal role in their 
efforts and to assure equity and fair
ness in the ways the Federal Govern
ment subsidizes private health plan 
coverage for all Americans. 

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con
sent that my statement at this after
noon's press conference, the bill, and 
the bill summary be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S.2403 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Access to 
Health Care Act of 1986.". 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Incentives for the establishment of 

statewide insurance pools. 
Sec. 3. Requiring State programs for the un

insured and underinsured. 
Sec. 4. Temporary extension of coverage for 

laid-off workers; open enroll
ment for spouses of unem
ployed workers. 

Sec. 5. Deduction allowable for certain 
group health plan contribu
tions by self-employed individ
uals. 

Sec. 6. Demonstration projects on improving 
access to health insurance for 
small employers and self-em
ployed individuals. 

SEC. 2. INCENTIVES FOR mE ESTABLISHMENT OF 
STATEWIDE INSURANCE POOLS. 

<a> GENERAL RULE.-Chapter 41 of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subchapter: 

"Subchapter B-Health Plans of Large Em
ployers Not Members of Qualified State 
Pooling Associations 

"Sec. 4912. Tax on expenses of health plans 
of large employers not mem
bers of qualified state pooling 
associations. 

"SEC. (912. TAX ON EXPENSES OF HEALTH PLANS 
OF LARGE EMPLOYERS NOT MEM· 
BERS OF QUALIFIED STATE POOLING 
ASSOCIATIONS. 

"<a> TAX IMPosED.-In the case of a large 
employer, there is hereby imposed a tax 
equal to 10 percent of the amount of the 
nonqualified employee health expenses paid 
or incurred during the taxable year. 

"(b) LARGE EIIPLOYER.-For purposes of 
this section-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the term 'large employer' 
means an employer who, on each of some 20 
days during the taxable year or the preced
ing taxable year, each day being in a differ
ent calendar week, employed for some por
tion of the day <whether or not at the same 
moment of time> 20 or more individuals. 

"(2) ExCEPTION FOR GOVERNMENTAL UNITS.
The term 'large employer' shall not include 
the United States, any State or political 
subdivision thereof, or any possession of the 
United States or any agency or instrumen
tality of any of the foregoing <including the 
United States Postal Service and Postal 
Rate Commission>; except that such term 
shall include any nonappropriated fund in
strumentality of the United States. 

"(C) NONQUALIFIED EMPLOYEE HEALTH Ex
PENSES.-For purposes of this section-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-The term 'nonqualified 
employee health expenses' means the ex
penses paid or incurred by the employer for 
a group health plan to the extent such ex
penses are allocable-

"(A) to employment within a State, and 
"(B) to a period during which neither 
"(i) the employer, nor 
"(ii) any entity through which benefits 

under the plan are provided, 
is a member of a qualified pooling associa
tion in such State. 

"(2) GROUP HEALTH PLAN.-The term 
'group health plan' has the meaning given 
to such term by section 162<D<3>. 

"(3) QUALIFIED POOLING ASSOCIATION.-The 
term 'qualified pooling association' means 
any organization which-

"<A> is a nonprofit corporation established 
pursuant to and regulated by State law; 

"<B> permits any of the following doing 
business in the State to be participating 
members: 

"(i) insurers writing expense incurred 
health insurance, 

"(ii) hospital and medical service plan cor
porations, 

"(iii) health maintenance organizations, 
and 

"(iv> employers and other health financ
ing entities <including self-funding entities 
and employee welfare benefit plans>; 

"(C) makes available <without regard to 
health conditions> to all residents of the 
State, who are not eligible for medicare, 
levels of health insurance typical of the 
levels of coverage provided through large 
employer groups, except that-
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"(i) any such level of insurance must limit 

the amount of the annual out-of-pocket ex
penses for covered services under individual 
coverage to $1,500 and under family cover
age to $3,000, 

"(ii) any such level of insurance may not 
establish a lifetime benefit limit for any in
dividual of less than $500,000, 

"(iii) subject to clause <i>, such insurance 
may provide for a choice of deductibles <in 
addition to the deductibles typical of levels 
of coverage provided through large employ
er groups>, but not to exceed $1,000 for each 
covered individual, and 

"(iv> such insurance may deny coverage 
for covered services for preexisting condi
tions for a period not to exceed 6 months; 

"<D> charges a pool premium rate expect
ed to be self -supporting based upon a rea
sonable actuarial determination of antici
pated experience and expected expenses, 
such pool premium rate in no event to 
exceed 150 percent of average premium 
rates for individual standard risks in the 
State for comparable coverage; and 

"<E> assesses losses of the pool equitably 
among all participating members. 
Nothing in this paragraph shall be con
strued as preventing a State or other entity 
from providing for payment of part or all of 
the premium of an enrollee and from vary
ing the amount of such payment based on 
the enrollee's income or other basis. 

"(4) MEDICARE.-The term 'medicare' 
means the insurance program established 
under part A of title XVIII of the Social Se
curity Act. 

"(d) CROSS REFERENCE.-
"(1) For provision denying deduction for tax 

imposed by this section, see section 275(a)(6). 
"(2) For provisions making deficiency proce

dures applicable to tax imposed by this section, 
see section 6211 et seq." 

(b) CLERICAL .Aio:NDMENTS.-
(1) Chapter 41 of such Code is amended 

by striking the chapter heading and insert
ing the following: 
"CHAPTER 41-PUBLIC CHARITIES; CERTAIN 

HEALTH PLANS OF LARGE EMPLOYERS 
"Subchapter A. Public charities. 
"Subchapter B. Health plans of large em

ployers not members of quali-
fied State pooling associations. 

"Subchapter A-Public Charities". 
<2> The table of chapters for subtitleD of 

such Code is amended by striking the item 
relating to chapter 41 and inserting the fol
lowing: 
"Chapter 41. Public charities; certain health 

plans of large employers.'' 
(3) Subparagraph <B> of section 6104<c><l> 

of such Code is amended by striking "or 
chapter 41 or 42" and inserting ", subchap
ter A of chapter 41 or chapter 42". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made 

by this section shall apply to taxable years 
beginning on or after January 1, 1988. 

(2) ExCEPTION FOR TAXPAYERS LOCATED IN 
CERTAIN STATES.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-In the case of a taxpayer 
located in a State in which the first regular 
State legislative session does not end before 
January 1, 1988, the amendments made by 
this section shall apply to taxable years of 
the taxpayer beginning on or after the first 
January 1st that occurs after the close of 
the first regular State legislative session of 
the State. 

(B) FIRST REGULAR STATE LEGISLATIVE SES
SION DEFINED.-ln subparagraph (A), the 
'first regular State legislative session' refers 

to the first regular session of a State legisla
ture that begins after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 3. REQUIRING STATE PROGRAMS FOR THE UN

INSURED AND UNDERINSURED. 
(a) MEDICAID STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.

Section 1902<a> of the Social Security Act 
<42 U.S.C. 1396a<a» is amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of the 
paragraph < 45 >. 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph <46> and inserting"; and", and 

<3> by inserting after paragraph (46> the 
following new paragraph: 

"(47><A> have in effect a qualified State 
program of assistance for the uninsured and 
underinsured that meets the requirements 
of section 1903(s)(l), or 

"<B> provide for health care coverage
"(i) that may be a health maintenance or

ganization or other management system of 
care, and 

"(ii) that pays for the costs of <or pro
vides> inpatient and outpatient hospital 
services in the State, 
for all individuals in the State who (but for 
this subparagraph> would qualify to have 
payments for such services made under a 
program described in subparagraph <A>." 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR QUALIFIED STATE 
PROGRAMS OF AsSISTANCE FOR THE UNINSURED 
AND UNDERINSURED.-Section 1903 of such 
Act <42 U.S.C. 1396b> is amended by insert
ing after subsection <r> the following new 
subsection: 

"<s><l> The requirements, referred to in 
section 1902<a><47><A>, for a qualified State 
program of assistance for the uninsured and 
underinsured are as follows: 

"<A><i> The program must provide for pay
ment for the unreimbursed costs incurred 
by each hospital in the State in furnishing 
medically necessary inpatient and outpa
tient services. Such unreimbursed costs may 
be determined on a patient by patient basis, 
on the basis of a prospectively approved 
budget for a hospital, on the basis of costs 
that are reasonable and necessary for the 
provision of services, or on another reasona
ble basis established by the State. 

"(ii) Payment may not be made under the 
program for costs-

"<I> respecting care provided by a hospital 
pursuant to an assurance under title VI or 
XVI of the Public Health Service Act <com
monly known as the Hill-Burton program) 
that the hospital will make available a rea
sonable volume of services to persons unable 
to pay therefor, 

"(II) respecting obligations to pay taxes, 
"<III> for which charges can reasonably be 

expected to be collected with suitable bill 
collection mechanisms, 

"<IV> for care for which payment is made 
under title XVIII, or 

"<V> for care for which payment is made 
under a State plan approved under this 
title. 

"<B> The program must have adequate fi
nancing through a mechanism established 
by the State. 

"(C) The program must not provide for a 
legal or regulatory limit on the amount of 
charity and unreimbursed care a hospital 
may provide. 

"(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), a pro
gram may-

"<A> provide that no payment will be 
made under the program for any unpaid de
ductible or coinsurance amount not in 
excess of $250; 

"(B) take into account, and require con
tinuation of, the payment, from State and 
local taxes, of amounts for charity and un-

reimbursed care at the levels in effect 
during fiscal year 1985 <with such adjust
ments to take into account changes in 
prices, costs, tax collections, or other rea
sonable items as the program may provide>. 
and 

"<C> require, as a condition of payment 
under the program to a hospital, that the 
hospital (i) provide a certain level of charity 
and unreimbursed care for inpatient and 
outpatient hospital services, and <ii> meet 
minimum standards in its efforts to collect 
unpaid bills. 

"(3)<A> If a State fails to meet the require
ment of section 1902(a)(47> with respect to a 
calendar quarter-

"(i) if the calendar quarter is one of the 
first 4 calendar quarters in which the re
quirement applies to the State, the per 
centum that shall apply for purposes of sub
section <a><7> shall be one-half the per 
centum that would otherwise be specified, 
or 

"(ii) if the calendar quarter is a subse
quent calendar quarter, the per centum 
specified in subsection <a><7> shall be re
duced to zero. 

"<B> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this title, no financial penalty <other 
than that described in subparagraph <A» 
may be imposed against a State for its fail
ure to meet the State plan requirement de
scribed in section 1902<a><47)." 

(C) CONFORMING .AIIENDMENT.-Section 
1903<a><7> of such Act <42 U.S.C. 
1396b<a><7» is amended by inserting "sub
ject to subsections <r> and <s>," after "(7)". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made 

by this section shall apply to payments to 
States for calendar quarters beginning on or 
after January 1, 1988. 

(2) EXCEPTION FOR HOSPITALS LOCATED IN 

CERTAIN STATES.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-In the case of a State in 

which the first regular State legislative ses
sion does not end before January 1, 1988, 
the amendments made by this section shall 
apply to calendar quarters beginning on or 
after the first January 1st that occurs after 
the close of the first regular State legisla
tive session of the State. 

(B) FIRST REGULAR STATE LEGISLATIVE SES
SION DEFINED.-In subparagraph (A), the 
"first regular State legislative session" 
refers to the first regular session of a State 
legislature that begins after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 4. TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF COVERAGE 

FOR LAID-OFF WORKERS; OPEN EN
ROLLMENT FOR SPOUSES OF UNEM
PLOYED WORKERS. 

(a) DENIAL OF DEDUCTION FOR EMPLOYER 
CONTRIBUTION TO PLAN.-Paragraph (2) of 
section 162(i) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 <relating to deduction for trade or 
business expenses with respect to group 
health plans), as amended by section 
1000l<a> of the Consolidated Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985, is 
amended-

< 1> in the heading, by inserting "and open 
enrollment option for spouses of unem
ployed workers" after "certain individuals", 
and 

<2> in subparagraph <A>. by inserting "and 
the spousal open enrollment requirements 
of subsection 0>" after "subsection <k>". 

(b) DENIAL OF EXCLUSION FOR HIGHLY COM
PENSATED INDIVIDUALS.-Section 106(b) of 
such Code <relating to contributions by em
ployer to accident and health plans), as 
amended by section 1000l<b> of the Consoli-
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dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1985, is amended-

<1 > in paragraph <1 ), by striking "meet" 
and all that follows to the end of the para
graph and inserting the following: "meet

"<A> the continuing coverage require
ments of section 162<k>, and 

"<B> the spousal open enrollment require
ments of section 162(1).", 

<2> by striking "Paragraph <1>" in para
graph <2> and inserting "Paragraph <l><A)", 
and 

(3) by amending subparagraph <B> of 
paragraph <2> to read as follows: 

"<B> a plan established and maintained 
for its employees by the Government of the 
United States, or by any agency or instru
mentality of such, and a plan described in 
the second sentence of section 414<d>, or". 

(C) MODIFICATION OF CONTINUATION COVER· 
AGE REQUIR.EMENTS.-

(1) EXTENSION OF CONTINUATION PERIOD.
Paragraph <2><B><D<I> of section 162(k) of 
such Code <relating to maximum period of 
continuation coverage), as inserted by sec
tion 1000l<c> of the Consolidated Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985, is 
amended by striking "18 months" and in
serting "22 months". 

(2) CLARIFICATION OF RIGHT TO TERMINATE 
CONTINUATION COVERAGE.-Paragraph (2)(B) 
of such section <relating to period of con
tinuation coverage) is amended by adding at 
the end the following clause: 

"(vi) NOTICE OF TERMINATION OF COVER· 
AGE.-The date on which the qualified bene
ficiary notifies the plan administrator, in 
writing, that the coverage should be termi
nated." 

(3) EMPLOYER CONTINUATION OF PREMIUM 
PAYMENTS FOR 4 MONTHS.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph <2> of such 
section <relating to continuation coverage) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

"(F) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN QUALIFIED 
BENEFICIARIES.-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-In the case of a qualify
ing event described in paragraph <3><B> <re
lating to terminations and reduced hours>, 
during the period described in clause <ii>-

"(1) the amount and frequency of pay
ment of any premium charged under sub
paragraph <C> shall be under the same 
terms and conditions as if the qualifying 
event had not occurred, and 

"(II) subparagraph <B><iiD shall only 
apply to failures of the qualified beneficiary 
to pay the premium required with respect to 
the beneficiary. 

"(ii) PERIOD OF APPLICATION.-The period 
described in this clause is the period begin
ning on the day after the date of the quali
fying event and ending at the end of-

"(1) 4 months, or 
"(II) the number of months <before the 

date of the qualifying event> for which the 
qualified beneficiary was provided coverage 
under the group health plan, 
whichever is less." 

(B) PROMPT ELECTION REQUIRED.-Para
graph <5> of such section <relating to the 
election of continuation coverage> is amend
ed by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(C) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN ELEC· 
TIONS.-In the case of an election respecting 
a qualifying event described in paragraph 
<3><B> <relating to terminations and reduced 
hours), in order to obtain the benefits of 
paragraph <2><F>. the qualified beneficiary 
must make the election during the first 14 
days of the election period.". 

(4) NOTICE OF REQUIREMENTS.-Paragraph 
<6> of such section <relating to notice re
quirements> is amended-

<A> in subparagraph <A>, by inserting "and 
subsection {l)" after "this subsection", 

<B> in subparagraph <B>, by inserting "(or 
7 days in the case of a qualifying event de
scribed in paragraph (3)(B))", 

<C> in the second sentence, by striking 
"within 14 days of the date on which the 
plan administrator is notified under sub
paragraph <B> or <C>" and inserting "within 
7 days of the date on which the plan admin
istrator is notified under subparagraph <B> 
or within 14 days of the date on which the 
plan administrator is notified under sub
paragraph <C)", and 

<D> by adding at the end the following: 
"Each notice under subparagraph <D><D, in 
the case of a qualifying event described in 
paragraph <3><B>, shall include information 
concerning the special rules in paragraphs 
<2><F> and (5)(C)." 

(d) SPOUSAL OPEN ENROLLMENT REQUIRE· 
MENT.-Section 162 of such Code is further 
amended by redesignating subsection {l) as 
subsection <m> and by inserting after sub
section <k> the following new subsection: 

"(l) SPOUSAL OPEN ENROLLMENT REQUIRE· 
MENTS OF GROUP HEALTH PI..ANS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of subsec
tion (i)(2) and section 106<b><l>. a group 
health plan meets the requirements of this 
subsection only if the plan provides for an 
open enrollment period <meeting the re
quirements of this subsection> for each mar
ried employee-

"<A> who is <or, but for a previous elec
tion, would be> covered under the plan, and 

"<B> whose spouse loses or will lose cover
age under a group health plan due to a 
qualifying event <described in subsection 
<k><3><B». 

"(2) OPEN ENROLLMENT PERIOD.-The open 
enrollment period must-

"(A) be a period of not less than 60 days, 
and 

"<B> begin not earlier than 30 days before 
the date of the qualifying event and not 
later than such date, except, at the option 
of the employee, the period may be delayed 
to begin on a date not later than the date 
the employee's spouse actually loses cover
age under a group health plan. 

"<3> Loss OF coVERAGE.-For purposes of 
this subsection, a spouse shall not be consid
ered to have lost coverage during any period 
<after a separation from employment> in 
which the coverage is continued and for 
which a contribution toward the cost of the 
coverage is being made by an employer, 
union, or entity other than the spouse. 

"(4) TERMs OF ENROLLMENT OPTION.-
"(A) No REQUIREMENT OF INSURABILITY.

The terms of such an enrollment may not 
require, or discriminate on the basis of lack 
of, evidence of insurability. 

"(B) BENEFITS AND ENROLLMENT.-Except 
as provided in subparagraph <C>. the cover
age and terms of an enrollment during an 
open enrollment period provided under this 
subsection shall be the same as the terms 
<including any option for coverage of imme
diate family members> most recently of
fered with respect to the enrollment of that 
employee or <at the employer's option> of 
newly hired or other employees similarly 
situated. 

"(C) EFFECTIVE DATE OF COVERAGE.-Except 
as provided in subparagraph <D>, the cover
age provided pursuant to an individual's en
rollment during an open enrollment period 
under this subsection shall be effective no 
later than-

"(i) the first day of the first pay period 
that begins more than 5 days after the date 
the individual enrolls, or 

"(ii> 30 days after the date the individual 
enrolls, 
whichever is earlier. 

"(D) IMMEDIATE COVERAGE OF ADDED FAJIILY 
MEMBERS.-If an employee was previously 
covered and only exercises the option to 
cover immediate family members, the cover
age of the immediate family members shall 
begin not later than the first day of the 
first pay period that begins after the date 
the individual exercises the option.". 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.-
(1) GENERAL RULE.-The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to plan 
years beginning on or after January 1, 1987. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAIN· 
ING AGREEMENTS.-In the case of a group 
health plan maintained pursuant to one or 
more collective bargaining agreements be
tween employee representatives and one or 
more employers ratified before the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the amendments 
made by this section shall not apply to plan 
years beginning before the earlier of-

<A> the date on which the last of the col
lective bargaining agreements relating to 
the plan terminates <determined without 
regard to any extension thereof agreed to 
after the date of the enactment of this Act), 
or 

<B> July 1, 1987. 
For purposes of subparagraph <A>. any plan 
amendment made pursuant to a collective 
bargaining agreement relating to the plan 
which amends the plan solely to conform to 
any requirement added by this section shall 
not be treated as a termination of such col
lective bargaining agreement. 

(f) NOTIFICATION TO COVERED EMPLOYEES.
At the time that the amendments made by 
this section apply to a group health plan de
scribed in section 162{1) of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954, the plan shall notify 
each covered employee, and spouse of the 
employee (if any), who is covered under the 
plan at that time of the continuation cover
age and open enrollment period required 
sections 162<k> and 162{1) of such Code. The 
notice furnished under this subsection is in 
lieu of notice that may otherwise be re
quired under section 162<k><6><A> of such 
Code. 
SEC. 5. DEDUCTION ALLOWABLE FOR CERTAIN 

GROUP HEALTH PLAN CONTRIBU
TIONS BY SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVID
UALS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Section 162 of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1954 <relating to trade 
or business expenses>, as amended by sec
tion 4 of this Act, is further amended by re
designating subsection <m> as subsection <n> 
and by inserting after subsection {l) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(m} DEDUCTION ALLOWABLE FOR CERTAIN 
GROUP HEALTH PLAN CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE 
BENEFIT OF SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this sec
tion and sections 212, 104, 105, and 106, in 
the case of a qualified group health plan 
which provides medical care benefits for 
any self-employed individual-

"<A> such individual shall be treated as an 
employee, 

"<B> the employer of such individual shall 
be treated as being the person so treated 
under section 40l<c><4>. and 

"<C> contributions to such plan for medi
cal benefits for such individual shall be 
treated as meeting the requirements of sub
section <a> and section 212 to the extent 
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such contributions during the taxable year 
do not exceed the lowest per/employee con
tribution to the plan made by the employer 
during such year. 

"(2) DEDUCTION CANNOT EXCEED TAXABLE 
INCOME FROM ACTIVITY.-The deduction al
lowed to any individual by reason of this 
subsection for any taxable year shall not 
exceed the portion of the taxable income of 
such individual (determined without regard 
to this subsection> for such year which is al
locable or apportionable to such individual's 
interest in the employer. 

"(3) QUALIFIED GROUP HEALTH PLAN.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this 

subsection, the term 'qualified group health 
plan' means, with respect to any self-em
ployed individual, any group health plan <as 
defined in subsection <i><2» of an employer 
if-

"(i) such plan is not a self-insured plan, 
and 

"(ii) such plan meets the requirements of 
subparagraphs <B> and <C>. 

"(B) ONE-HALF OF PARTICIPANTS MUST BE 
EMPLOYEES WHO ARE NOT SELF-EMPLOYED INDI
VIDUALS OR EMPLOYEE FAMILY MEMBERS OF 
SUCH INDIVIDUALS.-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-A plan meets the require
ments of this subparagraph with respect to 
any self-employed individual only if at least 
half of the participants in the plan <on each 
day of the taxable year of such individual) 
are employees who are not-

"<I> self-employed individuals to whom a 
deduction is allowable by reason of this sub
section with respect to contributions to such 
plan, or 

"<II> family members of any self-employed 
individual described in subclause <I>. 

"<ii) FAMILY MEMBER.-For purposes of 
clause (i), the term 'family member' means, 
with respect to an individual, such individ
ual's brothers and sisters <whether by the 
whole or half blood), spouse, ancestors, and 
lineal descendants. 

"(C) PLAN MUST BENEFIT ALL EMPLOYEES 
<OTHER THAN PART-TIME AND SEASONAL EM
PLOYEES) NOT COVERED BY ANOTHER GROUP 
HEALTH PLAN.-A plan meets the require
ments of this subparagraph only if such 
plan benefits all employees <other than 
part-time and seasonal employees> of the 
employer who do not benefit under a group 
health plan of an unrelated employer. 

"(D) SELF-INSURED PLAN.-The term 'self
insured plan' means any plan under which 
medical care benefits are not provided 
under a policy of accident and health insur
ance. 

"(4) LoWEST PER/EMPLOYEE CONTRIBU
TION.-

"<A> IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this 
subsection, the term 'lowest per/employee 
contribution' means, with respect to any 
taxable year of a self-employed individual, 
the smallest contribution made by the em
ployer during such taxable year to the plan 
with respect to any employee-

"(i) who is not a self-employed individual, 
"(ii) with respect to whom a contribution 

to the plan was made during such year, and 
"(iii) who is in the same category of cover

age as the self-employed individual. 
"(B) CATEGORIES OF COVERAGE.-For pur

poses of subparagraph <A>, the categories of 
coverage are-

"(i) self only, and 
"(ii) self and family. 
"(C) SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE 

PARTICIPANTS FOR LESS THAN ENTIRE TAXABLE 
YEAR.-In the case of a self-employed indi
vidual who is a participant in the plan for 
less than the entire taxable year, the lowest 

per/employee contribution applicable to 
such individual shall be the same portion of 
amount determined under subparagraph <A> 
as the portion of the taxable year during 
which such individual was a participant in 
the plan bears to the entire taxable year. 

"(D) SPECIAL RULES.-For purposes of sub
paragraphs <A>-

"(i) only contributions for coverage during 
the taxable year shall be taken into ac
count, and 

"<ii> the contributions with respect to any 
employee who is not a participant in the 
plan for the entire taxable year shall be de
termined on an annualized basis. 

"(5) OTHER DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of 
this subsection-

"<A> SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUAL.-The 
term 'self-employed individual' has the 
meaning given such term by section 
40l<c><l><B>. 

"(B) MEDICAL CARE BENEFITS.-The term 
'medical care benefits' means, with respect 
to any self-employed individual, compensa
tion for the medical care <as defined in sec
tion 213(d)) of such individual, the spouse of 
such individual, and dependents of such in
dividual. 

"<C> DEPENDENT.-The term 'dependent' 
has the meaning given such term by section 
152. Any child to whom section 152<e> ap
plies shall be treated as a dependent of both 
parents. 

"(6) SPECIAL RULES.-
"(A) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 213.

Any amount allowed as a deduction by 
reason of this subsection shall not be treat
ed as an amount paid for medical care under 
section 213. 

"(B) AGGREGATION OF EMPLOYER PLANS.-If 
any self-employed individual is a participant 
in 2 or more qualified group health plans of 
the employer, all such plans shall be treated 
as 1 plan for purposes of this subsection." 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-8Ubsection 
(g) of section 105 of such Code <relating to 
self-employed individual not considered an 
employee> is amended by striking out "For 
purposes of this section" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Except as provided in section 
162<m><l>, for purposes of this section". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1986. 
SEC. 6. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS ON IMPROVING 

ACCESS TO HEALTH INSURANCE FOR 
SMALL EMPLOYERS AND SELF·EM· 
PLOYED INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) STUDIES AND DEMONSTRATION 
PRoJECTs.-The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall provide for the con
duct of studies and demonstration projects 
on ways to reduce the costs for small em
ployers and self-employed individuals in ob
taining health insurance. In particular the 
Secretary shall examine, demonstrate, and 
evaluate how savings in marketing and ad
ministrative costs can be achieved through 
the use of-

<1 > standardized policy packages, 
<2> State arrangements for the pooling of 

health insurance, 
<3> State or Federal reinsurance of group 

health contracts, 
<4> contracts with banks to offer such in

surance to depositors or other groups, 
<5> contracts with medicare carriers, 
<6> contracts or grants to Chambers of 

Commerce or similar groups representing 
business, and 

<7> other innovative means. 
<b> REPORT.-The Secretary shall report to 

Congress on the results of the studies and 
demonstration projects not later than Janu
ary 1, 1988. 

(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year <beginning with fiscal year 
1987> such sums as may be appropriate to 
carry out this section. 

BILL SUMMARY 
Sec. 1. Short title: "Access to Health Care 

Act of 1986." 
Sec. 2. Incentives for the establishment of 

statewide insurance pools. 
Sec. 2 places an excise tax on large em

ployers equal to 10% of the expenses for 
employee health benefits if that employer 
does not participate in a state established 
health insurance pooling association. 

The section defines the minimum stand
ards for a qualified health insurance pooling 
association. Such association must offer in
dividuals and their dependents who are resi
dents of the state, and not medicare eligi
bles, a health insurance policy which at 
minimum has: 

A limit of annual out-of-pocket expenses 
for covered services of $1,500 for individual 
coverage and $3,000 for family coverage. 

A lifetime limit of payment for covered 
services for any individual not less than 
$500,000, 

Deductibles which do not exceed $1,000, 
and 

Denies covered services for preexisting 
conditions for no more than 6 months. 

The pool premium rate is not to exceed 
150% of the average premium rates for indi
vidual standard risks in the state for compa
rable coverage. 

The losses to the pool will be assessed 
equally by the association and all its partici
pating members. 

Sec. 3. Requiring state programs for the 
uninsured and under insured. 

Sec. 3 requires the States to develop pro
grams to meet health care needs for its un
insured and underinsured residents. The 
States are at risk of losing federal matching 
funds for Medicaid administrative expenses 
if they fail to develop the program by Janu
ary 1, 1988 or on the first January 1 follow
ing state legislative sessions which do not 
occur before January 1, 1988. 

In developing programs, states may either 
provide for health coverage-by the means 
it determines. The coverage may be in the 
form of a health maintenance organization 
or other managed system of care or tradi
tional insurance. Or, the States may develop 
a program which remunerates hospitals for 
the inpatient and outpatient uncompensat
ed and charity care these institutions pro
vide to the uninsured or underinsured. 

Sec. 4. Temporary extension of coverage 
for laid-off workers; open enrollment for 
spouses of unemployed workers. 

Sec. 4 amends the section of the Consoli
dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1985 which requires employers to offer 
terminated employees and their dependents 
the option to maintain their participation in 
the employer's health insurance group cov
erage <if the beneficiary pays the premium 
costs> 

A. The Amendment would require employ
ers to maintain its contribution to the 
health benefits for a period up to 4 months 
if the employee has been laid-off involun
tarily. 

The amendment also requires that em
ployers provide employees an open-enroll
ment period to sign for health insurance 
when that employee's spouse has lost em
ployment and the family was covered only 
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on the former employer's health benefit 
program. 

Sec. 5. Deduction allowable for certain 
group health plan contributions by self-
employed individuals. 

Sec. 5 allows self-employed individuals to 
take a business deduction for health bene
fits when that individual provides health in
surance coverage to his or her employees. 
For the payers of the provision the tax de
duction can not exceed the lowest paid em
ployee contribution made to the firm's 
health plan. 

Sec. 6. Demonstration Projects on improv
ing access to health insurance for small em
ployers and self-employed individuals. 

Sec. 6 instructs the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services to carry out studies 
and demonstration projects on ways to 
reduce the costs of obtaining health insur
ance for small employers and self-employed 
individuals. The Secretary is to report back 
to Congress by January 1, 1988 on these 
projects. 

ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE ACT OF 1986 
<Remarks of Senator Durenberger> 

Some of you may remember, a few years 
back, President Reagan had an idea called 
"New Federalism." It never really caught 
fire, mostly because in practice it became a 
mechanism to shift a lot of burdens onto 
the states without helping them meet the 
new responsibilities. 

But the basic concept is a very important 
one: Namely, that while some things are 
properly done by state and local govern
ment, there are certain fundamental nation
al responsibilities or purposes of the federal 
government-certain needs of rights that 
can only be secured at the national level. 

One of those duties of the federal govern
ment is to secure for all Americans access to 
quality health care. Not just those who can 
afford it . . . not just those who are em
ployed or have working spouses ... not just 
those who work for somebody else . . . not 
just those who are poor enough to receive 
direct government help . . . not just those 
healthy enough to be a good risk ... and 
not just those who are old enough to vote. 
All Americans. 

In reality, access to health care has to 
mean some form of health insurance, public 
or private, for every citizen. We've made ad
mirable strides toward achieving that goal. 
The vast majority of Americans are covered 
either by private health insurance, or by 
Medicare and Medicaid. 

But as Ted has pointed out, there are still 
a great number of people-a growing 
number-who are unable to attain or afford 
health insurance. Thirty-seven million 
Americans. Right here, that just looks like a 
figure on a pie-chart. Let me put it in per
spective for you. 

Thirty-seven million people is equal to the 
combined population of Alaska, Wyoming, 
Vermont, Delaware, North and South 
Dakota, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, 
Idaho, Rhode Island, Hawaii, Maine, Utah, 
Nebraska, West Virginia, Arkansas, Kansas, 
Mississippi, Oregon, Arizona and Colorado. 
In case you weren't counting, that's 23 
states. Nine times the population of my own 
state of Minnesota. That many Americans 
are uninsured. 

But numbers don't really tell the story 
either. The real story is in the uninsured in
dividuals and families themselves who are 
denied medical care. I heard many of those 
stories at a hearing I held last fall on infant 
mortality. 

One of them concerned a Minnesota 
woman who was pregnant and living in a 
battered women's shelter. She was ineligible 
for Medicaid, and couldn't afford to buy in
surance. The only way she could get proper 
care for her unborn child and her other 
children was to go back to her husband. The 
unborn baby was later injured in the womb 
by her husband's continued battering. 

Five or six years ago we probably wouldn't 
be here proposing the types of solutions 
we're talking about today. But there's been 
a significant change in both the nature of 
the problem and the health care system 
itself. 

Recent years have brought the start of a 
revolution in our health care system, and 
the force behind that revolution is con
sumer choice. We are putting the power of 
choice in the hands of health care consum
ers, and letting marketplace competition 
work to hold costs down. 

But there's an ironic side-effect of that 
process. Competition exacerbates the prob
lems of those Americans who cannot take 
advantage of the marketplace, particularly 
those who fall through the holes in our 
safety nets. 

Back in 1980, before the health revolu
tion, the uninsured got their health care 
from a sort of unofficial national health 
plan, consisting mainly of community and 
non-profit hospitals who cared for anybody 
in need regardless of ability to pay. The hos
pitals had to absorb those costs or pass 
them on to other patients. 

Today it's a lot harder for hospitals to do 
that. The country's biggest health care con
sumer, the federal government, has changed 
the way it buys their services. We've given 
them incentives for efficiency and cost-con
trol. But unfortunately, cost efficiency is 
not very compatible with patients who 
cannot afford to pay for services. 

At the same time, government is increas
ingly unwilling or unable to pick up the 
slack. Welfare reforms in 1981 tightened eli
gibility for AFDC and Medicaid, throwing 
more than 440,000 families off the rolls. In a 
study by the Children's Defense Fund, as 
many as 24 percent of those families who 
lost their benefits either were refused neces
sary medical care, or didn't seek medical 
care because they could no longer afford it. 

Moreover, state and local governments are 
less able to fill in the gaps. Between 1981 
and 1984, aid to state and local governments 
was cut more than any other segment of 
federal spending. 

Add to all of these changes the ominous 
upward trends in numbers of poor, near
poor and uninsured. Today one out of five 
children is born into poverty, and children 
account for fully one-third of the uninsured. 
The rural economy is disintegrating, throw
ing formerly self-sufficient families into 
poverty, and forcing others to forego health 
insurance in favor of food and shelter. The 
same is true in other depressed parts of our 
economy, such as industries hurt by compe
tition from foreign imports. 

The sum total of this change in the na
tional climate is that red wedge on the 
chart-37 million people. 

We have recently taken some positive 
steps toward filling in the rest of the health 
insurance pie. S. 1211, which I introduced 
last year, contained a successful proposal to 
extend company health plan coverage for 
those who lose that coverage for a variety of 
reasons. That provision became law as part 
of COBRA, the Budget Reconciliation Act. 
Also in COBRA was the legislation Ted and 
I worked on to ensure life-saving hospital 
treatment for those who can't afford to pay. 

Our new legislation goes several steps fur
ther. It specifically requires planning and 
establishment of programs on the state level 
to meet the health care needs of the unin
sured and underinsured. It will encourage 
the formation of insurance pools to take on 
high-risk insurance cases. Some 10,000 Min
nesotans are already benefiting from such a 
pool, which includes every health insurer in 
the state. Some eight other states have 
pools as well. It helps ensure health cover
age for workers who are laid off. And it 
works toward cutting the cost of health in
surance for small employers and the self
employed. 

The self-employed face particular barriers 
to getting affordable health insurance. I'd 
like to quickly illustrate one major facet of 
the problem, the inequitable tax treatment 
of health benefits for the self-employed. 

This unnamed corporate chairman, who 
may look familiar to you, earned $1.6 mil
lion in straight salary and bonuses last year. 
That doesn't include long-term compensa
tion like stock options, which brings the 
total to something over $11 million. His 
company has a very generous health plan, 
and the benefits are, of course, tax-free. 
The value of those benefits totalled $3,300 
last year. 

Compare that to the average farmer in 
Southern Minnesota. With the agricultural 
economy in a steep decline, that farmer 
earned only about $5,400 in income last 
year. The vast majority of farmers are self
employed, and that means they buy their 
own health insurance-if they can afford it. 
No tax exclusion on his benefits. He got zip, 
compared to our executive's $3,300. If that 
seems fair to you, we don't have much to 
talk about. 

The bill we are introducing today is a sig
nificant part of our effort to make health 
insurance more available to the self-em
ployed, but clearly the puzzle-piece that will 
close this pie-chart is tax reform. Next week 
I will be introducing a package of bills on 
health care taxation that I hope will fill in 
that gap.e 

By Mr. RIEGLE <for himself and 
Mr. LEviN): 

S.J. Res. 338. Joint resolution to des
ignate November 18, 1986, as "Nation
al Community Education Day"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL COMMUNITY EDUCATION DAY 
e Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am 
introducing today a joint resolution to 
designate November 18, 1986 as Na
tional Community Education Day. Na
tional Community Education Day was 
first observed in many States in 1982. 
The day provides communities and 
schools an opportunity to showcase 
programs and projects and to develop 
new relationships among schools, par
ents, and organizations and agencies. 

I had the opportunity to attend com
munity schools in Flint, MI where this 
concept originated over 50 years ago 
and I am particularly proud of the suc
cess of this program in my home com
munity. What began as a small recrea
tion program in 1935 has now become 
a strong, positive force not only in 
Flint but in many other communities 
across the country. The community 
education program now provides 
needed recreational, education, cultur-
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al, social, and medical services in some 
3,500 school districts across the 
country. 

I was the original sponsor of legisla
tion to provide the Federal support for 
the community schools program. Over 
the last 4 years, Governors in 39 
States have proclaimed Community 
Education Days in recognition of the 
strong relationships that have devel
oped between public schools and the 
communities they serve. 

Strengthening community involve
ment through this concept has helped 
to improve the classroom performance 
of our younger students and to open 
up classrooms for adult education pro
grams to fight illiteracy and help 
people gain the skills they need to par-
ticipate fully in our increasingly tech
nical workplace and society. The pro
gram has also helped reach alienated 
and isolated groups in our society who 
need special assistance. One of the 
greatest values of community schools 
is that they help reestablish a sense of 
community, to give people a sense of 
connection and of shared purpose. 

Mr. President, I feel this has been a 
very valuable program and I strongly 
urge my colleagues to join me in co
sponsoring this joint resolution.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
8. 519 

At the request of Mr. EvANs, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. MATHIAS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 519, a bill to require a study 
of the compensation and related sys
tems in executive agencies, and for 
other purposes. 

8. 524 

At the request of Mr. ARMSTRONG, 
the name of the Senator from Tennes
see [Mr. GoRE] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 524, a bill to recognize the or
ganization known as the Retired En
listed Association, Inc. 

8. 942 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KAsTEN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 942, a bill to promote expan
sion of international trade in telecom
munications equipment and services, 
and for other purposes. 

8. 1704 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. ExoN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1704, a bill to authorize an in
crease in the appropriation ceiling for 
the North Loup Division, Pick-Sloan 
Missouri Basin Program, Nebraska. 

8. 2050 

At the request of Mr. METzENBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. DoDD] and the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2050, a 
bill to notify workers who are at risk 
of occupational disease in order to es-

tablish a system for identifying and 
preventing illness and death of such 
workers, and for other purposes. 

8.2090 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN] and the Senator from Il
linois [Mr. SIMON] were added as co
sponsors of S. 2090, a bill to provide 
that the Internal Revenue Service 
may not before July 1, 1987, enforce 
its regulations relating to the tax 
treatment of the personal use of vehi
cles, and for other purposes. 

8. 2181 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATo, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HARKIN] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2181, a bill entitled the "Construc
tion Industry Labor Law Amendments 
of 1986". 

8. 2183 

At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MELCHER], and the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2183, a bill to im
prove services for individuals with Alz
heimer's disease and their families. 

8. 2187 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the name of the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. CHILES] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2187, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to exempt from 
sequestration certain benefits for vet
erans and dependents and survivors of 
certain veterans which are paid based 
on the service-connected disability or 
death of veterans. 

8.2209 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD], the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], and the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. BAucusJ 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2209, a 
bill to make permanent and improve 
the provisions of section 1619 of the 
Social Security Act, which authorizes 
the continued payment of SSI benefits 
to individuals who work despite severe 
medical impairment; to amend such 
Act to require concurrent notification 
of eligibility for SSI and medicaid ben
efits and notification to certain dis
abled SSI recipients of their potential 
eligibility for benefits under such sec
tion 1619; to provide for a GAO study 
of the effects of such section's work 
incentive provisions; and for other 
purposes. 

8. 2270 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. FoRD] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2270, a bill to amend the Immi
gration and Nationality Act to deter 
immigration-related marriage fraud 
and other immigration fraud. 

8. 2274 

At the request of Mr. KAsTEN, the 
name of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. ANDREWs] was added as a 

cosponsor of S. 227 4, a bill to provide 
that certain individuals who are not 
citizens of the United States and cer
tain persons who are not individuals 
shall be ineligible to receive financial 
assistance under the price support and 
related programs administered by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

8.2290 

At the request of Mr. FoRD, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2290, a bill to amend the Communica
tions Act of 1934 to prohibit the en
coding of satellite-transmitted televi
sion programming until decoding de
vices are fully available at reasonable 
prices. 

8. 2294 

At the request of Mr. WEICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. RIEGLE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2294, a bill to reauthorize certain 
programs under the Education of the 
Handicapped Act, to authorize an 
early intervention program for handi
capped infants, and for other pur
poses. 

8. 2295 

At the request of Mr. GoLDWATER, 
the names of the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. CRANSTON], and the Sena
tor from Washington [Mr. EvANs] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2295, 
an original bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to reorganize and 
strengthen certain elements of the De
partment of Defense, to improve the 
military advice provided the President, 
the National Security Council, and the 
Secretary of Defense, to enhance the 
effectiveness of military operation, to 
increase attention to the formulation 
of strategy and to contingency plan
ning, to provide for the more efficient 
use of resources, to strengthen civilian 
authority in the Department of De
fense, and for other purposes. 

8. 2333 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the name of the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. JoHNSTON] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2333, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to 
strengthen and improve medicaid serv
ices to low-income pregnant women 
and children. 

8. 2348 

At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2348, a bill to authorize the procure
ment and installation of cryptographic 
equipment at satellite communications 
facilities within the United States, and 
for other purposes. 

8. 2381 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
the names of the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. WILSON], and the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. ABDNOR] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2381, a 
bill to revise the guaranteed loan limi-
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tation amount applicable to chapter 37 
of title 38, United States Code, for 
fiscal year 1986, for the purpose of im
plementing any order issued by the 
President for such fiscal year under 
any law providing for sequestration of 
new loan commitments. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 241 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELI.l was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
241, a joint resolution designating the 
week beginning on May 11, 1986, as 
"National Asthma and Allergy Aware
ness Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 305 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], and the Sena
tor from Nebraska [Mr. ZoRINSKY] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 305, a joint resolu
tion to designate the week of April 27. 
1986, through May 3, 1986, as "Nation
al Arts in the Schools Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 306 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATo, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 306, a joint 
resolution to designate the week be
ginning November 23, 1986, as "Na
tional Adoption Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 326 

At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. MATTINGLY], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER], the Sena
tor from Minnesota [Mr. BOSCHWITZ], 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND], the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. DENTON], the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. GARNl, and the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. LAxALTl were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 326, a joint resolution to proclaim 
May 21, 1986, as "Andrei Sakharov 
Honor and Freedom Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 335 

At the request of Mr. CHILES, the 
names of the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. ABDNOR], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. BoREN], the Sen
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE], 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI], the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. DENTON], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. CocHRAN], the Sena
tor from Tilinois [Mr. DIXON], the Sen
ator from Missouri [Mr. EAGLETON], 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
ExoNl, the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
GLENN], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE], the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. GRAMM], the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. HEFLIN], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. JoHN
STON], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY], the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEviN], the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. LUGAR], the Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. NUNN], the Senator from New 

York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES], the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PELI.l, the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THuRMOND], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
and the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. WEICKER] were added as cospon
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 335, a 
joint resolution to designate May 8, 
1986, as "Naval Aviation Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 337 

At the request of Mrs. HAWKINS, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. BOSCHWITZ], the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. GARNl, the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. LEviN], the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA], the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. BUR
DICK], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. LoNG], the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. HEINZ], and the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 337, a joint resolution des
ignating May 18-24, 1986, as "Just Say 
No to Drugs Week." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 125 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 125, 
a concurrent resolution recognizing 
the achievements of the Ireland Fund 
and its founder, Dr. Anthony J.F. 
O'Reilly. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 135 

At the request of Mr. WILSON, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATcH] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 135, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress concerning es
sential verification improvements to 
the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and 
the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions 
Treaty and the long-term goal of a 
comprehensive agreement banning nu
clear testing. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 297 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. ANDREWS], the Senator 
From Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], and 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Resolution 297, a resolution to 
call for an International Congress on 
Terrorism. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 373 

At the request of Mr. WILSON, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE], the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. METZENBAUM], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], the Sena
tor from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SPECTER], the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. ZoRINSKY], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], and the Sena
tor from Minnesota [Mr. BoscHWITZ] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 

Resolution 373, a resolution express
ing the sense of the Senate regarding 
the search for, and appropriate judg
ment and prosecution of, Nazi war 
criminals. 

RESOLUTION COMMENDING 
ROGER CLEMENS OF THE 
BOSTON RED SOX 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on 

behalf of Senator KERRY and myself, I 
send to the desk a resolution and I ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

Last Tuesday evening at Fenway 
Park, a pitcher for the Boston Red 
Sox accomplished one of the greatest 
individual performances in the history 
of major league baseball. 

Roger Clemens, a 23-year-old, right
handed pitcher for the Red Sox with a 
95-mile-an-hour fast ball, struck out 20 
batters of the Seattle Mariners, set
ting a new major league strikeout 
record. 

The old record was 19 strikeouts, set 
by Steve Carlton of the St. Louis Car
dinals in 1969, and equaled by Tom 
Seaver of the New York Mets in 1970 
and by Nolan Ryan of the California 
Angels in 1974-three of the finest 
pitchers in baseball. But in the 111-
year recorded history of baseball, no 
pitcher had ever struck out 20 batters 
in a 9-inning game before Roger Cle
mens took the mound in Fenway Park 
on Tuesday night. 

Baseball so captivates the national 
imagination because of its grace and 
its infinite variety of achievement. 
There are feats of endurance that cap 
long careers and dominate the game's 
history, such as Hank Aaron's home 
runs, Ty Cobb's lifetime average, Pete 
Rose's hits, Lou Brock's stolen bases, 
Lou Gehrig's consecutive games, or Cy 
Young's victories. There are awesome 
feats over a single season, such as 
Babe Ruth's 60 home runs and Roger 
Maris' 61, and Joe DiMaggio's 56-game 
hitting streak; and there are also indi
vidual performances in single games 
that electrify the baseball world, such 
as pitching a perfect game, hitting 4 
home runs in a game, or Johnny 
Vander Meer's back-to-back no-hitters. 

To these latter feats, we now add 
Roger Clemens' astonishing perform
ance last Tuesday, which in my view 
ranks with the 4-minute mile and ex
alted peaks in other sports that few, if 
any, thought could ever be attained. 

When fans from around the world 
travel to the Baseball Hall of Fame in 
Cooperstown, NY, they will already be 
able to see Roger Clemens' cap, spikes, 
glove, and recordsetting baseball. At 
the age of 23, Roger Clemens has 
many great years ahead-and perhaps 
more records too. But his place in the 
record books is already secure, and I 
congratulate him on this unique and 
historic achievement. 
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I urge the adoption of the resolu

tion, and I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of the resolution and ar
ticles from the Boston Globe and the 
Boston Herald may be printed in the 
RECORD. 

S. RES. 393 
Whereas on April 29, at Fenway Park in 

Boston, Roger Clemens, 23-year-old pitcher 
for the Boston Red Sox, struck out twenty 
batters in a game against the Seattle Mari
ners. 

Whereas the twenty strikeouts by Roger 
Clemens broke the major league baseball 
record that had stood for seventeen years 
for strikeouts in a nine-inning game. 

Whereas sports fans everywhere are cele
brating the outstanding accomplishment of 
Roger Clemens as one of the all-time great 
individual performances in the history of 
baseball. 

Resolved, That the Senate of the United 
States joins with the people of Massachu
setts and sports fans throughout the world 
in honoring Roger Clemens of the Boston 
Red Sox for his historic achievement as a 
pitcher in establishing a new strikeout 
record in major league baseball. 

[From the Boston Globe, Apr. 30, 19861 

CLEMENS FANS A RECORD 20-Sox PITCHER 
BAFFLES MARlm:Rs, 3-1 
<By Dan Shaughnessy> 

Smoke Got In Your Eyes. In one of the 
most sensational pitching performances in 
baseball history, Red Sox right-hander 
Roger Clemens last night struck out a 
major league record 20 batters en route to a 
three-hit, 3-1 victory over the Seattle Mari
ners at Fenway Park. 

Has any pitcher ever been more overpow
ering? In 111 years of major league baseball, 
Clemens is the first hurler to strike out 20 
batters in a nine-inning game. He walked 
none. 

"The people who were here tonight 
<13,414) saw history that won't be broken," 
said ancient Mariner Gorman Thomas <one 
strikeout and a homer for Seattle's run>. 
"When the last out was made, I wanted to 
tip my hat. He was that good It's the finest 
effort you'll ever see." 

Watching the Mariners try to hit Clemens 
was like watching a student driver navigate 
Storrow Drive at 4:30 on Friday afternoon. 
Slumping Seattle is on a record-setting 
strikeout pace, and Clemens was at the top 
of his high-octane game. You didn't need 
Dick Albert, Jimmy the Greek Snyder or 
Camac the Magnificent to tell you what was 
going to happen. But no one could have en
visioned the magnitude of Clemens' mound 
mastery. 

Sir Roger struck out the side three times. 
The Mariners put only 10 balls in play, and 
only two of those were pulled. 

"I was playing catch with Geddy <Sox 
catcher Rich Gedman) all night long," said 
Boston third baseman Wade Boggs. "It was 
an easy night." 

Clemens threw 138 pitches, 97 for strikes. 
A Toronto radar gun clocked several serves 
at 97 miles per hour, and his fast ball aver
aged 95 m.p.h. 

Red Sox manager John McNamara said, 
"I saw Catfish Hunter pitch a perfect game 
and I saw Mike Witt pitch a perfect game 
and Tom Seaver pitch some great games
but that was the most awesome display of 
pitching I've ever seen." 

In addition to setting the coveted nine
inning strikeout record, Clemens tied the 

American League record with eight straight 
punchouts <matching Nolan Ryan and Ron 
Davis), broke the single-game Red Sox 
strikeout record < 17 by Bill Monbouquette 
in 1961), and shattered the Fenway mark 
<16 by Jack Harshman of the White Sox in 
1954). If you're looking for a little more per
spective, remember that they've been play
ing baseball at Fenway for 75 years. 

The ninth inning was electric. Clemens 
struck out Spike Owen swinging, then 
fanned Phil Bradley on three pitches for 
the magic No. 20. Ken Phelps grounded to 
short to end it. 

"The ninth was all on adrenaline," said 
Clemens. 

After Phelps grounded out, Clemens was 
mobbed by his teammates. He worked his 
way over to the backstop and hugged his 
wife, Debbie. "I wanted to give her the ball, 
but she was afraid somebody would take it 
from her," said Clemens. "So I kept it." 

The record-smashing outing came very 
close to being a heartbreaking loss for Cle
mens. He trailed, 1-0, after Thomas' center
field homer in the top of the seventh, and 
the frustrated Sox had run into three outs 
while trying to score on Seattle righty Mike 
Moore. 

Dwight Evans broke the spell with a two
out, three-run seventh-inning homer, his 
first homer since the opening pitch of the 
season. 

But Evans' blast will serve as little more 
than a footnote when baseball bards sing of 
this night. It was not an evening for hitters 
or fielders. 

"This will be something I'll cherish for a 
long time," said Clemens. "And I hope it 
stands for a while." 

The fireballing righty was the last person 
the Mariners wanted to see. They came into 
the game with 166 strikeouts, 55 more than 
the league runners-up <Texas, 111>. Seattle 
is on a pace which would shatter the major 
league strikeout record <1,203) by more than 
200. 

Clemens < 4-0, 1.62 ERA> was perfect in 
the first three innings. Owen, Bradley and 
Phelps all went down swinging in the first. 
Thomas led off the second with a hard liner 
to Jim Rice in left, then Jim Presley and 
Ivan Calderon <called) struck out. In the 
third, rookie Danny Tartabull grounded to 
second, Dave Henderson was called out on 
strikes and Steve Yeager flied to left. Cle
mens was in danger of walking five of the 
first nine batters, but never threw ball four. 

Clemens' no-hitter /perfect game was 
punctured in the fourth when shortstop 
Owen led off with a single to right on a 0-2 
curve ball. Clemens punished the Mariners 
by whiffing the next eight batters. 

Don Baylor had a big assist in the eight
straight record. After Clemens got Bradley 
and Phelps swinging, Baylor <playing first 
while Bill Buckner DH'd) dropped a 
Thomas popup in foul territory. 

Baylor's blunder served history well. 
Thomas was called out by Vic Voltaggio on 
a 3-2 pitch as Clemens closed the door on 
the fourth. 

Clemens was at his best in the fifth when 
he fanned Presley with a 2-2 heater, then 
blew Calderon away on three pitches and 
got Tartabull on a 2-2 looker. All three 
Mariners were called out on strikes. Seen 
that lately? Clemens had 12 strikeouts at 
the end of five. 

With an assist from Baylor, Clemens had 
become the third pitcher in Sox history to 
fan six straight batters. The immortal Buck 
O'Brien turned the trick against the Sena
tors on April 25, 1913, and Ray Culp 

punched out six straight Angels on May 11, 
1970. 

O'Brien and Culp fell out of the Sox 
record book when Henderson fanned on a 2-
2 pitch leading off the sixth. Seven straight. 

Yeager was next and fell behind 0-2, then 
looked at a 2-2 curve ball. Eight straight, 
four swinging, four called. Clemens had tied 
the league record shared by Ryan < 1972 and 
1973> and Davis <1981>. 

Owen broke the string by flying to center 
to end the sixth. Through six innings, Cle
mens had fanned 14 and thrown 92 pitches, 
60 for strikes. The Mariners had put only 
four balls into play. 

The fires were still burning in the sev
enth. Bradley and Phelps struck out swing
ing. 

Enter Thomas. With the count 1-and-2 
and the crowd on its feet and roaring, 
Thomas interrupted the euphoria. He drove 
a fly which landed in the first row of the 
center-field bleachers, Clemens trailed. 

Evans got it back, with interest, in the 
bottom of the seventh. 

With two outs and no one on, Steve Lyons 
slapped a single to left. Glenn Hoffman 
walked <Ed Romero ran for Hoffman>. then 
Evans drove a 1-0 pitch off the back wall in 
center for a 3-1lead. 

"That picked me up," said Clemens. 
He picked up strikeouts No. 17 and 18 <set

ting the ballpark and club records> in the 
eighth, and went into the major league 
record book in the ninth. It was Clemens' 
20th big league victory. 

[From the Boston Globe, May 1, 1986] 
A WHIFF OF IMliiORTALITY 

<By Leigh Montville) 
The daze continued into the next day. 

Roger Clemens awoke-well, didn't exactly 
awake, because he never really had slept
into a lovely strangeness. 

His mother was on the telephone. Crying. 
His brothers were on the phone. Crying. 
People magazine wanted him. Sports Illus
trated. "The CBS Morning NEWS." Gentle 
pulls. Affectionate tugs. The Baseball Hall 
of Fame in Cooperstown wanted his glove, 
his cap, his shoes. 

And, of course, the baseball. 
"I'm in the Hall of Fame," the 23-year-old 

Red Sox pitcher said yesterday in the soft 
Texas accent, again and again, as if he were 
a lottery winner still staring at the numbers 
and only half believing what he saw. 
"That's something nobody can take away 
from me now." 

Twenty strikeouts. He did that. No pitcher 
in 111 years of major league baseball ever 
had struck out 20 batters in a nine-inning 
game. He did that. 

Nowhere in sport are the records as mean
ingful, as consistent, as in professional base
ball. The line of history goes from today to 
the furthest yesterday, encompassing all 
the names and all the eras, everyone whoev
er played. Roger Clemens now was part of 
that. Part? His name now was at the top of 
the strikeout list. 

"I still don't think he realizes what he 
did," friend and teammate AI Nipper said. "I 
picked him up today and drove him to the 
park and I still don't think it's hit him. He's 
still spinning." 

Who can wake up in the morning and re
alize that he has done something that 
Christy Mathewson never did? That Walter 
Johnson never did. That Bob Feller, Nolan 
Ryan, Tom Seaver, no one ever did. Who 
can do that? Who can realize-truly real-
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ize-how special a special night like that 
could be? 

"I got home, I couldn't sleep," Roger Cle
mens said. "I tried-it's important for a 
pitcher to get that rest for his arm-but I 
just couldn't. I was tossing all night." 

He dipped into sleep only once. He said he 
had a weird dream. He was back on the 
mound in the middle of the game Tuesday 
night, on the way to the 3-1 win over the 
Seattle Mariners. The game suddenly 
changed. 

A fan came out of the stands-as, indeed, 
two fans did during the real game-and ran 
onto the field. This fan ran to the mound to 
talk to Roger Clemens. Roger Clemens 
whacked the fan in the head. The police ar
rived, not to take away the fan, but to arrest 
Roger Clemens. 

"That's when I woke up," Roger Clemens 
said. "The police were taking me away from 
hitting the dude in the head." 

Was that the way it happened? No, not 
the way. The strikeouts happened. That was 
what was real. The strikeouts. Twenty 
strikeouts. 

He remembered the game mostly as a con
centrated blur. He was concentrating on 
what he was doing with each batter on each 
pitch. He knew he was pitching as well as he 
ever had pitched, that his fast ball was 
going where he wanted it to go, 97 miles per 
hour, that he felt really strong, but he had 
no time for counting. He was in the middle 
of Fenway Park, not history .. 

"I was in the trainer's room between in
nings," he said. "I usually put my jacket on 
with two outs and get out of there, but once, 
before I left, I did hear the announcers say I 
had a chance at the record for eight strike
outs in a row. That's all I knew until the 
final inning." 

A numbness seemed to extend every
where. Clemens didn't know he was heading 
toward history. His catcher, Rich Gedman, 
had no idea. The home plate umpire, Vic 
Voltaggio, had no idea. Everyone knew that 
something good was happening, but nobody 
seemed to know how good. 

"The fans were cheering after every 
pitch," Gedman said. "I couldn't figure out 
why they were cheering. I didn't know what 
it was all about." 

"I'm glad I didn't know." Voltaggio said. 
"All I knew was that I was working the best 
pitching performance I'd ever seen. I told 
that to the batboy after the seventh. That 
this was the best I'd ever seen. Anywhere." 

The players in the dugout noticed that 
some fans in the centerfield bleachers had 
begun to place K's on the outfield wall. 
When had that started? There were no K's 
on the wall for the first five innings, but 
suddenly there were K's and more K's, each 
of them signifying another strikeout. 

"Where'd they come from?" Nipper asked. 
"Did those guys run out and get the card
board and paint? Suddenly they were 
there." 

The media contingent was as small as pos
sible for a weeknight game. The pro football 
draft had been held in the afternoon. The 
Celtics were playing the Altanta Hawks in a 
play-off game at the Garden at the same 
time. A Red Sox official looked down at the 
little photographers' box along the first 
base line early in the game and saw only one 
cameraman. The cameraman was the offical 
Red Sox photographer. 

The night seemed to start at the bottom 
level of interest-The Seattle Mariners? 
Who cared?-and grow and grow. Better and 
better. More and more. On the way to 
history. 

"I was checking with Roger every inning 
after the fifth," Red Sox manager John 
McNamara said. "I've been doing that every 
game this year, making sure his arm feels 
good." 

"My legs feel tired," Clemens reported 
after the seventh. "They're starting to 
cramp." 

"What about your arm?" McNamara 
asked. 

"Fine." 
"Keep going." 
The news that he was going for a record 

was given to Clemens before the start of the 
ninth by Nipper. Clemens had no idea how 
many strikeouts he had or how many would 
be the record. Nipper told him he needed 
one to tie and two to set the record. 

"I had to do it," Nipper said. "Wouldn't it 
be a shame if a guy had a chance for some
thing like that and didn't try for it? I 
wanted him to know. He's not the type of 
guy who would be affected by knowing." 

The rest ... the rest was more of the blur. 
Swinging third strike by Spike Owen to tie 
the record. Called third strike to Phil Brad
ley to set the record. Third baseman Wade 
Boggs rushed over to shake hands, and 
Roger Clemens didn't know why. Was this 
the end of the game? No, one more out to 
go. 

"We should get the ball to save it," trainer 
Charlie Moss said in the dugout. 

"You don't have to," pitcher Bruce Hurst, 
charting the game, said. "That ball ain't 
going anywhere." 

Sure enough. No foul balls. No ball out of 
play. A final ground out to short and the 
record was the record and the ball was safe 
in Roger Clemens' glove. 

"What would you tell people about your
self?" Roger Clemens was asked yesterday. 
"What would you tell people who read your 
name and what you did and say, 'Who is 
this guy?' .. 

"First of all," the pitcher said, still in his 
lovely daze, "I hope they don't think it's a 
misprint." 

Twenty strikeouts? Twenty strikeouts. 
Yes, he did that. 

[From the Boston·Herald, May 1, 19861 
MY RECORD-BREAKING DAY-BY ROGER 

CLEMENs 
<Roger Clemens became the first pitcher 

in Major League Baseball history to strike 
out 20 batters in a nine-inning game Tu~s
day when he dazzled the Seattle Mariners at 
Fenway. One day after his amazing feat, 
Clemens talked about his performance and 
how it feels to be the strikeout king.) 

It was a tough game. It was tough because 
it was the type of game where Mike Moore 
was pitching a great game against me. 

I was throwing the ball 97 to 98 miles per 
hour and all they <Seattle batters> had to do 
was put the head of their bat on the ball 
and get an upward trajectory and it was 
going to jump out of this park. 

And it happened <in the seventh inning). I 
turned the ball over and it ran back across 
the middle of the plate and Gorman 
Thomas got it. That upset me because I 
thought I was getting the wind out of their 
sails over there. 

I was trying to keep the momentum as 
best I could and keep it in our dugout. Mter 
Dewey <Evans> hit that home run <in the 
bottom of the seventh>. it put about 10 
more innings in my arm. There was nothing 
that was going to stop us then. 

Before the ninth inning, I was sitting 
inside. I wasn't sure how many <strikeouts> I 
had. Nip <Red Sox pitcher AI Nipper> came 

up next to me and said 'Rocket, do you 
know you have a chance to set an all-time 
record?' He said I had to go for it. 

I knew I would, because when I made the 
decision to play this game, I was going to 
give it everything I had. I've worked hard 
since I had the <arm> injury. 

I decided to concede and give the ball up 
last year, something which I didn't want to 
do. I had been pitching some pretty good 
games against some top named pitchers 
with severe pain in my arm, but I was still 
keeping us in the ballgame. 

But I had to give the ball up, and I decid
ed after they did the arthroscopic shoulder 
surgery, I was going to put everything I had 
into it and it wasn't going to set me back. I 
was going to come to spring training ready. 

Arm injuries to pitchers scare you any 
time. I feel fortunate mine was a minor case. 
I'm a power pitcher; those things are going 
to happen. I'm going to go out there as long 
and as hard as I can throw and win ball
games for us. 

As for other goals, the only thing I want 
to do is get in the playoffs somehow, what
ever it takes I want to get there. If we can 
get in the playoffs, this town is going to be 
unbelievable. 

Heck, the crowd was real loud last night, I 
remember that. It was a once-in-a-lifetime 
night for me. Playing here, being in this 
ballpark with all the great players who've 
played here and all the records that have 
been established in this ballpark, I'm glad I 
did it here. 

I wish my father were still alive to see it, 
but I'm sure he was watching somehow. 

It really hasn't sunk in yet with all the 
media around and everything happening. 

The fact that my teammates got to see 
something like that, that's what makes it all 
fun for me. 

It has started to sink in a little bit with ev
erybody calling. I just didn't know it was 
going to be that big of a feat. 

This morning, I pretty much took the 
phone off the hook from eight o'clock until 
about ten o'clock and tried to get some rest. 
Usually at times like this, like the 15-strike
out game I had, or like my first major
league win, I don't drink at all. But I should 
have had a couple of beers I think because I 
didn't sleep a wink all Tuesday night. I 
probably needed something to relax me. 

I think I finally dozed off about 4:30 in 
the morning. I tossed and turned pretty 
much up until that time. I tried to count 
sheep and everything I was supposed to. 
Maybe I should have started to count Ks or 
something. 

Most of the calls that came last night 
were from family people. Both my brothers 
cried, my mother cried-she couldn't believe 
it. As they kept telling me and telling me it 
kept sinking in more and more that I'm 
going to the Hall of Fame. 

I'm going to the Hall of Fame and I'm the 
youngest person to ever do this. All of the 
other guys are older, all with more years in 
the league. It's something no one can ever 
take away from me now. It's all mine and 
they can't take it away from me right now. 

Records are meant to be broken and I 
broke one. But you never know, somebody 
might come along and get this one or maybe 
one day, I'll be fortunate enough that I'll 
have the same kind of stuff and go out 
there and maybe get a couple more. 

This was something special, though, the 
way my teammates were in awe or whatever. 
But personally, it just hasn't quite hit me 
that way yet. I've had some big highlights 
in my baseball career. The final game in the 
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college World Series, pitching that and win
ning that. It took a while for that to sink in. 

That time and the 15 strikeouts against 
Kansas City are two big highlights, but 
nothing can top what I did Tuesday night, 
not in my baseball career. 

The PRESIDING OFFICE. The 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A Senate resolution <S. Res. 393) 

commending Roger Clemens of the 
Boston Red Sox for his record-break
ing preformance. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the resolution 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
move the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
The preamble was agreed to. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the resolution was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

FIRST CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET 

D'AMATO <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1816 

Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, Mr. 
WEICI{ER, Mr. PRESSLER, and Mr. 
WILSON) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution <S. Con. 
Res. 120) setting forth the congres
sional budget for the U.S. Government 
for the fiscal years 1987, 1988, and 
1989; as follows: 

On page 2, increase the amount on line 19 
by $7,156,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 20 
by $275,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 21 
by $15,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 10 
by $7,156,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 11 
by $275,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 12 
by $15,000. 

On page 6, decrease the amount on line 12 
by $47,160,000. 

On page 6, decrease the amount on line 11 
by $37,727,000. 

On page 6, decrease the amount on line 19 
by $46,440,000. 

On page 6, decrease the amount on line 20 
by $46,575,000. 

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $46,620,000. 

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 4 
by $46,575,000. 

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 12 
by $2,687,000. 

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 13 
by $2,552,000. 

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 21 
by $3,176,000. 

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 22 
by $3,151,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $3,149,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $3,151,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 16 
by $188,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 17 
by $179,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 24 
by $222,000. 

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 25 
by $221,000. 

On page 9, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $220,000. 

On page 9, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $221,000. 

On page 9, decrease the amount on line 16 
by $448,000. 

On page 9, decrease the amount on line 17 
by $425,000. 

On page 9, decrease the amount on line 25 
by $529,000. 

On page 10, decrease the amount on line 1 
by $525,000. 

On page 10, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $525,000. 

On page 10, decrease the amount on line 
10 by $525,000. 

On page 10, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $448,000. 

On page 10, decrease the amount on line 
20 by $425,000. 

On page 11, decrease the amount on line 4 
by $529,000. 

On page 11, decrease the amount on line 5 
by $525,000. 

On page 11, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $525,000. 

On page 11, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $525,000. 

On page 11, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $233,000. 

On page 11, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $221,000. 

On page 12, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $275,000. 

On page 12, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $273,000. 

On page 12, decrease the amount on line 
17 by $273,000. 

On page 12, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $273,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $202,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $191,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $238,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 
12 by $236,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 
20 by $236,000. 

On page 13, decrease the amount on line 
21 by $236,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 5 
by $233,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $221,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $275,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $273,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $273,000. 

On page 14, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $273,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $179,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $170,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
22 by $212,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $210,000. 

On page 17, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $210,000. 

On page 17, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $210,000. 

On page 17, increase the amount on line 
16 by $99,100,000. 

On page 17, increase the amount on line 
17 by $80,271,000. 

On page 17, increase the amount on line 
24 by $99,100,000. 

On page 17, increase the amount on line 
25 by $99,100,000. 

On page 18, increase the amount on line 7 
by $99,100,000. 

On page 18, increase the amount on line 8 
by $99,100,000. 

On page 21, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $1,836,000. 

On page 21, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $1,744,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $2,170,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $2,153,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 
17 by $2,152,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $2,153,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $940,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $893,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 
10 by $1,112,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $1,103,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $1,102,000. 

On page 23, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $1,103,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $37,391,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $35,521,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 
10 by $44,197,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $43,854,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $43,829,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $43,854,000. 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 1817 
Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend

ment to the concurrent resolution <S. 
Con. Res. 120), supra; as follows: 

SEc. < >. For the purpose of Senate con
sideration of appropriations bills for defense 
spending, outlay estimates shall be deter
mined for prior year expenditures at levels 
consistent with estimates provided by the 
Office of Management and Budget. The 
Office of Management and Budget shall be 
required to limit actual expenditures from 
enacted appropriations in accordance with 
the outlay limitations established by this 
resolution. 

McCLURE AMENDMENT NO. 1818 
Mr. McCLURE proposed an amend

ment to the concurrent resolution <S. 
Con. Res. 120), supra; as follows: 

On page 44, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

<z><l> It is the sense of the Senate that 
each committee of the Senate or the House 
of Representatives which, pursuant to sub
sections <a> through <y> of this subsection, is 
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required to report changes in law to reduce 
budget authority or outlays, or both, for 
one or more fiscal years shall submit, as fea
sible, to the Committee on the Budget of its 
respective House with such changes a state
ment specifying, with respect to each pro
gram for which such changes are reported-

<A> an estimate <utilizing the baseline 
upon which the levels and amounts set 
forth in this concurrent resolution are 
based> of the total amount of budget au
thority and outlays for such program for 
each such fiscal year after such changes are 
made; and 

<B> an estimate <utilizing the current law 
baseline> of the total amount of budget au
thority and outlays for such program for 
each such fiscal year after such changes are 
made. 

<2> For purposes of this subsection, the 
term "current law baseline" means, with re
spect to budget authority and outlays for a 
program, the amount of budget authority 
which would be provided for such program 
for a fiscal year and the amount of outlays 
which would be made under such program 
for a fiscal year under the laws in effect on 
the date of adoption of this concurrent reso
lution, without any change in policy. 

(3) It is further the sense of the Senate 
that the Committee on the Budget of the 
House and the Committee on the Budget of 
the Senate shall include, as feasible, in the 
report accompanying a reconciliation bill or 
resolution reported to it: respective House 
under subsection <a> of this section the 
statements received by such Committee 
under paragraph <1 > of this subsection. 

McCLURE <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1819 

Mr. McCLURE (for himself, Mr. 
RUDMAN, Mr. WARNER, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
HEINZ, and Mr. RoCKEFELLER) pro
posed an amendment to the concur
rent resolutionS. Con. Res. 120, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 9, increase the amount on line 16 
by $172,000,000. 

On page 9, increase the amount on line 17 
by $43,000,000. 

On page 9, increase the amount on line 25 
by $172,000,000. 

On page 10, increase the amount on line 1 
by $158,000,000. 

On page 10, increase the amount on line 9 
by $172,000,000. 

On page 10, increase the amount on line 
10 by $164,000,000. 

On page 19, increase the amount on line 
18 by $900,000,000. 

On page 19, increase the amount on line 
19 by $900,000,000. 

On page 20, increase the amount on line 3 
by $700,000,000. 

On page 20, increase the amount on line 4 
by $700,000,000. 

On page 20, increase the amount on line 
13 by $500,000,000. 

On page 20, increase the amount on line 
14 by $500,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $943,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $943,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $858,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 
16 by $858,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $664,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 
25 by $664,000,000. 

On page 2, increase the amount on line 19 
by $129,000,000. 

On page 2, increase the amount on line 20 
by $14,000,000. 

On page 2, increase the amount on line 21 
by $8,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 10 
by $129,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 11 
by $14,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 12 
by $8,000,000. 

SYMMS <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1820 

Mr. SYMMS <for himself, Mr. SPEC
TER, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. 
ABDNOR) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution <S. Con. 
Res. 120), supra; as follows: 

At the end of the concurrent resolution, 
add the following: 

It is the sense of the Senate that over the 
next three fiscal years the cash balance in 
the Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund should be reduced toward a minimum 
level of reserves, in a manner consistent 
with sound financial practices. 

DOMENICI <AND CHILES> 
AMENDMENT NO. 1821 

Mr. DOMENICI <for himself and 
Mr. CHILES) proposed an amendment 
to the concurrent resolution <S. Con. 
Res. 120), supra; as follows: 

On page 29, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $70,000,000. 

On page 29, decrease the amount on line 
25 by $70,000,000. 

On page 29, decrease the first amount on 
line 26 by $230,000,000. 

On page 29, decrease the second amount 
on line 26 by $230,000,000. 

On page 30, decrease the amount on line 1 
by $290,000,000. 

On page 30, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $290,000,000. 

On page 30, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $16,000,000. 

On page 30, decrease the amount on line 
12 by $16,000,000. 

On page 30, decrease the first amount on 
line 13 by $57,000,000. 

On page 30, decrease the second amount 
on line 13 by $65,000,000. 

On page 30, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $123,000,000. 

On page 30, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $123,000,000. 

On page 30, line 17, strike out "<A>" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(1)". 

On page 30, line 21, strike out "(B)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(2)". 

On page 30, line 24, strike out "(C)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(3)". 

On page 30, decrease the first amount on 
line 25 by $840,000,000. 

On page 30, decrease the second amount 
on line 25 by $383,000,000. 

On page 31, decrease the amount on line 1 
by $823,000,000. 

On page 31, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $1,003,000,000. 

On page 31, decrease the first amount on 
line 3 by $615,000,000. 

On page 31, decrease the second amount 
on line 3 by $535,000,000. 

On page 31, decrease the first amount on 
line 14 by $58,000,000. 

On page 31, decrease the second amount 
on line 14 by $63,000,000. 

On page 31, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $68,000,000. 

On page 31, decrease the amount on line 
16 by $71,000,000. 

On page 31, decrease the first amount on 
line 17 by $68,000,000. 

On page 31, decrease the second amount 
on line 17 by $69,000,000. 

On page 32, decrease the first amount on 
line 3 by $377,000,000. 

On page 32, decrease the second amount 
on line 3 by $377,000,000. 

On page 32, decrease the second amount 
on line 5 by $21,000,000. 

On page 32, decrease the second amount 
on line 7 by $36,000,000. 

On page 32, decrease the first amount on 
line 18 by $81,000,000. 

On page 32, decrease the second amount 
on line 18 by $69,000,000. 

On page 32, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $87,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the amount on line 
20 by $63,000,000. 

On page 32, decrease the first amount on 
line 21 by $92,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the second amount 
on line 21 by $58,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the first amount on 
line 7 by $5,491,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $7.777,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the second amount 
on line 9 by $8,499,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $2,500,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the first amount on 
line 14 by $2,800,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the second amount 
on line 14 by $2,900,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the first amount on 
line 25 by $310,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the amount on line 1 
by $48,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the second amount 
on line 2 by $79,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the first amount on 
line 13 by $175,000,000. 

On page 34, strike out the comma immedi
ately following the first amount on line 13. 

On page 34, decrease the second amount 
on line 13 by $170,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $270,000,000. 

On page 34, strike out the comma immedi
ately following the amount on line 14. 

On page 34, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $265,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the first amount on 
line 16 by $182,000,000. 

On page 34, strike out the comma immedi
ately following the first amount on line 16. 

On page 34, decrease the second amount 
on line 16 by $192,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the first amount on 
line 23 by $41,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the second amount 
on line 23 by $42,000,000. 

On page 34, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $42,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $644,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
12 by $758,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the first amount on 
line 13 by $948,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the second amount 
on line 13 by $1,020,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $660,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $819,000,000. 

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 
20 by $1,005,000,000. 
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DOMENICI <AND CHILES> 

AMENDMENT NO. 1822 
On page 35, decrease the amount on line 

21 by $1,079,000,000. 
On page 35, decrease the amount on line 

22 by $1,125,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the amount on line 6 

by $356,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the amount on line 7 

by $356,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the first amount on 

line 8 by $473,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the second amount 

on line 8 by $473,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the amount on line 9 

by $512,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the amount on line 

10 by $512,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the amount on line 

20 by $70,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the amount on line 

21 by $70,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the first amount on 

line 22 by $230,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the second amount 

on line 22 by $230,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the amount on line 

23 by $290,000,000. 
On page 36, decrease the amount on line 

24 by $290,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the amount on line 7 

by $16,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the amount on line 8 

by $16,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the first amount on 

line 9 by $57,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the second amount 

on line 9 by $65,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the amount on line 

10 by $123,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the amount on line 

11 by $123,000,000. 
On page 37, line 13, strike out "<A>" and 

insert in lieu thereof "<1 )". 
On page 37, line 17, strike out "(B)" and 

insert in lieu thereof "(2)". 
On page 37, line 20, strike out "(C)" and 

insert in lieu thereof "(3)". 
On page 37, decrease the first amount on 

line 21 by $840,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the second amount 

on line 21 by $383,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the amount on line 

22 by $823,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the amount on line 

23 by $1,003,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the first amount on 

line 24 by $615,000,000. 
On page 37, decrease the second · amount 

on line 24 by $535,000,000. 
On page 38, decrease the amount on line 9 

by $175,000,000. 
On page 38, decrease the amount on line 

10 by $170,000,000. 
On page 38, decrease the first amount on 

line 11 by $270,000,000. 
On page 38, decrease the second amount 

on line 11 by $265,000,000. 
On page 38, decrease the amount on line 

12 by $182,000,000. 
On page 38, decrease the amount on line 

13 by $192,000,000. 
On page 38, decrease the amount on line 

18 by $41,000,000. 
On page 38, decrease the amount on line 

19 by $42,000,000. 
On page 38, decrease the amount on line 

20 by $42,000,000. 
On page 39, decrease the first amount on 

line 8 by $139,000,000. 
On page 39, decrease the second amount 

on line 8 by $1,821,000,000. 
On page 39, decrease the first amount on 

line 10 by $155,000,000. 
On page 39, decrease the second amount 

on line 10 by $2,920,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the first amount on 
line 12 by $160,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the second amount 
on line 12 by $3,750,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the first amount on 
line 23 by $3,524,000,000. 

On page 39, decrease the first amount on 
line 24 by $4,452,000,000. 

On page 40, decrease the second amount 
on line 1 by $4,477,000,000. 

On page 40, decrease the first amount on 
line 12 by $377,000,000. 

On page 40, decrease the second amount 
on line 12 by $377,000,000. 

On page 41, decrease the amount on line 1 
by $5,000,000. 

On page 41, decrease the second amount 
on line 2 by $3,000,000. 

On page 41, decrease the second amount 
on line 3 by $1,000,000. 

On page 41, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $158,000,000. 

On page 41, decrease the second amount 
on line 15 by $163,000,000. 

On page 41, decrease the amount on line 
17 by $169,000,000. 

On page 42, decrease the first amount on 
line 2 by $8,000,000. 

On page 42, increase the second amount 
on line 2 by $142,000,000. 

On page 42, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $8,000,000. 

On page 42, increase the amount on line 4 
by $142,000,000. 

On page 42, decrease the first amount on 
line 5 by $9,000,000. 

On page 42, increase the second amount 
on line 5 by $141,000,000. 

On page 42, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $644,000,000. 

On page 42, decrease the amount on line 
16 by $758,000,000. 

On page 42, decrease the first amount on 
line 17 by $948,000,000. 

On page 42, decrease the second amount 
on line 17 by $1,020,000,000. 

On page 42, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $660,000,000. 

On page 42, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $819,000,000. 

On page 42, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $1,005,000,000. 

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 1 
by $1,079,000,000. 

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $1,125,000,000. 

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 
11 by $356,000,000. 

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 
12 by $356,000,000. 

On page 43, decrease the first amount on 
line 13 by $473,000,000. 

On page 43, decrease the second amount 
on line 13 by $473,000,000. 

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $512,000,000. 

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 
15 by $512,000,000. 

On page 43, decrease the first amount on 
line 25 by $2,019,000,000. 

On page 44, decrease the amount on line 1 
by $2,716,000,000. 

On page 44, decrease the second amount 
on line 2 by $2,928,000,000. 

On page 44, increase the amount on line 6 
by $16,780,700,000. 

On page 44, increase the first amount on 
line 7 by $24,772,400,000. 

On page 44, increase the second amount 
on line 7 by $26,870,200,000. 

Mr. DOMENICI <for himself and 
Mr. CHILES) submitted an amendment 
to the concurrent resolution <S. Con. 
Res. 120, supra>; as follows: 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $5,962,000,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 4 
by $7,941,000,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 5 
by $9,893,000,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $5,962,000,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $7,941,000,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 10 
by $9,983,000,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 19 
by $2,405,000,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 20 
by $1,483,000,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 21 
by $1,738,000,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 24 
by $3,750,000,000. 

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 25 
by $2,879,000,000. 

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 1 
by $3,486,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 5 
by $2,282,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 6 
by $5,330,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 7 
by $6,894,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 10 
by $4,610,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 11 
by $10,470,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 12 
by $17,957,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 15 
by $2,782,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 16 
by $5,860,000,000. 

On page 3, increase the amount on line 17 
by $7,487,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 2 
by $14,500,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 4 
by $12,400,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 9 
by $3,700,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 11 
by $4,600,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 16 
by $5,300,000,000. 

On page 4, increase the amount on line 18 
by $7,000,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 5 
by $5,962,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $7,941,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $9,893,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 10 
by $2,475,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 11 
by $1,215,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 12 
by $1,251,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 15 
by $5,862,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 16 
by $5,782,000,000. 

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 17 
by $6,418,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 22 
by $100,000,000. 

On page 5, increase the amount on line 23 
by $2,159,000,000. 
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On page 5, increase the amount on line 24 

by $3,475,000,000. 
On page 6, increase the amount on line 10 

by $5,900,000,000. 
On page 6, increase the amount on line 11 

by $2,000,000,000. 
On page 6, increase the amount on line 19 

by $3,200,000,000. 
On page 6, increase the amount on line 20 

by $1,300,000,000. 
On page 7, increase the amount on line 3 

by $3,600,000,000. 
On page 7, increase the amount on line 4 

by $2,182,000,000. 
On page 7, decrease the amount on line 12 

by $278,000,000. 
On page 7, decrease the amount on line 13 

by $108,000,000. 
On page 7, decrease the amount on line 21 

by $50,000,000. 
On page 7, decrease the amount on line 22 

by $63,000,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 7 

by $40,000,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 16 

by $720,000,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 17 

by $503,000,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 24 

by $715,000,000. 
On page 8, decrease the amount on line 25 

by $732,000,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 7 

by $552,000,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 8 

by $598,000,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 16 

by $406,000,000. 
On page 9, decrease the amount on line 17 

by $431,000,000. 
On page 9, increase the amount on line 25 

by $100,000,000. 
On page 10, increase the amount on line 1 

by $90,000,000. 
On page 10, increase the amount on line 9 

by $100,000,000. 
On page 10, increase the amount on line 

10 by $90,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 2 

by $4,000,000. 
On page 13, decrease the amount on line 3 

by $753,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 7 

by $14,500,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 9 

by $12,400,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 

11 by $3,000,000. 
On page 13, decrease the amount on line 

12 by $7,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 

16 by $3,700,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 

18 by $4,600,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 

20 by $8,000,000. 
On page 13, decrease the amount on line 

21 by $6,000,000. 
On page 13, increase the amount on line 

25 by $5,300,000,000. 
On page 14, increase the amount on line 2 

by $7,000,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 5 

by $5,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 6 

by $5,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 

14 by $7,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 

15 by $7,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 

23 by $8,000,000. 
On page 14, decrease the amount on line 

24 by $8,000,000. 

On page 15, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $9,000,000. 

On page 15, decrease the amount on line 
10 by $4,000,000. 

On page 15, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $9,000,000. 

On page 15, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $8,000,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $10,000,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $8,000,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $1,018,000,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $116,000,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
22 by $1,733,000,000. 

On page 16, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $558,000,000. 

On page 17, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $1,734,000,000. 

On page 17, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $1,266,000,000. 

On page 17, increase the amount on line 
16 by $526,000,000. 

On page 17, increase the amount on line 
17 by $271,000,000. 

On page 17, increase the amount on line 
24 by $305,000,000. 

On page 17, increase the amount on line 
25 by $238,000,000. 

On page 18, increase the amount on line 7 
by $339,000,000. 

On page 18, increase the amount on line 8 
by $295,000,000. 

On page 19, increase the amount on line 
18 by $450,000,000. 

On page 19, decrease the amount on line 
19 by $950,000,000. 

On page 20, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $637,000,000. 

On page 20, decrease the amount on line 4 
by $1,167,000,000. 

On page 20, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $590,000,000. 

On page 20, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $1,183,000,000. 

On page 21, decrease the amount on line 
23 by $156,000,000. 

On page 21, decrease the amount on line 
24 by $140,000,000. ' 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 8 
by $191,000,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $191,000,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 
17 by $195,000,000. 

On page 22, decrease the amount on line 
18 by $195,000,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $20,000,000. 

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $20,000,000. 

On page 26, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $764,000,000. 

On page 26, decrease the amount on line 4 
by $764,000,000. 

On page 26, decrease the amount on line 
12 by $253,000,000. 

On page 26, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $253,000,000. 

On page 26, decrease the amount on line 
21 by $463,000,000. 

On page 26, decrease the amount on line 
22 by $463,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 5 
by $1,383,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $1,375,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $2,464,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 
14 by $2,489,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 
21 by $3,913,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 
22 by $3,966,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $852,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $852,000,000. 

On page 28, increase the amount on line 
15 by $462,000,000. 

On page 28, increase the amount on line 
16 by $462,000,000. 

On page 28, increase the amount on line 
24 by $754,000,000. 

On page 28, increase the amount on line 
25 by $754,000,000. 

On page 29, increase the amount on line 
24 by $500,000,000. 

On page 29, increase the amount on line 
25 by $500,000,000. 

On page 29, line 7, strike "May 15" and 
insert "May 30". 

On page 30, increase the second amount 
on line 25 by $289,000,000. 

On page 31, increase the amount on line 2 
by $257,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the first amount on 
line 3 by $1,886,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the second amount 
on line 3 by $1,886,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the amount on line 
13 by $5,962,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the first amount on 
line 14 by $7,941,000,000. 

On page 33, decrease the second amount 
on line 14 by $9,893,000,000. 

On page 33, increase the first amount on 
line 25 by $632,000,000. 

On page 34, increase the amount on line 1 
by $1,314,000,000. 

On page 34, increase the second amount 
on line 2 by $2,029,000,000. 

On page 34, increase the second amount 
on line 13 by $289,000,000. 

On page 34, increase the amount on line 
15 by $257,000,000. 

On page 36, increase the amount on line 
20 by $500,000,000. 

On page 36, increase the amount on line 
21 by $500,000,000. 

On page 37, increase the amount on line 
21 by $289,000,000. 

On page 37, increase the amount on line 
23 by $257,000,000. 

On page 38, increase the amount on line 
10 by $289,000,000. 

On page 38, increase the second amount 
on line 11 by $257,000,000. 

On page 40, increase the first amount on 
line 12 by $1,886,000,000. 

On page 40, increase the second amount 
on line 12 by $1,886,000,000. 

On page 41, increase the amount on line 
14 by $632,000,000. 

On page 41, increase the second amount 
on line 15 by $1,314,000,000. 

On page 41, increase the amount on line 
17 by $2,029,000,000. 

On page 44, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $5,962,000,000. 

On page 44, decrease the first amount on 
line 7 by $7,941,000,000. 

On page 44, decrease the second amount 
on line 7 by $9,893,000,000. 

At the end of the concurrent resolution, 
add the following new section: 

NASA SPACE SHUTTLE PROGRAM 

SEc. . Upon the enactment of legisla-
tion authorizing up to $976,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1987, $915,000,000 in fiscal year 1988, 
and $752,000,000 in fiscal year 1989 for the 
NASA Space Shuttle program, and upon the 
enactment of legislation increasing revenues 
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in an amount equal to the amount author
ized and in addition to amounts of increased 
revenues required to be reported pursuant 
to section 2 of this concurrent resolution, 
the authorized amount of budget authority 
and outlays shall be allocated to the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, and that 
same amount will be added to the total 
amounts of budget authority and outlays 
provided for in this concurrent resolution. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS 
SUBCO!DIITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT AND PRODUC

TIVITY AND SUBCOMllliTTEE ON SOCIAL SECU
RITY AND INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Sub
committees on Employment and Pro
ductivity and on Social Security and 
Income Maintenance Programs 
(chaired by Mr. AR.MsTRONG > will hold 
joint hearings on "Work and Welfare" 
at 9:30 a.m. on July 17 and 22 in room 
430 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. 

The purpose of the hearings is to ex
amine how and to what extent em
ployment can lead to economic inde
pendence for AFDC recipients. The 
subcommittees are particularly inter
ested in answers to the following ques
tions: 

What kind of education, training 
and employment services are needed 
by recipients? 

Should such policies be targeted to 
particular groups of recipients? 

Who should be responsible for ad
ministering employment and training 
programs for recipients? 

Should recipients be provided jobs in 
lieu of welfare? 

How can children of working parents 
be assured of proper care? 

Should other economic or tax poli
cies be used to reduce welfare depend
ency? 

The hearings expect to focus on les
sons to be learned from experience 
gained under JTPA, WIN, community 
work experience and other employ
ment and training programs currently 
serving AFDC recipients. 

Due to the limited time available for 
the hearings, witnesses will be selected 
by the Subcommittees. Any person 
wishing to submit a statement for the 
record should contact Betty Scott
Boom, 219 Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, Washington, DC 20510. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITI'EES 
TO MEET 

SUBCOJIDIITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Natural Resources Develop
ment and Production of the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate on Thursday, May 
1, 1986, to hold an oversight hearing 
on impacts of coal and electricity im
ports on the domestic coal industry. 

71-059 o-87-16 (Pt. 7) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOJIDIITTEE ON DEFENSE ACQUSITION POLICY 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Defense 
Acquisition Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Armed Services be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, May 1, to hold a 
hearing to receive testimony on the 
following: 

S. 2151, to amend title 10 of U.S. Code to 
require the Department of Defense to ex
clude from consideration for contracts those 
firms which a hostile foreign government or 
a covered foreign national, owns or controls 
a significant interest; 

S. 2380, to amend title 10 of U.S. Code to 
require the heads of DOD agencies to con
sider U.S. Foreign Policy objectives before 
entering into a procurement contract with a 
foreign government. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

NATIONAL SENIOR CITIZEN 
MONTH 

e Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to take the floor today to 
remind my colleagues that May has 
been designated by the President as 
"National Senior Citizen Month." As 
part of the national celebration, the 
Administration on Aging has decided 
to honor one program from each State 
which emphasizes the theme of Na
tional Senior Citizen Month-"Life
style Changes in Nutrition, Exercise, 
Accident Prevention, Drug Abuse and 
Smoking Cessation." 

The New Mexico recipient of this 
Health Promotion Award is the Thera
peutic Water Exercise Program of the 
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Office 
of Senior Affairs [OSAJ. Its program 
exemplifies the growing recognition in 
the senior community of my State 
that fitness not only fosters independ
ence but plays a major role in improv
ing the quality of life. It also reduces 
the need for institutionalization and 
the cost of remedial health care. 

The New Mexico program began in 
Albuquerque in 1977 as a joint effort 
of the OSA and the University of New 
Mexico Therapeutic Recreation Pro
gram under the directorship of Char
lotte Piper. It envisioned the use of a 
water environment to increase the en
joyment of exercise by older adults, 
and it offered a practical laboratory 
for adaptive PE majors, recreation 
therapy majors, and nursing students 
to gain experience in working with 
older and handicapped seniors. 

Under the program manager, Pam 
Groves, who is here today to receive 
the award, the exercises were devel
oped for every ability level from fully 
functioning to wheelchair-bound sen
iors. Volunteers assist the students, 
working one-on-one with those most 

severely handicapped. The program 
was coordinated with the New Mexico 
Arthritis Foundation. 

Over the years the program has 
become increasingly popular in the 
senior citizen community. It is espe
cially beneficial to senior who cannot 
participate in other senior center exer
cise activities because of physical limi
tations. 

During 1985, 2,091 sessions in the 
pool were held and 51,603 people par
ticipated. This is a duplicated count 
since many participate regularly. A 
monthly average is 170 sessions involv
ing 3, 700 participants-duplicated 
count. 

An average session is an hour long. 
The seniors exercise to music or swim 
laps. A wheelchair ramp has been 
added to allow easy access to the 
water. Individualized programs are 
available on request, and participants 
have noted the improvement in their 
strength, endurance, and self -esteem. 

Participants include the full spec
trum of minority and income levels. 
The fact that it is never too late to 
feel better is emphasized. Many sen
iors who did not know how to swim 
have become proficient swimmers, and 
most importantly, many who suffered 
severe muscular limitations from ar
thritis have significantly improved. 

I am pleased that this excellent and 
innovative program has been recog
nized. And I wish to congratulate Dr. 
Charlotte Piper, Pam Groves, the staff 
of OSA, and the participants of the 
Therapeutic Water Exercise Pro
gram.e 

HARD TIMES HURT NORTHWEST 
GOOD LIFE 

• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, late 
last year I journeyed to three differ
ent States to see firsthand and to call 
attention to some of the major prob
lems confronting American families. 

There are those in our Nation whose 
portrayal of middle America as a place 
of plenty is a portrayal that, to say 
the least, is less than accurate. Only 
through study and firsthand observa
tion and appropriate attention to the 
problems of our people can we begin 
to address them before they become 
even more widespread. 

I was able to undergo that kind of 
exposure in Kansas, Missouri, and 
West Virginia. Although inclement 
weather prevented me from personally 
visiting Washington State, a member 
of my staff at the Senate Labor and 
Human Resources Committee spent 
several days there. 

What follows are excerpts from her 
report to me, a report on which I and 
my colleagues will base much of our 
work during the 1986 legislative ses
sion. Working with Congressman 
NoRM DICKS, who filled in for me on 
the tour of Seattle and Tacoma, and 
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others hopefuly we can all better rep
resent those families of America who 
know full well that there are major 
problems in the heartland of America 
that need full congressional attention. 

The excerpts follow: 
HARD TIMES HURT NORTHWEST "GOOD LIFE" 

<By Mona Sarfaty, M.D.> 
John Folger started working at Tacoma's 

ASARCO Smelter six days after he was 
graduated from high school. He worked 
there for 21 years. When the smelter closed 
several months ago he was a foreman earn
ing $36,000. Today, he is supporting his wife 
and two children working as a concrete la
borer for $11,000. 

He is having difficulty making his mort
gage payments and fears he won't be able to 
afford to send his children to college. 

Ronald Warton, his wife, and six children 
have gone on welfare for the first time. A 
year ago he was a glass company glazier 
earning $10 an hour. Though he collected 
unemployment insurance after he lost his 
job, he was recently denied an extension be
cause he refused to take a job which payed 
$5.17 an hour. That salary would be less 
than he received from unemployment insur
ance or welfare. 

TOO ILL TO WORK 

Hard times are stressing the family's re
sources. Mrs. Warton feels their house has 
become the most dilapidated on the block 
and their children complain of being teased 
at school about their clothing and about 
being poor. 

Barbara Primus is a divorced mother of 
four. Though she earned $12 per hour at 
her last two industrial jobs, she is now un
employed and on welfare. She lost her un
employment insurance when her doctor cer
tified that her gall bladder condition made 
it impossible for her to work. Even then, she 
avoided welfare and lived on savings until 
medical bills made welfare unavoidable. 

She doesn't plan to stay on welfare, 
though. She was recently accepted for a 
training course as a correctional officer. She 
sees this as a secure job with a decent start
ing salary. 

Clark Hoker, now also on welfare for the 
first time, lost his job as an air traffic con
troller when President Reagan fired the 
striking controllers. After trying various 
jobs, he turned to driving a cab until a leg 
injury eliminated that income. 

Last year, his income was $13,000, down 
from the $35,000 he was earning four years 
ago. Clark described his efforts to make 
ends meet as "living on the razor's edge." 

Though stories like these might not seem 
unusual coming from depressed Midwestern 
industrial states, the experiences reported 
here are those of residents of the Pacific 
Northwest. They once lived the American 
dream. Now they find themselves on the 
brink of poverty. 

There is a profound contradiction between 
encouraging reports of improvement in the 
American economy since the 1982-83 reces
sion and the realife experiences of people 
like these. While monthly statistical reports 
do show steady decreases in unemployment 
and increases in new jobs, community orga
nizations, food banks and shelters for the 
homeless report significant increases in 
demand for their services. 

Much of the disparity is explained by fo
cusing on families with children. Between 
1979 and 1984, there has been a decline in 
mean real income for all families with chil
dren-except for those in the top 20 percent 

of the income ladder. For a family living at 
the median income level, there has been a 
9.6 percent decline in income since 1973. 
Most of the decline has occurred since 1979. 

The share of income earned by families in 
the lower 60 percent of the income ladder 
also has declined. The largest decline oc
curred between 1979-85. In 1979, the share 
of income for the lower 60 percent was 36 
percent of aggregate family income. In 1985, 
it was 32.8 percent. 

During this time, the poverty rate also has 
increased significantly. In 1984, 17.4 percent 
of all families with children were living 
below the poverty line. In 1979, it was 12.7 
percent. 

HIGH-PAY JOBS GONE 

Economists attribute these changes to sev
eral factors. The growing percentage of fam
ilies whose heads have low weekly earnings 
has meant that a full-time job no longer 
provides sufficient income to maintain a 
family above the federal poverty level. An
other important factor is the increase !n the 
proportion of families headed by women. In 
addition, the decline after 1973 in the real 
value of government assistance has contrib
uted to the increased number of families 
living well below the poverty line. 

Lower earnings by the chief wage earner 
are tied to the decline in manufacturing em
ployment. As of April 1985, manufacturing 
employment was still 665,000 below the July 
1981level. Though there has been consider
able new job creation during this time, 75 
percent of the new jobs have been in low 
paying service jobs. 

Washington state has lost 20,000 manufac
turing jobs since 1979. Tacoma has lost 
5,000. 

Tacoma illustrates some of the problems 
of the declining American industrial econo
my. Pierce County, which includes Tacoma, 
has never been an affluent county. 

But Tacoma was a solid industrial town 
with a solid industrial future until just a 
few years ago. For those who were enter
prising enough to make their future with it, 
it offered the promise of an ample life based 
on hard work and savings. But, in 1985, the 
unemployment rate in Tacoma was substan
tial at 9.5 percent. 

Daniel Neigen is a good example. He grew 
up in Tacoma, graduated from high school 
there and completed two years of college. 
He became an experienced welder, took all 
the improvement courses offered by his 
union, and was working at Tacoma Boat Co. 
earning $27,000 a year until he was laid off 
five months ago. 

A few years ago he had bought a little 
land on the beach and built his own beach 
house. When his income was cut to the $740 
per month that he receives from unemploy
ment insurance it changed his life. 

His Christmas gift to his small son this 
year was a pair of shoes and he visited 
Christmas House, a free mini-department 
store that was visited by more families this 
year than ever before. More than 300 fami
lies a day lined up outside the building to 
await the intake interview. The interviews 
showed that 60 percent of the families had 
never come to Christmas House before in its 
10 years of operation. 

The unemployed in Tacoma search in a 
larger and larger radius around their homes. 
There is always at least a passing thought 
given to relocating. For most, selling their 
homes would mean losing what they have· 
invested because the housing market is poor 
in a city with a high unemployment rate. 

Seattle, a half hour away, attracts hopeful 
people who are searching for jobs. Seattle's 

better unemployment rate, 7 percent, and 
more generous services for the poor and un
employed, has, in fact, caused a steady flow 
of job seekers into the city from all over the 
country. But many exhaust their resources 
just getting there. 

HOMELESS IN SEATTLE 

The Sacred Heart Shelter for homeless 
families provides an opportunity to speak to 
adventurous souls who have relocated-with 
their families-in the hope of finding a job. 

One is a single mother whose boy, a third 
grader, goes to school from the homeless 
shelter while she combs the city for a sales 
job. On his sweater, the boy wears the gym
nastics medal he won in a competition in his 
elementary school at home. His mother wor
ries because the shelter does not reopen 
until 4 p.m. and he gets out of school at 3 
p.m. 

Joseph Plummer also moved to Seattle in 
the hope of finding a job. When his wife left 
him with his 2-year-old son (she took the 4-
year-old girl) he moved into the Sacred 
Heart Shelter until he could find a job. 

Joseph is a construction worker. He and 
his wife were living in another city in the 
Northwest until financial problems made 
them decide to move. During the best times 
he was earning $30,000. With both of them 
working, they owned their own home, two 
cars, a TV, and the other amenities of a 
good middle-class life. 

When his work dropped to part-time, they 
used their savings, sold one car, pawned the 
TV and jewelry and finally had to give up 
their home. They moved to Seattle, one 
block from the union hall where Joe could 
be available for work. When his wife left, 
Joe wasn't sure where to turn. The counsel
ors at the shelter are helping him to find 
day care for the baby. 

Success may not come instantly but Seat
tle does offer more opportunities and sup
port than many other cities. The Northwest 
Harvest food bank system is another exam
ple of what the citizens of Seattle offer to 
help out their neighbors who are facing 
rough times. Demand for the food banks' 
services has grown dramatically. 

The development officer for Northwest 
Harvest describes the change he has seen in 
the people who use the food bank in the 
past five years. Rather than elderly or 
homeless, he describes the new users as be
wildered young people. 

The Infant Corner at Northwest Har
vest-established only two years ago-is part 
of the response to this change. The typical 
mother who uses Infant Corner is young, 
and black, and on Aid to Families with De
pendent Children. She has one or two 
young children. If there is a man in the 
family, he is generally either disabled or un
employed. These mothers get about $400 a 
month from AFDC and an additional $100 
from food stamps. 

By the end of the second or third week of 
each month when the food stamps are ex
hausted, many of these mothers turn to 
Northwest Harvest for help. There they get 
formula strained baby food and diapers. 
You can't buy diapers with food stamps and 
Northwest Harvest tries to keep a supply 
available. It is one of the very few food 
banks around the country that provide for 
infant needs. Two years ago, Northwest 
Harvest established its infant section in re
sponse to the cutbacks in the federal 
Women, Infants and Children nutrition pro
gram. 

Northwest Harvest is one of the largest 
voluntary food distribution networks in the 
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country. Its budget has grown from $150,000 
to $4.5 million. In 1985, it distributed 8 mil
lion pounds of food. But its director takes 
great pains to point out that though North
west Harvest gets lots of honors, it is not 
the answer. 

COB BUDGET STRAINED 

Most other services offered by the city are 
heavily reliant on government support and 
public charity. Cutbacks in federal govern
ment programs have hammered local serv
ices. Voluntary organizations have picked 
up the slack. But they go only so far. 

Children's Orthopedic Hospital is a good 
example. It has a nationwide reputation and 
provides a wide range of services, including 
the only major rehabilitation service for 
children in the Northwest. It is also one of 
Seattle's major charities. Last year it pro
vided $11 million of its $60 million budget as 
charity care. 

This year, Children's will fall short of 
meeting its expenses by $5 million. The hos
pital has already eliminated its primary care 
outpatient medical and dental services. 

Like many states, Washington has tried to 
increase local resources available to help 
launch its citizens from under the poverty 
line and provide a safety net when they fall 
back below it. But the task has been increas
ingly difficult due to federal cutbacks. 

Unless there is a turnaround in the health 
of the economy or a fundamental change of 
policy on taxes and programs the future is 
only likely to be more difficult.e 

GOODWILL SERVES DETROIT 
FOR 65 YEARS 

e Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I would 
like to recognize the fine work that 
Goodwill Industries in Detroit has pro
vided for the past 65 years. 

The Mission of Goodwill Industries 
of Greater Detroit is to help the phys
ically, mentally, and socially disabled 
achieve greater independence and self
esteem through training, work experi
ence, and other services designed to 
improve their ability to become more 
self-reliant, self-supporting, and con
tributing members of society. In 1985 
alone, 3,423 handicapped individuals in 
southeastern Michigan were served 
through Goodwill's various programs. 
480,000 hours of employment was pro
vided for 805 disabled employees and 
402 people were placed into competi
tive employment through job place
ment programs. 

During National Goodwill Week, 
May 4-10, 1986, Goodwill Industries of 
Greater Detroit will hold its Third 
Annual Awards Luncheon to honor 
volunteers as well as clients for their 
accomplishments and also the commu
nity for its support. Mr. John A. 
Doyle, executive director of the Na
tional Association of Rehabilitation 
Facilities [NARFl will be the keynote 
speaker. At the awards luncheon sev
eral individuals and businesses will be 
recognized for their work and accom
plishments. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to congratulate these recipients: 

Special Awards: Clay Howell, presi
dent, United Foundation. 

Community Services: American Sun
roof; Ford Motor Co., Parts and Serv
ice Division and General Motors Corp. 

Volunteer of the Year Awards: Kay 
Leonard, president, Women's Assn.; 
Betty Fuchs, Junior Group & J oily 
Cheers. 

"Mental Health" Award: Mary Ann 
Simone, New Center Vocational Pro
gram [NCVPl. 

"Worker of the Year" Award: Paul 
Kasch, Macomb Rehabilitation 
Center. 

"Competitive Employment" Award: 
Lawrence Menna, Job Club. 

"Employer of the Year" Award: 
Mountain Jack's Restaurant <Project 
GUIDE>.e 

INDEPENDENCE FOR NAMIBIA 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, recently 
I received a copy of a letter from the 
Reverend Dr. Robert J. Marshall, 
former president of the Lutheran 
Church in America and now with the 
Lutheran Theological Southern Semi
nary in Columbia, SC. 

Reverend Marshall had written one 
to our colleagues to discuss the issue 
of independence and self -government 
for the people of Namibia. I found 
Reverend Marshall's insight and anal
ysis to be valuable for those of us who 
continue to grapple with the problems 
in southern Africa. In order that my 
colleagues may read it, I ask that Rev
erend Marshall's letter be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
LUTHERAN THEOLOGICAL 

SOUTHERN SEMINARY, 
Columbia, SC, April2, 1986. 

DEAR SENATOR: Recently I read the state
ment you made in the Senate concerning 
Namibia. It's obvious we have quite differ
ent views on the situation there, and I 
would like to offer mine for your consider
ation. 

My interest in and knowledge of Namibia 
goes back to my tenure as President of the 
Lutheran Church in America and work with 
the Lutheran World Federation, of which 
two Namibian Lutheran churches are also 
members. These two churches, the Evangeli
cal Lutheran Church in Namibia <ELC> and 
the Evangelical Lutheran Church in Na
mibia <ELOC), count more than half the 
Namibian population in their membership. 
It is no exaggeration to say that these 
churches, along with the Episcopal, Roman 
Catholic, and Methodist Churches, play a 
role in Namibia similar to that played by 
the Roman Catholic Church in Poland. 

<The two churches' names have been 
made similar as they progress toward 
church unity. The ELC stands for "Evangel
ical Lutheran Church," which was the 
former name of one church. It was started 
nearly a century ago by German mission
aries from the Rhenish Mission when Na
mibia was a German colony. The "ELOC" 
stands for "Evangelical Lutheran Ovambo
kavango Church," the former name of the 
second, and largest, church. It was started 
more than a century ago by Finnish Luther
an missionaries.) 

First, I am unsure from your statement 
whether you applaud the offer made by 

South African President Botha to imple
ment United Nations Security Council Reso
lution 435 by August 1st provided that an 
agreement on the withdrawal of Cuban 
troops from Angola can be made. I can 
assure you that the churches of Namibia, as 
well as the Lutheran Church in America, 
does not. The Namibian churches were 
rightly calling for an end to South Africa's 
occupation of Namibia long before Portu
gal's withdrawal from Angola, or the en
trance into Angola of any foreign troops
Cuban or South African. Namibians contin
ue to wonder why their own independence 
from South Africa must depend upon some
thing they have no control over. 

The Namibian people's desire for-and 
right to-independence is just on its own 
merits, and ought not be preconditioned or 
delayed because of political problems that 
have no bearing on their lives. 

That brings us to the second disagreement 
between us. Namibia is not independent 
now, and ought to be. The "Namibian Tran
sitional Government of National Unity" is 
nothing but a sham. You say that the mem
bers of the government were duly elected or 
designated. That is partially correct. They 
were designated by the few political parties 
in Namibia which South Africa allowed to 
establish a government. But what elections 
do you refer to? The government's own 
founding document establishes the principle 
that "because this is to be a government of 
natonal unity, no elections are necessary." 
And no elections have been held in Namibia 
to found a government on. Indeed, that is 
the heart of UNSCR 435-free elections in 
Namibia. Presently there are no duly elect
ed leaders of any national government of 
Namibia. 

It is this fear of contesting a free election 
in Namibia which causes this "Council of 
Ministers" to make statements like the one 
you inserted into the Congressional Record. 
Their first paragraph is nothing but an art
fully worded avoidance of support for 
UNSCR 435 and internationally supervised 
elections. 

In their second paragraph they make two 
points. First, they demand that the United 
Nations, "including the Security Council" 
demonstrate their impartiality. It is true 
that the U.N. General Assembly has voted 
to designate SWAPO as the "sole and legiti
mate" representative of the Namibian 
people. It is equally true that at the com
mencement of the 435 process, that designa
tion lapses. Further, the Security Council, 
under which responsibility for implementa
tion of 435 falls, has never acted impartially 
with respect to Namibia, except to support 
the ruling of the ruling of the International 
Court of Justice that the South African oc
cupation of Namibia is illegal, a ruling con
curred by the U.S. judge on the court, and 
stemming from a General Assembly action 
supported by the United States. 

Second, the "Council of Ministers" pro
poses that a constitutional conference be 
held before elections. This is in direct con
travention to Resolution 435, because it still 
fails to decide who shall draft the constitu
tion. This sham government, as you may 
know, has already appointed a committee to 
begin drafting a constitution. You may not 
be aware that the chairman of that commit
tee is a South African. So much for the in
dependence of this governmemt from South 
Africa, and so much, frankly, for any expec
tation that the people of Namibia will ap
prove any constitution which arises from it. 

In their third paragraph, the "Council" 
makes the praiseworthy statement that 
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they have released all political prisoners 
"who were previously imprisoned in South 
Mrica." What they don't say is that more 
than fifty people are currently detained for 
political offenses in Namibia, and they have 
made no effort to release them. What they 
are claiming is that their "Namibian" gov
ernment has the power to open prison doors 
in South Mrica, where it is not sovereign, 
while their actions show they won't open 
them in Namibia. This is more clear evi
dence that it is not a government independ
ent from the South Mrica government, 
which controls South African prisons, or 
from the South Mrican Defense Force, 
which controls the security forces in Na
mibia. 

The statement then goes on to call on 
SWAPO to agree to an immediate cease-fire. 
Did you know that SW APO has been calling 
for a cease-fire and implementation of 
UNSCR 435 ever since it was approved by 
the Security Council in 1978? Did you know 
that it was the South Mrican government 
which walked out of a U.N. meeting in 
Geneva, Switzerland, rather than respond 
to SW APO's public call for a cease-fire and 
implementation of 435? 

As for the pledge to "provide the best gov
ernment possible" for the people of Na
mibia, the short history of this sham gov
ernment is already rife with violations of 
that pledge. As you say, "It is difficult to 
conceive of an independent Namibia with
out considering the views of the majority of 
its people." As the views of General De
Gaulle and the Free French Forces more 
clearly reflected the views of the people in 
occupied France than did the views of Mar
shall Petain, the views of the independent 
churches of Namibia far more clearly reflect 
the views of the majority of the people of 
Namibia than does this sham government. 

I look forward to hearing from you on this 
matter, and to your cooperation in assisting 
the people of Namibia to become independ
ent and self-governing. I would be pleased to 
have Martin Sovik of our church's Washing
ton office provide you or your staff with 
more information about the current situa
tion in Namibia and its history. 

Sincerely, 
Rev. Dr. ROBERT J. MARSHALL.e 

NUCLEAR TESTING AND ARMS 
CONTROL 

e Mr. GARN. Mr. President, it is a 
pleasure for me to join with my col
leagues, Senators WILSON, WALLOP, 
and QuAYLE, in introducing Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 135, a resolu
tion concerning nuclear testing and 
arms control. Unfortunately, the 
public is being treated to a feast of 
rhetoric on these subjects that runs 
contrary to the security interests of 
the United States and its allies. It is, 
therefore, important that the Senate 
make a strong, reasoned statement on 
the subject of nuclear testing. 

The resolution is intended to provide 
such a statement. It addresses four 
basic points, namely: 

The need for the Soviet Union to 
bring its weapons programs back into 
compliance with existing arms control 
agreements. 

The requirement for verification im
provements to the Threshold Test Ban 
and Peaceful Nuclear Explosive Trea-

ties to address current uncertainties in 
estimating Soviet nuclear test yields. 

The positive effects derived from a 
program of limited, underground nu
clear tests; and 

The security conditions under which 
a comprehensive ban on nuclear test
ing would contribute to the interests 
of the United States and its allies. 

The fundamental message of this 
resolution stands in marked contrast 
to the proposal, House Joint Resolu
tion 3, that was adopted by the House 
in February. House Joint Resolution 3 
calls for the immediate ratification of 
the TTBT and PNET, without verifi
cation improvements, and the resump
tion of negotiations on a comprehen
sive test ban agreement. In my view, 
the President was correct in pointing 
out that: 

The actions called for in House Joint Res
olution 3 do not serve the interests of the 
United States, our allies, and our friends. 
They would undercut the initiatives I have 
proposed to make progress on nuclear test 
limitations issues, and they would set back 
prospects on a broad range of arms control 
efforts, including the achievement of deep 
stabilizing, and verifiable arms reductions. 

Mr. President, I have noted with in
terest statements by Soviet officials, 
including General Secretary Gorba
chev, indicating a willingness to accept 
appropriate verification provisions-in
cluding onsite inspection measures-in 
the context of United States-Soviet 
arms control negotiations. I welcome 
such statements, but the fact remains 
that these public sentiments have yet 
to find their way into the private ne
gotiating positions of the Soviet Gov
ernment. With respect to the test ban 
treaties, specifically, the United States 
has consistently attempted to engage 
the Soviets in a dialog on necessary 
verification improvements to the 
unratified TTBT and PNET. 

Most recently, President Reagan has 
made a concrete proposal to the Sovi
ets to incorporate into the verification 
regimes of these agreements the 
CORRTEX system, or its equivalent. 
CORRTEX is a hydrodynamic yield 
measurement technique which the 
United States has used to calculate 
the yields of its own nuclear tests. The 
use of such a system to monitor com
pliance with the TTBT and PNET 
would allow the United States to 
reduce substantially the uncertainties 
that currently exist in using seismic 
estimating techniques to measure test 
yields. The fact is that these uncer
tainties cloud the issue of Soviet com
pliance and must be removed before 
the President or the Senate move for
ward with the ratification of the 
TTBT and PNET. Progress is now 
within our grasp, and it is incumbent 
upon the Soviet leaders to take the 
President up on his offer to discuss 
the necessary verification improve
ments to the test ban agreements. 

With respect to a comprehensive 
test ban, I believe that it should be 

noted that our current program of lim
ited, underground testing has had
and will continue to have-the benefi
cial effect of contributing to the reli
ability and safety of our nuclear weap
ons arsenal. I am not in the habit of 
quoting favorably from the New York 
Times, but I would point out to my 
colleagues that the Times recently ob
served that: 

A freeze <on testing) 20 years ago would 
have prevented development of lower yield 
warheads and of permissive action links, the 
safety devices that prevent the unauthor
ized use of nuclear weapons. 

The credibility of the U.S. nuclear 
deterrent is essential to the security of 
our allies and friends. This is true 
today, and is likely to be true for the 
foreseeable future. Limited, under
ground testing contributes to ensuring 
the reliability, and therefore, the 
credibility of our nuclear weapons. 
Thus, until our security situation 
changes dramatically, a comprehen
sive ban on testing should remain no 
more than a long-term objective of 
U.S. policy. Certainly, it should not de
tract from current U.S. efforts to ne
gotiate deep and verifiable reductions 
in existing nuclear weapons. 

The Senate has an opportunity to 
speak on these critical matters in a re
sponsible fashion. I would hope, there
fore, that careful and favorable con
sideration be given to the resolution 
we are introduced yesterday. 

Mr. President, I ask that statements 
by the Director of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, Kenneth 
Adelman, and Deputy Assistant Direc
tor for Verification and Intelligence at 
ACDA, Dr. Robert Barker, be printed 
in the RECORD. 
STATEMENT OF KENNETH L. ADELMAN, DIREC

TOR, U.S. ARMs CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT 
AGENCY 

Many in Congress today are interested in 
nuclear testing limitations: namely, in a 
comprehensive test ban <CTB> and in ratifi
cation of the 1974 Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty <TTBT> and the Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions Treaty <PNET>. Significantly 
different issues are involved in each. There
fore, I would like to treat them separately. 

A comprehensive test ban remains a long
term objective of the United States. We be
lieve such a ban must be viewed in the con
text of a time when we do not need to 
depend on nuclear deterrence to ensure 
international security and stability, and 
when we have achieved broad, deep, and 
verifiable arms reductions, substantially im
proved verification capabilities, and greater 
balance in conventional forces. 

As long as we must rely on nuclear weap
ons for deterrence, nuclear testing will con
tinue to be required. Nuclear testing is re
quired for the reliability, safety and surviv
ability of our nuclear forces, to ensure the 
survivability of non-nuclear forces and com
mand-and-control, and also for moderniza
tion. It is critical that we be able to continue 
to modernize to respond to Soviet modern
ization and other activities which diminish 
the credibility of our deterrent. 

Verification of a comprehensive test ban 
also poses tremendous problems. While our 
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ability to detect nuclear explosions by seis
mological means has greatly-through enor
mous effort-improved, we still cannot dis
tinguish at low-but militarily significant 
yields-a nuclear explosion from other seis
mological events such as earthquakes or 
chemical explosions. 

In the nuclear testing area, the United 
States places a high priority on improved 
verification of the 197 4 Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty <TTBT> and the 1976 Peaceful Nu
clear Explosions Treaty <PNET>. The 
United States has observed the 150 kiloton 
threshold of the TTBT since 1976, but has 
not ratified it. The Soviet Union has stated 
that it would observe the 150 kiloton 
threshold-but as the President's reports on 
compliance make clear, the Soviets have 
likely violated this limit. 

Some argue that the verification provi
sions of the TTBT, which would come into 
effect with the ratification of the treaty, are 
adequate to verify the level of Soviet test
ing. These claims are not accurate. The 
TTBT and its associated Protocol contain 
provisions for the exchange of geophysical 
data and for announcing the yields of two 
explosions for calibration purposes. But the 
Treaty provides no mechanism for one 
Party to validate independently the accura
cy of the data provided by the other Party. 

Data provided on two Soviet tests would 
be of little value unless it can be independ
ently verified by the United States. And 
even if the particular data exchanges were 
accurate, that data is limited and would not 
reduce the overall, uncertainty in the seis
mic yield estimation process to acceptable 
levels. 

Additional verification measures are in
cluded in the PNET since it involved explo
sions conducted away from military test 
sites and permitted aggregates of multiple 
tests to be above 150 kilotons. Provisions 
were, therefore, included for on-site meas
urements of each explosion by downhold in
strumentation similar in result to the cur
rent CORRTEX equipment. Seismic instru
ments were also to be allowed in the test 
area to detect non-standard explosive em
placement or hidden explosives. However, 
even if the PNE Treaty had been ratified, 
this does not solve the problem of the 
TTBT. Moreover, these PNET verification 
measures would not have been implemented 
up to now because the Soviets have appar
ently never reached the yield threshold for 
PNEs that would trigger installation of U.S. 
devices on Soviet territory. 

As you are aware, the United States has 
made several specific suggestions to the 
Soviet Union aimed at ensuring effective 
verification of the TTBT and PNET. 

In 1984 President Reagan proposed an ex
change of Soviet and U.S. experts to meas
ure directly the yields of tests of nuclear 
weapons at each other's test sites. In mid-
1985, the President unconditionally invited 
Soviet experts to measure such a test at the 
Nevada Test Site, bringing with them any 
instrumentation devices they deemed neces
sary for such measurement. 

In December 1985, the President proposed 
to Secretary General Gorbachev that U.S. 
and Soviet experts on nuclear testing limita
tions meet in February, 1986, to discuss our 
respective verification approaches and to 
address initial tangible steps to resolve this 
issue. On March 14, 1986 the President pro
posed that the Soviet Union join the United 
States in bilateral discussions on finding 
ways to reach agreement on essential verifi
cation improvements of the TTBT and 
PNET. The President invited Mr. Gorba-

chev to send his scientists to the U.S. test 
site the third week of April 1986 to monitor 
a planned U.S. nuclear weapons test and to 
examine the CORRTEX system. The Presi
dent stated that, if the Soviets would join us 
in an agreement for effective verification, 
including the use of CORRTEX, the United 
States would be prepared to move forward 
on ratification of the TTBT and the PNET. 

To date the Soviet Union has not respond
ed either to the serious U.S. concerns in this 
area or to any of our initiatives to address 
these concerns in a constructive manner. 

Our verification concerns cannot be satis
fied by appending them to requests to the 
Senate for advice and consent on treaty rati
fication. They can only be satisfied by an 
honest exchange of technical views with the 
Soviets, as we have repeatedly proposed, on 
how verification can be improved and subse
quent negotiation with the Soviets on the 
means which will permit effective verifica
tion. 

Ratification without such verification im
provements would provide no guarantee of 
their subsequent adoption. We need to fix 
the treaty before, not after we ratify. Fail
ure to do so will only fuel future acrimony. 

The United States seeks to achieve the 
eventual elimination of nuclear weapons in 
a way that strengthens the security and sta
bility which the entire world desires. In this 
context, we are convinced that deep reduc
tions in the offensive nuclear weapons of 
the Soviet Union and the United States 
must have our highest priority. In seeking 
deep reductions we will demand equality 
and require effective verification in any re
sultant treaty. Congressional support for 
U.S. efforts to achieve such reductions in 
the Geneva negotiations has been substan
tial and we believe such support is not lost 
on the Soviets. 

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SENATE AR1IIIED 
SERVICES COMMITTEE 

<By Dr. Robert B. Barker> 
Good afternoon, I am happy to appear 

before this Committee for the purpose of 
providing an overview of the technical foun
dations for the Administration's views on 
nuclear test limitation treaties. 

Careful study led us, over four years ago, 
to conclude that the Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty, in its current form, is not effectively 
verifiable; ratification of this treaty before 
verification improvements can be negotiated 
with the Soviet Union is not in the national 
security interest of the United States. The 
President has stated to Soviet General Sec
retary Gorbachev that he would be pre
pared to move forward on ratification of 
both the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and 
the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty as 
soon as agreement is reached on the use of 
an effective verification system. He has de
scribed to Secretary General Gorbachev a 
technical system, using a technique known 
as CORRTEX, which we believe will deter
mine yield with an acceptable level of uncer
tainty. 

Thorough evaluation has led the Adminis
tration to reaffirm that a comprehensive 
test ban remains a long-term objective of 
the United States; an objective which we 
will seek to pursue within the context of 
broad, deep and verifiable arms reductions, 
substantially improved verification capabili
ties, a greater balance in conventional forces 
and at a time when a nuclear deterrent is no 
longer as essential an element as currently 
for international security and stability. 
There is much to be accomplished with re
spect to each of these objectives; it is not 

yet time to undertake negotiation of a Com
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

In a recent letter to Senator Dole, the 
President stated: Any limitations on nuclear 
testing must be compatible with our securi
ty interests and must be effectively verifia
ble. Because of the continuing threat that 
we face now and for the foreseeable future, 
the security of the United States, its friends 
and its Allies must rely upon a credible and 
effective nuclear deterrent. A limited level 
of testing assures that our weapons are safe, 
effective, reliable and survivable and assures 
our capability to respond to the continued 
Soviet nuclear arms buildup. Such testing, 
which is conducted underground, is permit
ted under the existing agreements on nucle
ar test limitations, all of which the United 
States fully complies with-the TTBT, the 
PNET, and the Limited Test Ban Treaty 
(LTBT>. 

NUCLEAR TESTING 

The nuclear tests of the United States fall 
into four general categories: stockpile reli
ability /confidence tests; weapons effects 
tests; development tests; and tests designed 
to further understanding of the fundamen
tal physical processes which occur in a nu
clear explosion. Each category contributes 
to assuring that our deterrent is safe, effec
tive, reliable, and survivable. 

Stockpile reliability/confidence tests 
Each year a small number of tests are di

rectly conducted for stockpile reliability 1 
confidence reasons. These tests can confirm 
that a recently produced nuclear weapon 
will perform properly or determine whether 
an older weapon is still performing as ex
pected. 

The use of the word "reliability", in con
junction with the need for quclear testing, 
has confused many people. In everyday 
usage, reliability is associated with a state
ment about probability-such as 99 out of 
100 weapons will operate properly. Thus, ap
parently, many people assume that a con
cern about nuclear weapons reliability is a 
concern that today's possible reliability of 
99 percent may degrade to 95 percent or 90 
percent sometime in the future. This is not 
what concern for nuclear weapon reliability 
is about. What we must be concerned about 
is a fault in the design which dramatically 
reduces the expected yield or makes a nucle
ar weapon unsafe. Such faults could be acci
dently built into a weapon during the pro
duction process or could be a result of chem
ical changes that occur as weapons grow old. 

Such problems are not imaginary night
mares; the actual cases are all too real. 
While much still remains classified about 
problems with the U.S. nuclear stockpile, a 
great deal is revealed in a 1983 paper pro
duced for the Department of Energy, au
thored by Jack W. Rosengren, and entitled 
"Some Little-Publicized Difficulties with a 
Nuclear Freeze." The paper discusses a half
dozen significant stockpile problems which 
required nuclear testing for their identifica
tion and/or fixing. This paper revealed that 
at one time 75 percent of one type of war
head designed for our Polaris submarines 
would have produced zero yield-no yield-if 
detonated. This is the kind of catastrophy 
that is the basis for our concern about nu
clear weapon reliability, and, therefore, the 
reliability of our deterrent. 

At the current time, a representative war
head, one of each new type produced, is 
tested to make sure that weapons from the 
production line will meet their design re
quirements. Every kind of military materiel, 
from boots to ammunition, to tanks, planes, 
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and submarines must be similarly "proof
tested", to ensure that the government is 
getting what it paid for-only in the case of 
nuclear wepons do some suggest such test
ing is unnecessary. While these critics of nu
clear testing may believe that the computer 
calculations of nuclear weapon scientists are 
sufficient for a reliable nuclear deterrent, 
the Directors of the nation's nuclear 
weapon design laboratories are firmly on 
record stating that they cannot-in the ab
sence of testing-retain confidence in the 
performance of weapons that their labora
tories have designed. 

In addition to tests of newly produced 
weapons, the category of stockpile reliabil
ity tests also includes the rare tests whose 
purpose it is to confirm that an older 
weapon from the U.S. inventory will still 
perform its function or to confirm a "fix" 
for a serious stockpile problem. Representa
tive samples of older nuclear weapons are 
disassembled on a routine basis. Those parts 
of a weapon which can be fully tested in the 
laboratory-such as the electronic compo
nents-are so tested. The components which 
would produce nuclear yield are carefully 
examined by scientists and engineers from 
the nuclear weapons laboratory which was 
responsible for the initial design. Nuclear 
weapons are not immune from corrosion 
and decay. These scientists and engineers 
are asked to evaluate whether the changes 
wrought by time will adversely affect per
formance. Routinely their answer is that 
performance will not be compromised by 
the changes that have occurred. 

But should changes be observed from 
which it is concluded that performance may 
be adversely affected, then a nuclear test 
will be devoted to determining the true situ
ation. If there is a problem, a solution will 
be designed, tested in a nuclear test, and the 
entire inventory of that weapon will be re
called to install the design change. 

What is unique about this process of 
stockpile evaluation is not that a test may 
be required-all military materiel is routine
ly tested to ensure that age has not unac
ceptably degraded its performance. What is 
unique is that testing for the effects of age 
is so rare. A nuclear weapon destroys itself 
in a test and each weapon and test are ex
pensive items. Therefore, rather than con
duct routine tests of the aging nuclear 
weapon, we depend upon the judgment of a 
very few nuclear weapon scientists and engi
neers to tell us whether everything is in 
order. Why should we trust the judgment of 
these people? Because, these same scientists 
and engineers are involved in the ongoing 
nuclear weapon design and testing program 
and are constantly having their judgments 
about design validated repeatedly by the re
sults of underground nuclear tests. 

Thus we see that while we categorize only 
a very few nuclear tests as stockpile confi
dence or reliability tests, in reality every nu
clear test is a reliability test-because every 
test contributes to the competence of those 
upon whom we ultimately depend for assur
ance that our deterrent is reliable. 

Weapons effects tests 
The second category of nuclear tests is 

weapons effects tests. Again this is a small 
number of tests in any given year but it is 
these tests which establish another critical 
aspect of a deterrent in which we can have 
confidence. For our deterrent to be real we 
must believe, and so must the Soviet Union, 
that we will achieve sufficient warning of an 
attack to maximize the survivability of our 
deterrent and to ensure a response unac
ceptable to the Soviet Union. This requires 

that we design our space-based advanced 
warning systems and our space-based com
munication systems to be sufficiently hard
ened against the effects of nuclear detona
tions so that they cannot be too easily dis
abled. We also protect our military equip
ment against nuclear radiations and electro
magnetic impulse-again so that the Soviet 
Union cannot calculate that our forces 
would be easily destroyed in a nuclear 
attack. 

We convince ourselves that we have suc
cessfully achieved our hardness goals for 
our warning, communication, and all other 
relevant military materiel by exposing sam
ples of these equipments to nuclear radi
ations in specially designed weapons "ef
fects" tests managed by te Department of 
Defense's Defense Nuclear Agency. While 
small in number these tests are vital to en
suring the effectiveness of the U.S. deter
rent. 

Development tests 
Development tests comprise a major part 

of the nuclear tests conducted by the 
United States each year. Some of these tests 
contribute to the engineering of a specific 
new nuclear weapon for a specific new 
weapon system; other tests investigate con
cepts which might have utility in some 
future U.S. weapon system or which might 
be employed by the Soviet Union and, 
therefore, need to be protected against. 
Typical concepts under investigation in
clude improved nuclear weapon safety and 
security features as well as concepts impor
tant to the evaluation of the Strategic De
fense Initiative, such as the x-ray laser. 

Modernization of U.S. nuclear weapons 
delivery systems has been an ongoing proc
ess. Weapons systems based on newer tech
nology replace those that have lost effec
tiveness because of obsolescence; for exam
ple, air-launched cruise missile carriers and 
B-1 bombers are to replace penetrating B-
52s. Weapons systems whose survivability 
may be threatened are replaced with less 
vulnerable systems; thus the Trident missile 
system is replacing the Polaris and Poseidon 
systems. 

In every case to date, the replacement 
system has required a nuclear weapon dif
ferent from the weapon in the system that 
was replaced. In some cases, physical dimen
sions alone preclude use of the older 
weapon. In other cases, existing warheads 
cannot survive the heat, acceleration, vibra
tion and other environmental extremes that 
a new nuclear weapon will meet in the 
stockpile or during delivery. Even the yield 
requirement of the new system may be dif
ferent from that of the system it replaces. 
As J. Carson Mark, retired head of the The
oretical Division of Los Alamos, has noted in 
the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists: The 
nuclear explosive and its carrier constitute a 
"weapon system" of which neither part is of 
much use without the other . . . The 
weapon, tailored for . . . Uts1 particular de
livery mode, cannot easily be used in any 
other way. 

The Navy designed its C-4 missile to have 
a longer flight range, thereby permitting 
the Poseidon and Trident submarines to op
erate in larger ocean areas. No existing 
Navy reentry body could survive the harsh 
reentry environments associated with the 
greater missile range: a new reentry body 
with a new warhead made the C-4 system 
possible. The B-1 bomber will replace the 
B-52 in its role as a penetrating bomber. For 
the new bomber to fulfill its mission of de
terrence, it must credibly be able to pene
trate Soviet air defense, deliver its weapons 

and escape. Accordingly, bombs delivered by 
the B-1 must be able to withstand release at 
greater speed, survive a more stressing 
ground impact, and delay detonation while 
the aircraft flies out of range of the bomb's 
explosion. The criteria are very different 
from those for bombs designed for delivery 
by the B-52. The weapons labs have devel
oped new nuclear designs to enable the B-1 
to fulfill its mission. 

In the area of tactical nuclear weapons, 
new development work has established the 
survivability of nuclear weapons in long
range artillery. The original nuclear artil
lery shells were designed to withstand the 
acceleration associated with the range of 
the 8-inch and 155-mm howitzers of the 
1960s. In the following decades, U.S. and 
Soviet artillery doubled in range. Without 
new nuclear shells, capable of withstanding 
the acceleration associated with the longer 
ranges, U.S. nuclear artillery would be "out
ranged" and therefore vulnerable to de
struction by conventional weapon fire. 

While concern for survivability is the pri
mary motivation for modernizing nuclear 
weapons systems, there are other important 
reasons for doing so. The military effective
ness of established systems has declined as 
the hardness of intended targets has in
creased. To reestablish past destructive ca
pability requires new nuclear weapons sys
tems. Another motivation for modernization 
comes directly from developments in the 
area of nuclear weapons design. In the last 
decade the nuclear weapons laboratories 
have developed the technology to increase 
dramatically the safety and security of nu
clear weapons. 

Improved safety and security 
In the laboratories' work on nuclear weap

ons safety, the concern is not that of an ac
cidental nuclear explosion. As Mark has 
stated: The high explosives which have 
been mostly used in connection with nuclear 
weapons . . . can reliably withstand the 
jolts and impacts encountered in normal 
handling, even if they should be dropped 
from modest heights, but they might deto
nate on falling on to a hard surface from a 
plane, for example. The concern is not that 
a full-scale nuclear explosion would result, 
since that requires a thoroughly symmetric 
detonation of the explosive which could not 
be induced by impact at one point. 

In fact, two aircraft accidents have caused 
the high explosives in nuclear weapons to 
detonate: in 1966 at Palomares, Spain, and 
in 1968 in Thule, Greenland. In both cases 
there was no nuclear chain reaction, but the 
explosions dispersed plutonium, requiring 
extensive cleanup operations to eliminate 
the hazard to health. 

As a result of developments at the nuclear 
weapons laboratories, it is now possible to 
preclude accidents that disperse plutonium. 
There are some relatively insensitive high
explosive mixtures that can survive quite 
violent impacts. The laboratories are now in 
the process of incorporating such explosives 
in new weapons systems as they are modern
ized. Due to the number of different nuclear 
weapons designed in the U.S. stockpile, it 
will be many years before all the weapons 
incorporate this improved safety feature. 
Because the weapons with insensitive explo
sives are based on new designs that differ 
substantially from those using older explo
sives, nuclear testing must be conducted 
before the features are incorporated in the 
U.S. stockpile. 

Security is another area where recent de
velopments in design are leading to dramat-
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ic improvements. Again, as weapons systems 
are modernized, features are being included 
that make it impossible for unauthorized 
persons to make use of a nuclear weapon. 
These features are an intimate part of the 
nuclear design and require nuclear tests to 
ensure that only authorized use would 
result in the expected performance. 

Technical surprise 
One long-standing mission of the nuclear 

weapons laboratories is to understand all 
means by which a nuclear explosion might 
be of military use. In part, this represents a 
desire to understand all the ways in which 
the U.S. might employ such explosives to 
enhance its security. It also represents a 
desire to avoid surprise from the advantages 
others might obtain from nuclear weapons 
developments. 

The evolution of nuclear weapons design 
is not a one-dimensional process; there is no 
unique path that a nuclear weapons state 
must follow from its first nuclear explosion 
to subsequent developments. One cannot be 
confident that findings by the United States 
match those of the Soviet Union. With the 
maturity of the U.S. nuclear program, new 
concepts are less frequent, but they do 
occur. Nuclear testing is critical to deter
mining whether a new concept will wcrk. 

Verification that a concept is feasible does 
not imply that it will be incorporated into 
weapons in the U.S. stockpile-far from it. 
But establishment of feasibility does permit 
the evaluation of the threat to this country 
should the Soviet Union have already incor
porated it into its nuclear arsenal. 

Physics tests 
The fourth category of nuclear testing in

cludes those tests which are devoted to im
proving the basic understanding of nuclear 
weapon performance. Despite the lengthy 
history of nuclear weapons testing in the 
United States, weapons scientists do not 
fully understand some fundamental phe
nomena that bear on the performance of 
nuclear explosives. The nuclear weapons 
laboratories possess the country's largest 
computer resources and a very impressive 
cadre of theoretical physicists. Yet, some
times substantial discrepancies exist be
tween calculation and experimental results; 
the mathematical models are just not yet 
adequate to predict reality. Economic con
siderations alone motivate the nuclear 
weapons laboratories to maximize the role 
of calculations in order to husband the 
scarce and expensive resource of nuclear 
tests. Thus, the objective of some nuclear 
tests is to improve calculations by exploring 
fundamental phenomena that are not yet 
understood, and which may be the cause of 
the discrepancies between calculation and 
experiment. 

A further very real consideration since 
1958 has been the recognition that a com
prehensive test ban may some day preclude 
testing, leaving the laboratories with calcu
lation as the sole tool for meeting their obli
gation to maintain confidence in the U.S. 
nuclear weapons stockpile. We are not at 
the point where we can maintain current 
confidence requirements with calculation 
alone. Even in the last few years we have 
been surprised at the results of nuclear tests 
of weapons in production and have had to 
modify designs as a result of such tests. 

VERIFICATION 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
Effective verification is also a necessary 

condition for a Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty <CTBT>. Today it does not exist. The 
U.S. has spent hundreds of millions of dol-

lars on research to establish the basis for 
verifiable nuclear test limitations. This Ad
ministration is continuing that search. As 
part of that effort we have actively support
ed multilateral involvement in nuclear test 
ban verification studies at the 40-Nation 
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. 

A specific example of this research effort 
is U.S. support for the Norwegian Regional 
Seismic Array <NRSA> which uses a cluster 
of seismometers to detect and locate the 
sources of seismic disturbances-even those 
so weak that background noise would nor
mally obscure them. Many of the features 
of NRSA would be expected to be incorpo
rated into the in-country seismic stations 
which would be required as part of any 
future CTBT verification regime. The data 
from this seismic array is shared with the 
international community. It was dedicated 
in 1985 in a ceremony with international 
participation following its development and 
installation with funding provided by the 
Department of Energy and the Department 
of Defense's Advanced Research Project 
Agency. 

The geophysical characteristics of the 
Norwegian site are such that the array is 
particularly sensitive. The research effort 
that will be required before such stations 
could be meaningfully applied to CTBT ver
ification include: evaluation of the reliabil
ity of the instruments at the NRSA site; de
termination that sufficiently sensitive sites 
for in-country location of such arrays exist 
within the boundaries of potential signatory 
countries; and much better understanding 
of the transmission of weak seismic signals 
within the boundaries of signatory coun
tries. 

While only one example, NRSA demon
strates our commitment to establish a basis 
for effective verification should the other 
conditions established by the President for 
Comprehensive Test Ban negotiations be 
achieved. 

Threshold Test Ban Treaty 
Turning to the Threshold Test Ban 

Treaty, the President has made clear that 
he is prepared to move forward on ratifica
tion of both the TTBT and PNEI' as soon as 
we and the Soviets can reach agreement on 
the use of an effective verification system. 
We have described to the Soviets a tech
nique that we call CORRTEX <Continuous 
Reflectometry for Radius Versus Time Ex
periment>, which can provide acceptable un
certainty in estimating the yield of high 
yield nuclear tests consistent with the 150 
kt threshold. CORRTEX will measure yield 
without compromising other potentially 
sensitive information about the perform
ance of the nuclear explosion. 

CORRTEX is a hydrodynamic yield meas
urement technique that measures the prop
agation of the underground shock wave 
from an explosion. This technique uses a co
axial cable which is shorted out by the 
shock wave as it propagates from the center 
of the explosion. The coaxial cable is em
placed in a hole parallel to the device em
placement hole. Precise measurements are 
made of the length of the cable by timing 
the return of low energy electrical pulses 
sent down to, and reflected from the cable 
end. When the nuclear device is detonated, 
a shock wave emanates through the ground, 
crushing and shortening the cable. The rate 
by which the cable length changes is record
ed via measurements of the changing pulse 
transit times. This rate is a measure of the 
propagation rate of the explosive shock 
wave through the ground which is, in turn, 
a measure of the propagation rate of the ex-

plosive shock wave through the ground 
which is, in turn, a measure of the yield of 
the nuclear explosion. 

CORRTEX has been shown to be accurate 
to within 30 percent of more direct, radio
chemical yield measurements for tests of 
yield greater than 50 kilotons and in the ge
ological media of the U.S. test site. This is 
based on over 100 tests with the sensing 
cable in the device emplacement hole and 
four tests with cables in a satellite hole. The 
accuracy of the technique is believed to be 
relatively independent of the geological 
medium, provided the satellite hole meas
urements are made in the "strong shock" 
region near the nuclear device explosion. At 
greater separation distances, the properties 
of the medium become much more impor
tant factors. A satellite hole separation dis
tance of 14 meters <46 feet> is appropriate 
for a test near 150 kt. 

The electronic device that provides the 
timing signals is a battery-powered suitcase
sized unit that may be remotely controlled. 
All equipment for power, recording, and 
data reduction can be contained in a small 
trailer. 

The President invited the Soviets to send 
technical experts to our Nevada Test Site to 
observe CORRTEX measurements with the 
hope that this could begin the process of 
agreeing to its implementation as a basis for 
an effectively verifiable TTBT. 

The test to which we invited the Soviets 
has already occurred-without the presence 
of a Soviet technical team. We hope that 
the Soviets will ultimately respond positive
ly and observe similar measurements on a 
future U.S. nuclear test. Congressional sup
port for the President's proposal can only 
enhance the prospects for a positive Soviet 
responsive which could lead to ratification 
of the TTBT and PNEI'.e 

CONGRATULATIONS TO WATER
BURY BAR ASSOCIATION FOR 
OBSERVANCE OF LAW DAY 
1986 

e Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 
want to congratulate the Waterbury 
Bar Association for its observance of 
Law Day 1986. For those who honor 
the rule of law, this is an important 
year. It is a year of preparation, a 
pause to consider the importance of 
next year's 200th anniversary of the 
Constitution of the United States. 

In this year of 1986, the best prepa
ration I can think of is the chance 
Americans have once again to choose a 
variety of Federal, State, and local of
ficers at the polls. Lately these elec
tions have been more the result of de
fault than choice, with 30 percent a 
majority to elect a President and even 
less for other elective jobs. 

Across the spectrum of public af
fairs, goals and policies and. priorities 
are set with a noticable lack of public 
participation. Ben Franklin said, "In 
this nation the people rule," and he 
was right. That is the legacy of the 
Constitution. To its credit, this docu
ment also ensures that the wheels of 
representative democracy will always 
roll no matter the level of public par
ticipation. But to its descendants in 
the third century of the Constitution, 
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this generation is leaving its own ver
sion of the Franklin quote: "In this 
nation. the active minority rules ... 

The topic of this year's Law Day ob
servance is the "Foundations of Free
dom:• and the first foundation is the 
very sort of participation we find miss
ing today. Uniting this Nation under a 
Constitution was the result of the 
greatest debate among individuals in 
history. That debate must be constant
ly renewed if the law and the Govern
ment that upholds it is to maintain its 
vital connection to American life and 
values. For its parts in pursuing citizen 
involvement in the law. I again con
gratulate the Waterbury Bar Associa
tion and all participants.e 

THE NEW YORK TIMES EVALU
ATES THE SENATE'S WATER 
RESOURCES BILL 

e Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President. as 
the Senate prepares in the near future 
to go to conference with the House to 
resolve the differences over H.R. 6, I 
would like to call the attention of my 
colleagues to an editorial that ap
peared recently in the New York 
Times. 

The editorial. like one that appeared 
previously in the Washington Post, 
points out the virtues and advantages 
of the Senate's version. 

It is important that we pass a water 
resources law this year. To achieve 
such a law, the conference must send 
to the President a bill close to the 
Senate version. Mr. President, I ask 
that the editorial be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The editorial follows: 
[From the New York Times, Mar. 29, 1986] 

WATER: NOT FREE AT LAST 

Pssst-I'll vote to widen your barge canal 
if you vote to dredge my harbor . . . In 
mixing water with politics, Americans have 
usually ended up with pork. Typically, the 
decision to invest Federal dollars in water 
projects has had a lot to do with deal
making and little with economic merit. Now, 
thanks to a decade of stubborn effort by 
two Presidents, the system is on the verge of 
change. 

Under bills passed by both the House and 
Senate, the local beneficiaries of improve
ments in water transport irrigation, flood 
control and municipal supply will have to 
bear part of the expense. Neither bill is per
fect; the House's version, authorizing $20 
billion in new projects, is downright profli
gate. But the cost-sharing is likely to sur
vive in the final legislation and should pro
gressively deter the most deplorable boon
doggles. 

Particularly wasteful or environmentally 
damaging water projects have sometimes 
been challenged in Congress, and occasion
ally defeated. But the battles have had to be 
fought one at a time, and the odds against 
winning have always been long. Every 
member of Congress knows that the next 
project .under attack may be his own. 

President Carter challenged this cozy 
system in 1977, questioning wasteful water 
projects then under way and refusing to 
accept new ones. President Reagan has kept 

up the pressure, threatening vetoes to en
force a moratorium on all new projects until 
Congress agreed to reform. Now, after a 
decade without a single major new authori
zation, the legislators are reluctantly giving 
way. 

The bill passed by the Senate last week re
quires that half the cost of all inland navi
gation construction be paid out of fuel 
taxes. Cargo fees would offset up to 45 per
cent of the costs of harbor maintenance. 
And for flood control projects, communities 
would have to cover 25 to 35 percent of con
struction costs, with 5 percent paid up front. 

The cost-sharing provisions in the House 
bill are considerably weaker. The House, 
moreover, chose to authorize dozens of 
projects that haven't even been declared 
feasible by the Army Corps of Engineers. 
The Administration, which originally asked 
for 70 percent cost sharing, sensibly warns 
that any compromise leaning toward the 
House version will be vetoed. 

But while tough battles lie ahead, some 
progress seems assured. Uncle Sam may con
tinue to fund water projects, including some 
that can't be justified by economic criteria. 
From now on, however, users that reap most 
of the benefits will bear some of the 
burden.e 

THE SERVICE CONTRACT 
REFORM ACT OF 1986 

• Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President. on 
March 27 of this year, I introduced the 
Service Contract Reform Act of 1986. 
S. 2261. At this time, eight distin
guished Members. Senators HECHT, 
TlroRM:OND, EAST, HELMS, ZORINSKY, 
ARMSTRONG, SYMMS, and GRAMM have 
joined with me in cosponsoring this 
piece of legislation. Support for S. 
2261 has also come from private-sector 
organizations. On April 25. I received a 
letter of endorsement for the reform 
measures of S. 2261 from Mr. David Y. 
Denholm, president of the Public 
Service Research Council of Vienna, 
VA. The Public Service Research 
Council has been a leading organiza
tion which aggressively has supported 
efforts in Congress to promote free 
and open competition in the work
place. I commend the PSRC for its ex
cellent work in educating the public 
on the reforms of S. 2261. I ask that 
the letter of support from Mr. Den
holm be printed in the RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
PuBLIC SERVICE RESEARCH COUNCIL, 

Vienna, VA, April23, 1986. 
Hon. GoRDON HUMPHREY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR GoRDoN: On behalf of the members 
of the Public Service Research Council, I 
want to express our strong support for the 
Service Contract Reform Act, S. 2261, which 
you introduced on March 27, 1986. 

This is a very well crafted piece of legisla
tion. It is responsive to the concerns of 
those who desire to retain the original 
intent of the SCA while at the same time 
greatly lessening the ill effects inherent in 
such laws. 

The urgent need for the government to 
eliminate waste and reduce spending should 
make S. 2261 a very popular proposal. We 
look forward to working with you to mobi-

lize support for this vitally important legis
lation. 

Sincerely yours, 
DAVID Y. DENHOLM, 

President.e 

STINGER MISSILES AND 
TERRORISTS 

• Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President. I am 
pleased today to cosponsor Senator 
DECONCINI'S legislation, S. 2286, re
quiring strict security measures for all 
Stinger antiaircraft missiles sold by 
the United States. If enacted, this leg
islation will help prevent these dan
gerous and extremely accurate weap
ons from getting into the wrong 
hands. I would like to commend Sena
tor DECONCINI for his leadership on 
this issue, and for putting together 
this important bill. 

It was revealed a few weeks ago that 
rebel forces in Angola and Afghani
stan had begun receiving shipments of 
Stingers from the United States. This 
concerns me because of the danger 
that some of these shoulder-fired mis
siles, which have a range of 5 kilome
ters, might be diverted to the black 
market and become available to terror
ists. The Stinger-with its advanced 
infrared targeting system and lethal 
precision-can destroy an airplane 
from 3 miles away, and is more ad
vanced and reliable than comparable 
Soviet weapons. I have little doubt 
that the same fanatical terrorists who 
have recently singled out Americans 
for attack are greedily eyeing the 
Stinger. 

The delivery of Stingers to rebels in 
Afghanistan and Angola provides a 
new opportunity for terrorists to 
obtain these weapons. Since they are 
being delivered to the Afghan and An
golan resistance forces without the 
strict security requirements we place 
on the Stingers we sell to other coun
tries, the chances are greatly increased 
that Stingers could find their way into 
the hands of terrorists. Our legislation 
takes steps to prevent this. 

The bill requires that the launcher 
and missile components of each Sting
er be stored in separate areas. Each 
area must have a full-time guard and 
an intrusion-protection system, and 
must be surrounded by a 6-foot fence 
on steel or reinforced concrete posts. 
Other requirements include strict ac
counting of the number of missiles, in
spection by U.S. officials, protection of 
information relating to the Stinger, 
and a separate key system under 
which two people are necessary in 
order to open the storage area. 

Mr. President, I see no point to plac
ing strict security requirements on the 
Stingers we send to some countries, 
but not on those we send to Angola 
and Afghanistan. Either we believe 
terrorists will try to obtain this 
weapon or we do not, and if we do, we 
must work to thwart them. I urge my 
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colleagues to consider the tragic possi
bility of terrorists using the best of 
our military technology to shoot inno
cent Americans out of the sky. With 
that terrible scenario in mind, I hope 
they will support this legislation.e 

MARY THOMPSON HOSPITAL: A 
TRADITION OF EXCELLENCE 

• Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to recog
nize one of Chicago's oldest and most 
dedicated health care facilities. 

On May 12, 1986, Mary Thompson 
Hospital, the city's second oldest exist
ing hospital, will celebrate its 121st 
year of service to Chicago's Near West 
Side. 

Mary Thompson Hospital has been, 
and continues to be, an important in
stitution in the community and pro
vides a diversity of high-quality medi
cal services. 

The hospital's founder, Dr. Mary 
Harris Thompson was the first female 
surgeon in the United States and a 
pioneer in community health care. 
When Dr. Thompson came to Chicago, 
neither of the two hospitals then open 
would allow women on their medical 
staffs, and one would not admit 
women or children as patients. 

Chicago, at the time, was a thriving 
frontier town whose development had 
outpaced the growth of its health and 
sanitary facilities. The city was crowd
ed with refugees uprooted by the Civil 
War, in addition to large numbers of 
needy soldiers' wives, widows, and or
phans. Consequently, there was a tre
mendous need for medical care. Dr. 
Thompson opened her new hospital, 
called Chicago Hospital for Women 
and Children, in a large frame house 
at the junction of Rush and Indiana 
Streets. The hospital had a capacity of 
14 beds and provided care for 766 pa
tients in its first year. Although the 
fee for hospital care was only $5 a 
week, only one bill was paid in full 
that year. 

The Chicago fire of 1871 destroyed 
the hospital but not Dr. Thompson's 
dedication. Within 24 hours she had 
found temporary quarters, and sup
plied only with pillows and blankets, 
treated the scores of burned and in
jured women and children. The hospi
tal moved its location several more 
times before settling in 1929 at its 
present site at 140 North Ashland. 

In 1866, Dr. Thompson established 
the first women's medical college in 
the Midwest as a branch of the hospi
tal. It was later incorporated into 
Northwestern University and is now 
part of the McGraw Medical Center. 
In 1874, she established Chicago's first 
nursing school. In 1881, she became 
the vice president of the Chicago Med
ical Society, the first women elected as 
an officer. The pioneering tradition of 
Mary Thompson continued after her 
in 1895, with other landmarks for the 

hospital which included the first 
cancer detection clinic in the Midwest, 
Chicago's first mental hygiene clinic 
for working women, and the Midwest's 
first cardiac kitchen. 

The hospital was renamed after Dr. 
Thompson's death to Mary Thompson 
Hospital. Today the 203-bed communi
ty hospital continues to fill the mis
sion set forth by its founder by provid
ing the highest quality of medical care 
in both its inpatient and outpatient fa
cilities. 

In honor of the hospital's 120th an
niversary, a commemorative Mary 
Thompson, M.D., Award was given to a 
female physician in the Metropolitan 
Chicago area who embodies the quali
ties of dedication, innovation, and 
commitment that Dr. Thompson per
sonified. This award is now an annual 
and prestigious presentation. 

Mr. President, the staff and adminis
tration of Mary Thompson Hospital 
are dedicated to providing the best 
medical attention and service possible 
to its many patients who come from 
many neighborhoods of Chicago. As 
the hospital celebrates its 121st year 
in service, I would like to congratulate 
those involved for their invaluable 
contributions and wish them many 
more years of achievement and suc
cess.e 

MACHINE TOOL IMPORTS 
• Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, last 
week in the Finance Committee, we 
debated putting trade discussions with 
Canada on a fast track. During that 
debate, I couldn't help but consider 
the irony that, while we were being ad
monished to support fast track trade 
talks, there is still no resolution of the 
section 232 machine tool import peti
tion after more than 2 years of consid
eration by the White House. I under
stand that during the past 3 years, 
over 200 Members of Congress have 
urged the administration to put that 
petition on a fast track. 

What is particularly worrisome is 
that section 232 of the trade laws is a 
national security provision. It is only 
to be used if the imports of a critical 
item are sufficient to jeopardize the 
Nation's ability to mobilize in time of 
war or national emergency. Over 2 
years ago, the Secretary of Commerce 
reported to the President his findings 
of a full year investigation concerning 
machine tool imports. That report is 
classified, but it is common knowledge 
that sufficient findings were made to 
bring the issue to the attention of the 
President. After all, machine tools are 
the machines that build other ma
chines. Without them, we could not 
expand production sufficiently to mo
bilize for war or national emergency. 
Machine tool capacity has been a bot
tleneck in every conflict in which this 
country has engaged since World War 
II. 

e Mr. GRASSLEY. If the Senator will 
yield, I would like to add an additional 
point, since I whole-heartedly agree 
with my colleague's concerns. In fact, I 
sat in on the same hearings in the Fi
nance Committee in which we dis
cussed the fast track trade agreement 
with Canada, and the very first thing 
that came to my mind during these 
discussions was the 232 petition filed 
by the machine tool builders. 

The delay in deciding the machine 
tool case is almost beyond comprehen
sion. In fact, as a result of the delay, I 
introduced legislation last fall-S. 
1679-which would impose a deadline 
on Presidential decisions in national 
security import relief cases filed under 
section 232 of our trade laws. This leg
islation has since been incorporated 
into the Trade Enhancement Act of 
1985 as title 10 of the act. 

When I first introduced my bill, the 
petition had been languishing in the 
White House for approximately 19 
months. In the last several days, I 
have made some inquiries as to the 
status of the petition, and learned 
that finally there had indeed been a 
cabinet meeting to discuss the issue. 
Unfortunately, that meeting was held 
more than a month ago, and still no 
word from the White House on what 
action will be taken. I find this hard to 
comprehend since I have been told 
that experts present at the meeting 
agreed that a serious national security 
problem does exist due to the decline 
in the domestic machine tool produc
tion in the United States. 
• Mr. HEINZ. I thank my friend for 
that information. I suppose that some
times there are issues which, if ig
nored, will cure themselves or some
how go away. Unfortunately, the ma
chine tool problem is not one of them. 
When the initial inquiry began in 
1983, foreign machine tools comprised 
about 23 percent of the total U.S. 
market. Even at that level most ex
perts believed the national security 
was threatened. But now, imports 
have increased to over 45 percent of 
the U.S. market and continue to grow 
rapidly. 
• Mr. DANFORTH. If my colleague 
from Pennsylvania will yield, I would 
like to add a comment about this un
conscionable delay. It doesn't matter 
what side of the issue one is on, a 2-
year delay in deciding a national secu
rity issue of this magnitude is totally 
unwarranted. 

I think it is worth pointing out that 
the U.S. machine tool industry has not 
spent the past 2 years sitting around 
waiting for import relief. Regretably, 
many companies have moved their 
production facilities offshore. Others 
have shifted from producing machine 
tools to importing them. 

On the positive side, however, the in
dustry itself appears to be undertaking 
a remarkable program of moderniza-
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tion and development during the most 
unprofitable period of its existence. 
Last week, the National Machine Tool 
Builders' Association announced that 
it would contribute $1 million as seed 
money for a new research and develop
ment center that will facilitate coop
eration between machine tool manu
facturers and domestic users in creat
ing state-of-the-art technology for use 
in the United States. 

This new project will be called the 
National Center for Manufacturing 
Sciences. It will direct research and de
velopment to a variety of existing cen
ters throughout the United States. 
This center has the potential to grow 
into a major national resource. I per
sonally could not be more pleased. For 
years I have encouraged this type of 
self-help, cooperative research and de
velopment activity. The machine tool 
industry and its user groups deserve 
our strongest support and encourage
ment for this undertaking. 
• Mr. GRASSLEY. The Senator from 
Missouri is absolutely right. He has 
been one of the most forceful advo
cates in Congress for research and de
velopment and knows what he is talk
ing about. In my view, however, such 
efforts are necessary but not sufficient 
to solve our machine tool problem. All 
the research and development we can 
afford won't stop the unremitting 
surge of imports. 
• Mr. HEINZ. The Senator is correct. 
I too applaud this new research and 
development effort. Let us hope there 
is an industry left in this country 
which will benefit from it. Time con
tinues to be our worst enemy. Over 2 
years have passed since the issue 
reached the White House. Now over a 
month has passed since the Cabinet 
met on the issue. If the administration 
wants to show us how to fast track 
something, maybe it first should dem
onstrate its ability on the machine 
tool issue. 
e Mr. GRASSLEY. I agree.e 

DOBYNS-BENNETT BAND AMONG 
THE NATION'S FINEST 

• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, it is a 
real pleasure for me to direct the at
tention of the U.S. ·Senate to a truly 
great musical organization, the 
Dobyns-Bennett High School Band of 
Kingsport, TN. 

This nationally known band has cap
tured the hearts of the people of 
Kingsport because of its excellence 
and because of its esprit de corps. 
When this band marches on the field 
with its measured cadence, there is an 
atmosphere of excitement and expec
tation. And the performances usually 
exceed expectations. 

The band is in the expert hands of 
Mr. Tyler Fleming, the director, and 
Mr. Perry Elliott, assistant director, 
both accomplishment musicians and 
leaders of young people. They are 

friends to the 240 members of the 
band as well as directors and instruc
tors. 

This widely traveled band has ex
celled in competition. Its repertoire 
ranges from Bach to rock, by way of 
the top 40, and its intricate marching 
maneuvers often require an entire 
football field. It is strongly supported 
by the band boosters, the enthusiastic 
parents of band members, and others 
in the city who assist with expenses 
and logistics. 

Mr. Fleming points out that Dobyns
Bennett also has a superb orchestra 
under the direction of Celia Bachelder 
and an outstanding chorus under the 
direction of Milton Nelson. Both of 
these groups have also won their share 
of honors and awards. Academically, 
Dobyns-Bennett, whose principal is 
Dr. A.D. Etienne, was rated 1 of the 10 
outstanding high schools in Tennessee 
this year and the performance of the 
musical groups is a reflection of the 
school's overall record of excellence. 

"We are one big, happy family," says 
Director Fleming. And many believe 
that this is the secret to the band's 
success. 

Awards, honors and performance 
ratings bestowed upon the band in
clude the following: 

Judged "band of the day" as class 
AAAA winner in the 1983 Central 
Carolina Festival. 

Participated in the nationally tele
vised 1984 Macy's Thanksgiving Day 
Parade in New York City. 

Marched in the 1984 Greatest Bands 
in Dixie Parade in New Orleans, LA. 

Was chosen "grand champion" at 
the American High School Music Fes
tival held at Opryland in Nashville in 
1985. 

Won highest honors-the Sweep
stakes Trophy-in the Atlanta-Lafay
ette Marching Band Classic last year 
in competition with 30 other elite 
bands. 

Received a superior rating for an 
outstanding performance last year in 
the Land of the Sky Marching Band 
Festival at Enka High School, Ashe
ville, NC. 

The band and its boosters host the 
Southern Bands Marching Band Invi
tational each year, featuring top bands 
from Tennessee, North Carolina and 
Virginia. More than 2,000 musicians 
compete in this event. 

Mr. Fleming has commented to the 
press concerning the diversification 
and sophistication of today's high 
school bands that they are far more 
advanced now than they were even a 
few years ago. 

The Dobyns-Bennett High School 
Band is truly Kingsport's foremost 
ambassador of goodwill. 

One recent judge wrote on his scor
ing sheet, after watching the band per
form: "A wonderful band-just tre
mendous." 

In conclusion, I submit for the 
RECORD a letter to the editor of the 
Kingsport Times-News written by a 
parent of one of the band members 
last November 8, capturing the essence 
of the great musical group: 

The letter follows: 
SALUTE TO D-B BAND 

I think the remarkable Dobyns-Bennett 
High School Band and its distinguished di
rector Mr. Tyler Fleming deserve a resound
ing round of applause from this community. 
This band is a truly outstanding musical 
group, 240 strong, drilled to perfection, with 
every component strong and expressive. 

The band has swept virtually every com
petition in which it has participated in the 
past two years or so-and on top of that, 
represented the city in the Macy's Christ
mas Parade. 

This band is the best ambassador and the 
greatest asset this city has. It has class and 
style, character and charisma. 

When the band marched on the field a 
few days ago in its competition in Atlanta 
Ga., with the percussion section pounding 
that distinctive, staccato beat, a stillness set
tled over the crowd. It sensed drama and 
perfection. And as the band performed, 
thunderous applause swept the audience as 
each component did its thing with verse and 
skill. 

There were some 31 bands from six states 
in this compeition-and Dobyns-Bennett 
was rated tops for best overall performance. 
Individual groups like the majorettes, the 
drum majors, percussion, and color guard 
walked away with top or high honors. Al
though the Dobyns-Bennett Band was a 
"stranger," it captured the hearts of the 
judges and audience. 

As for character, have you heard the great 
reception that members of the band give 
visiting bands at J. Fred Johnson Stadium? 
They not only applaud. They cheer and 
whistle and "stomp" their feet in warm ap
proval of the visitors' performances. They 
make them feel welcomed and appreciated 
on a strange field. 

This fine group of young people and the 
outstanding director work hard day after 
day to achieve near perfection. They repre
sent this community with flair and elan and 
they provide excellent entertainment for 
the citizens of Kingsport. I, for one, thank 
them for the great thrill they give me every 
time they march on the field, Keep up the 
good work!e 

LAW DAY 1986 
• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, for 
almost 30 years, May 1 has been recog
nized throughout the country as Law 
Day, U.S.A. As the law creating the 
designation recognizes, this is a special 
day for all American people to cele
brate our liberties and reaffirm our 
loyalty to the United States. It is a day 
to rededicate ourselves to the ideals of 
equality and justice under the law in 
our relations which each other as well 
as other nations. And it is a day to cul
tivate that respect for the law which is 
so vital to our democratic way of life. 

Political, legal, and civic groups all 
over the country today will be observ
ing Law Day, U.S.A. with appropriate 
ceremonies and celebrations. I know 
that various groups from my State of 
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Connecticut, including the Waterbury 
Bar Association, will be among those 
joining in the observance. I want to 
congratulate all such groups for work
ing to build public awareness and ap
preciation of the principles embodied 
in Law Day. 

A celebration of our individual liber
ties and the ideals of equality and jus
tice under the law carries with it a 
commitment to work to maintain 
those very liberties and ideals. It is my 
hope that, more than anything else, 
Law Day 1986 will result in a renewed 
commitment among our people to 
work to preserve and strengthen the 
liberties we all cherish.e 

STEGER INTERNATIONAL POLAR 
EXPEDITION 

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, I would like to take this opportu
nity to call to the attention of my col
leagues the Steger International Polar 
Expedition. 

Today, the closest most of us get to 
the adventures of the early explorers 
is through the pages of a historical 
novel or Jack London adventure. But 
the challenge to conquer the un
known-the rugged individualism and 
courage that enabled our forefathers 
to defy danger and death to explore 
and settle our frontiers-still exists in 
the hearts and minds of the members 
of the Steger International Polar Ex
pedition as they seek to reach the 
North Pole. 

When Will and his companions 
reach the North Pole they will have 
accomplished . something that has 
never been done: Reach the true top 
of the world, totally self-contained, 
without outside support. 

The Steger International Polar Ex
pedition is headed by Will Steger of 
Ely, MN and includes Ann Bancroft, of 
Sunfish Lake, MN, who will be the 
first woman to reach the North Pole. 
The expedition is truly international 
in nature, with team members repre
senting the United States, Great Brit
ain, New Zealand, and Canada. I ask 
that the team profiles be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

The material follows: 
STEGER INTERNATIONAL POLAR EXPEDITION 

NORTH POLE '86 TEAM PROFILES 

William Raymond Steger, Co-Leader: 
Age 40 <8-28-45), 5'9•, 145 lbs.; B.S. Geolo

gy, M.A. Education, College of St. Thomas, 
St. Paul, Minn. Born: Richfield, Minn. 
Home: Ely, Minn. Unmarried: High School 
Teacher <2 years), photographer, wilderness 
skills instructor, Co-Director, Lynx Track 
Winter Travel School (group dogsled and 
ski expeditions), 11 major expeditions since 
1960 including 4 Arctic kayak expeditions 
totaling 10,000 miles <1965-1969), mountain 
climbing in Peruvian Andes <1965), 4 Arctic 
dogsled expeditions totaling 12,000 miles 
(1979-1985). 

North Pole '86 Roles: Expedition logistics, 
equipment and supplies, photographer, dog 
driver. 

Paul David Schurke, Co-Leader: 

Age 30 <7-18-55), 6'2·, 170 lbs.; B.S. Natu
ral Science, St. John's University, College
ville, Minn., M.A. Science Journalism, Uni
versity of Minnesota. Born: Minneapolis, 
Minn. Home: Ely, Minn. Married <Susan 
Hendrickson-Schurke, Expedition designer
seamstress, daughter Bria, born 8-85>; 
writer, wilderness skills instructor, Co-Direc
tor Lynx Track Winter Travel School, Co
Founder /Director Wilderness Inquiry <wil
derness dogsled and canoe excursions in
volving people with disabilities>. numerous 
canoe, backpack, bike, and dogsled journeys. 

North Pole '86 Roles: Expedition logistics, 
business manager, navigator, dog driver. 

Robert Isaac Mantell: 
Age 31 <1-18-54), 5'9., 150 lbs.; Born: Chi

cago, Illinois. Home: Anchorage, Alaska. Un
married; carpenter, mechanic, dog trainer, 
numerous ski and dogsled journeys, traveled 
with Steger on 1982-83 7,500-mile Arctic 
trek, 2,500-mile solo dogsled journey across 
Alaska <1985). 

North Pole '86 Roles: Sled design-con
struction, dog trainer, dog driver. 

Richard Robert Weber: 
Age 26 (6-19-59), 5'9•, 145 lbs.; B.S. Me

chanical Engineering, University of Ver
mont, Born: Edmonton, Alberta, Canada. 
Home: Cantley, Quebec. Unmarried ; a 7-
year member of Canadian National Ski 
Team, 19 national titles, twice appointed to 
All American Ski Team, whitewater raft 
guide, summer work with high Arctic geolo
gy research team. 

North Pole '86 Roles: Expedition diet ra
tions, trail crew scout. 

Ann Escott Bancroft: 
Age 30 <9-29-55), 5'4•, 125 lbs.; B.S. Physi

cal Education, University of Oregon. Born: 
St. Paul, Minn. Home: Sunfish Lake, Minn. 
Unmarried; elementary school teacher, 
mountain climbing and ski instructor, nu
merous ascents of major North American 
mountains. 

North Pole '86 Roles; Emergency medical 
equipment, trail crew. 

Geoffrey Markus Carroll: 
Age 35 <9-26-50>, 5'11., 200 lbs.; B.A. Wild

life Biology, University of Alaska. Born: Wy
oming. Home: Juneau, _Alaska. Divorced 
<daughters Cameron, 8 and Samantha, 9>; 
3,000-mile Yukon canoe expedition <1976), 
numerous sea kayaking and mountaineering 
trips in the Alaska range and Wrangell 
mountains, developed and currently super
vises whale census for Alaska's North Slope 
Borough on the Chukchi Sea off Pt. 
Barrow, Alaska. 

North Pole '86 Roles: Dog training, sea ice 
tools, trail crew. 

Brent Boddy: 
Age 31 <6-19-54), 6'2., 170 lbs.; Born: Ed

monton. Alberta, Canada. Home: Frobisher 
Bay, Northwest Territories. Married <Nala, 
son Nigel, 7, daughter Crystal, born 10-85>; 
hospital stores supervisor, directs Nuna
Kuuk Outfitters <Arctic dogsled and kayak 
expeditions>. numerous first ascents by 
kayak of Arctic rivers. 

North Pole '86 Roles: Training Canadian 
Eskimo sled dogs, sled design/construction, 
skin clothing, dog driver. 

Robert James McKerrow: 
Age 37 (3-21-48), 5'9•, 190 lbs.; B.A. Soci

ology, Massey University, New Zealand. 
Born: Dunedin, New Zealand. Home: An
ikiwa, New Zealand. Married <Joan, five 
daughters, 2-9 years>; Director, New Zea
land Outward Bound School, seismology 
technician-Antarctica <1969-1970), disaster 
relief officer for International Red Cross 
<1973-1981-lived in 12 third-world coun
tries), numerous mountain climbing and ski 

expeditions in Peru, Borneo, Africa, the Hi
malayas. 

North Pole '86 Roles: Radio technician, 
cinematographer, trail crew. 

Mr. President, throughout the age of 
exploration, attaining the North Pole 
represented the ultimate challenge to 
man's ingenuity and resourcefulness. 
When the early exploring parties 
headed out across the pack ice, all of 
their life lines with civilization were 
cut. Their survival depended entirely 
upon themselves and the supplies they 
carried with them. The era of aircraft 
and radio changed all of that. While 
surface expeditions to the pole will 
always be rigorous and dangerous, air
craft offer the option of resupplies of 
food, dogs, and dry clothes and sleep
ing bags. 

When the Steger expedition left 
Ward Hunt Island on March 8, they 
did so on skis and dog sleds, taking 
with them all of their provisions for 
the expedition-each dog sled carrying 
1,000 pounds of food and equipment. 
They left with the confidence that 
they can accomplish their goal. Prior 
to their departure, they conducted one 
of the most extensive polar field test
ing and training programs ever. Their 
designs for equipment and sleds and 
their breed of dogs were tested and re
fined on over 10,000 miles of dogsled 
travel. 

In addition to reaching the pole 
through the power and perseverance 
of men and dogsleds, the expedition is 
dedicated to seeking answers to two 
key lingering questions in the history 
of polar exploration. First, can the 
Earth's most remote destination, the 
North Pole, be reached unaided? 

Second, were the efforts of early ex
plorers to reach the pole without the 
benefit of such modern technology as 
aircraft realistic? All expeditions that 
are confirmed successes have involved 
air support. By not relying on air
planes for reconnaissance or resup
plies, this expedition seeks to shed 
much light on the plausibility of 
claims made by such early explorers as 
Adm. Robert Peary and Dr. Frederick 
Cook by conducting the first field 
studies and tests on their travel sys
tems, daily mileage data and naviga
tional methods. 

This is a bold and historic adven
ture. I consider it an honor to have 
been personally involved with it since 
its inception, first in obtaining corpo
rate contributions, and more recently 
as the honorary chairman of the Min
nesota Support Campaign. 

The "National Geographic" has 
termed the 1986 polar expedition a 
"landmark in polar exploration." The 
expedition is now within 30 miles of 
the pole, 30 miles to making history, 
30 miles to solving lingering historical 
questions, and 30 miles from realizing 
life long dreams. We congratulate 
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them and celebrate with them the 
great American spirit of adventure.e 

WORLD TRADE FORUM 
• Mr. HART. Mr. President, today I 
have the pleasure of introducing to 
the Senate a truly novel organization 
called the World Trade Forum. The 
World Trade Forum is an informal 
broad-based group of companies, trade 
associations, farm groups, and civic 
and consumer groups which share an 
interest in, and commitment to, the 
principle of open and expanding world 
trade. This group consists of over 90 
organizations which represent well 
over half of all U.S. farmers, nearly 
100 percent of U.S. exporters and im
porters, and through major business 
trade associations, the majority of the 
Nation's businesses. 

The farsighted members of the 
World Trade Forum endorse eight 
principles as the cornerstone of a com
petitive national trade policy. These 
principles encourage aggressive action 
to create a climate more favorable for 
the exportation of U.S. goods without 
imposing protectionist trade barriers 
or threatening the economies of our 
friends and allies. Mr. President, I am 
sure that the Members of the Senate 
share these goals and will join me in 
supporting the World Trade Forum's 
eight guiding principles: 

1. The United States should move swiftly 
and aggressively under existing authority 
against unfair trade practices that harm 
American business and workers. 

2. The Federal Government should move 
quickly and comprehensively to address im
portant factors contributing to the U.S. 
trade deficit, including the federal budget 
deficit and the highly valued dollar. 

3. U.S. trade policy should be developed in 
a comprehensive manner, recognizing that 
exports create jobs, and should avoid ac
tions that benefit one sector to the detri
ment of others and the national interest. 

4. Any new trade legislation should be 
consistent with U.S. international obliga
tions and should have the effect of 
strengthening the President's ability to 
expand U.S. exports rather than creating 
new U.S. import restrictions. 

5. U.S. international policy must recognize 
the critical need to enhance our exports and 
to minimize export disincentives. 

6. The Federal Government should pro
mote the retraining of workers adversely af
fected by shifts in world trade through cost
effective efforts involving both the public 
and private sectors. 

7. U.S. trade policy should not undermine 
the economies of our trading partners in de
veloping countries, which will only shrink 
long-term U.S. export markets and threaten 
the international financial system. 

8. The U.S. should actively promote com
prehensive multilateral negotiations to 
expand trade in goods and services and 
should work toward the strengthening of 
the international economic system. 

Mr. President, I ask that a list of 
those business and trade organizations 
which have endorsed these laudable 
principles be included in the REcoRD. 

The following is a list of the organi
zations endorsing the "Principles to 
Govern U.S. Trade Policy," as of 
March 7, 1986: 

1. American Association of Exporters and 
Importers. 

2. American Association of Nurseryman, 
Inc. 

3. American Association of Port Authori-
ties. 

4. American Electronics Association. 
5. American Fair Trade Council. 
6. American International Automobile 

Dealers Association. 
7. American Retail Federation. 
8. American Soybean Association. 
9. Arizona Forage and Grain Growers, Inc. 
10. Arkansas Association of Wheat Grow-

ers. 
11. Arkansas Retail Merchants Associa

tion. 
12. Association of General Merchandise 

Chains. 
13. Automobile Importers of America. 
14. California Association of Wheat Grow

ers. 
15. Citizens for a Sound Economy. 
16. Colorado Association of Wheat Grow

ers. 
17. Computer and Business Equipment 

Manufacturers Association. 
18. Connecticut Retail Merchants Associa-

tion. 
19. Consumers for World Trade. 
20. Direct Selling Association. 
21. Emergency Committee on American 

Trade. 
22. Fertilizer Institute. 
23. Florida Retail Federation. 
24. Footwear Retailers of America. 
25. Georgia Retail Association. 
26. Idaho Retailers Association, Inc. 
27. Idaho State Wheat Growers Associa-

tion. 
28. Illinois Retail Merchants Association. 
29. Indiana Retail Council, Inc. 
30. International Apple Institute. 
31. Jewelers of America. 
32. Kansas Association of Wheat Growers. 
33. Kansas Retail Council. 
34. Louisiana Retailers Association. 
35. Maryland Retail Merchants, Inc. 
36. Michigan Merchants Council and Asso

ciates, Inc. 
37. Millers' National Federation. 
38. Minnesota Association of Wheat Grow

ers. 
39. Minnesota Retail Merchants Associa-

tion. 
40. Missouri Retailers Association. 
41. Montana Grain Growers Association. 
42. Montana Retail Association. 
43. National Association of Retail Drug

gists. 
44. National Association of Stevedores. 
45. National Association of Wheat Grow

ers. 
46. National Constructors Association. 
47. National Cooperative Business Associa

tion. 
48. National Com Growers Association. 
49. National Federation of Export Associa

tions. 
50. National Foreign Trade Council.e 

DEATH OF RAFAEL MEZA-
AGUIRRE 

e Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, it 
is with sadness that I have learned of 
the death of my dear friend, Rafael 
Meza-Aguirre. Although a native of 
Sonora, Mexico, Rafael made a name 

for himself in Tucson, AZ. Rafael was 
active in many community organiza
tions, and, though his presence will be 
missed, his accomplishments will 
remain with us. 

I offer my condolences to his wife, 
Bernadina, and their children. Rafael 
and I were friends for many years and 
I will miss him.e 

CONGRATULATIONS TO EMPER-
OR HIROHITO AND THE 
PEOPLE OF JAPAN 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, yester
day was Emperor Hirohito's 85th 
birthday, a popular national holiday 
in Japan. On this day, thousands of 
Japanese people gather at the Emper
or's palace to join in the celebration of 
his birthday in the hope of getting a 
glimpse of him. 

Emperor Hirohito presided over 
Japan during the militarist era of the 
1930's and through the victorious 
early days of World War II and its dis
asterous end. In 1947 he became a con
stitutional monarch. The Emperor has 
seen the country develop into one of 
the world's greatest economic powers. 
Japan is a major figure in internation
al trade and the combined efforts of 
Japan and the United States can be 
utilized to promote peace and prosper
ity throughout the world. 

Although Emperor Hirohito is a po
litically powerless symbol of Japan 
under the current constitution, he is a 
symbol of continuity to the Japanese. 
The celebration of the Emperor's 
birthday is also a symbol of tradition 
and respect for the early leader of the 
nation. The holiday is a reminder of 
peace and stability for the Japanese. I 
join in this festive spirit and extend 
my best wishes to Emperor Hirohito 
and to the Japanese-Americans on this 
day of celebration.• 

WAYNE MEISEL HONORED BY 
COMMON CAUSE 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this Saturday, the citizens' lobby 
Common Cause will present its annual 
Public Service Achievement Awards to 
seven individuals whose outstanding 
contributions to the public interest de
serve our recognition. One such indi
vidual is Wayne Meisel, a recent Har
vard graduate who grew up in Prince
tan, NJ. 

Wayne is being honored for his work 
in promoting campus-based communi
ty service. A little over a year ago, 
Wayne established the Campus Out
reach Opportunity League [COOL], 
an organization that provides detailed 
technical assistance to college and uni
versity students and administrators 
seeking to improve volunteer commu
nity service programs. Since its incep
tion, COOL has organized several na
tional student conferences on volunta-
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rism, the most recent of which was 
held in February at Brown University. 
In addition, the organization sponsors 
workshops and provides a clearing
house for public service careers. Based 
on his recent work, Wayne this year 
coauthored a reference work on com
munity service, "Building a Movement: 
Students in Community Outreach." 

Through his energetic efforts, 
Wayne secured an initial 1 year grant 
of $17,400 from New Haven's Edward 
W. Hazen Foundation to fund COOL. 
He and Robert Hackett, COOL's codi
rector, also were awarded a $60,000 
grant in 1985 from the Lyndhurst 
Foundation in Tennessee. They have 
used this grant to expand their work 
to southern universities and colleges. 
COOL has offices at Yale and Duke 
Universities, and will be opening a na
tional office in Washington this 
summer. 

After graduating from Harvard in 
1982, Wayne spent a year setting up a 
community service program linking 
each of Harvard's college houses with 
a Cambridge neighborhood. 

Next, Wayne set off on a 5-month, 
1,500-mile trek down the east coast, 
starting in January 1984 in Maine and 
finishing in Washington at the end of 
May. He stopped at 70 colleges and 
universities along the way, meeting 
with administrators and student lead
ers to discuss ways of promoting and 
facilitating student community service 
projects. He decided to form COOL 
after finishing his journey. 

Mr. President, one story that has 
been shared with me seems to best 
sum up Wayne's integrity, and his 
level of commitment to his cause: 
During his 1984 walk, Wayne traveled 
from Princeton to Philadelphia for a 
meeting with the University of Penn
sylvania's provost. However, in order 
to make the meeting on time, he had 
not walked, but instead had taken a 
train to Philadelphia. Later, he 
hopped on a train back to Princeton, 
retracing his path so that he could 
walk the 40 miles to Philadelphia. 

Wayne has been said to represent 
the "best of America's youth." His 
work recognizes that along with free
dom comes a strong measure of re
sponsibility. In giving of himself, he 
has in tum inspired others to give of 
themselves. His own idealism has 
proven infectious: "Young people do 
care," he has written. "They have tre
mendous, too-often untapped wells of 
spirit, energy, and creativity. Young 
people are thoughtful and are asking 
the right questions. Idealism isn't 
dead." 

For his dedicated and generous 
spirit, for his sense of purpose and 
commitment to public service-and, 
just as importantly, for his warmth, 
humor, and modesty-Wayne Meisel is 
to be commended. His work is an inspi
ration to all of us. 

I ask that the text of a recent 
"Youth Policy" magazine column writ
ten by Wayne Meisel be printed in the 
RECORD: 

The article follows: 
AMERICAN YOUTH NEED A CALL TO SERVICE 

<By Wayne Meisel) 
If you have grown up in the 1970s and 

'80s, the label 'me generation' is something 
you are all too familiar with. In graduation 
speeches, media reports and surveys we con
tinue to discover that young people are self
centered, materalistic and apathetic. 

There is a problem. Young people seem 
less involved in community issues. Except 
for an occasional outburst, the level of 
social action on college campuses is low. 
There is heavy pessimism, throughout socie
ty and among students themselves, that the 
youth of today are shirking their responsi
bilities. 

Yet, to conclude that the young people 
have lost all sense of community, commit
ment and service is overly simplistic, if not 
wrong. If we go beyond the symptoms and 
begin to analyze why young people appear 
this way, we will begin to shed some light on 
the cause of this discouraging situation. 
More importantly, we will begin to uncover 
some solutions. 

If we look at the situation from their 
point of view, it is not altogether surprising 
that we find students reacting as they do. 
They are frightened that they won't have 
jobs, they won't rate with their peers and 
the world will blow up. The economic, social 
and political pressures they face are tremen
dous. 

Today's economic climate has a major in
fluence on the behavior of college students. 
Education costs have sky-rocketed and so, in 
turn, has pressure for students to get their 
money's worth. Yet this does not encourage 
one to seek a total educational experience. 
Instead, everyone is worried about their 
marketability after college. As college be
comes more of an economic investment, the 
growing tendency is to tie education directly 
to financial return. Thus one needs to find a 
high-paying job to justify spending all that 
money for a college degree. So much for lib
eral arts education. Throughout our cam
puses a tremendous undercurrent encour
ages this way of thinking, and it continues 
to gain in strength. 

Unsure of what to do after graduation, 
seniors often go to graduate school to think 
about it a while longer. Since so many grad
uates have little clear direction, we find the 
graduate schools overloaded with students. 
Giving the student something to do for the 
next couple of years takes the pressure off 
parents and peers. 

The state of the world also has young 
people discouraged, even terrified. My expe
rience has shown me that young people 
have given serious thought to issues like the 
arms race, the hunger crisis in Africa, and 
the turmoil in the Middle East. Yet, the am
biguity of some situations and the helpless
ness of others often turns them off, creating 
an attitude that there is nothing they can 
do to help. 

There is, in short, a "crisis of conscience" 
in young people today. Students doubt their 
talents and skills and their ability to make a 
difference. On campus, with a heavy course 
load and a multitude of activities vying for 
one's attention, it is difficult to feel a small, 
personal effort every week makes much dif
ference. When the feeling of accomplish
ment is lost, the incentive to continue is 

weakened. Students are increasingly asking 
themselves, "What's the point?" 

STRUCTURAL APATHY 

There is good news, however. It it were 
true that young people simply did not care, 
they they had successfully divorced them
selves from the concerns of their society, 
then we would have a huge task before us. 
But young people do care. They have tre
mendous, too-often-uptapped wells of spirit, 
energy and creativity. Young people are 
thoughtful and are asking the right ques
tions. Idealism isn't dead. There just isn't 
anyone listening to students, helping them 
find ways to get involved in the search for 
answers to issues of social justice and com
munity concern. Given the proper leader
ship, structure and a clear challenge, our 
youth will act forcefully and quickly. 

Traditionally, religious and political insti
tutions have provided direction and mecha
nisms for action. Yet many of today's youth 
have no such affiliations. Often students 
feel alienated from any established religious 
or political group. But such organizations 
are needed now more than ever. 

Their absence leaves us with a system suf
fering from what I term "structural 
apathy." We are missing the impetus and 
the structure necessary to draw out and link 
the idealism of young people with the needs 
of society. We are failing to inspire, chal
lenge and support young people to battle 
their sense of isolation and impotence. We 
are failing to give our young people a sense 
of purpose, hope and importance. 

We need to begin new efforts. Structural 
apathy can be fixed. It can be addressed in 
relatively inexpensive ways. Higher educa
tion can take the lead in developing a struc
ture that is responsive to students' need for 
positive, constructive, active involvement in 
their society. 

It is crucial to understand what students 
will respond to. Today's students seem 
much more inclined to get involved in com
munity service than in political issues. Many 
would rather teach English in a Spanish
speaking neighborhood than work for a po
litical action group. They would rather work 
with a senior citizen than with city politics. 
Such direct service is motivated not out of 
political interest, but rather out of concern 
for real human needs. 

Though community service is frequently 
less flashy and dynamic than public policy, 
its importance cannot be overstated. Social 
service is social action. By encouraging 
young people to get involved in community 
service, we can spur their interest in public 
policy as another means toward addressing 
these problems. And public policy, when 
shaped by experience, is more effective. 

COMMUNITY OUTREACH ON CAMPUS TODAY 

Most colleges have organizations designed 
to place students in community activities. 
The size, structure and effectiveness of 
these organizations vary greatly, and many 
suffer in terms of the number of partici
pants, strength of programming, amount of 
funding, and prestige on campus. As a 
result, they often fail to have a large impact 
on the student body. 

Given the proper leadership, young people 
will participate. This will not happen by 
itself. Leadership has to be cultivated and 
supported. It cannot just be any leadership, 
but one that is both sensitive and aggressive 
in its presentation to students. A supportive 
structure must be re-established. The pro
grams that exist today have all but col
lapsed. The pitch is often faint, if not just 
plain dull. 
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Too often the people I talk to suggest that 

student participation and interest in com
munity and social issues is something which 
cannot be pushed, that is cyclical and will 
increase again in time. This "come what 
may" attitude has much to do with the apa
thetic appearance of the campus community 
service programs. The structure and leader
ship that is supposed to champion civic ac
tivities and run their operations, in too 
many instances, is simply not doing the job. 

The service movement itself is divided. 
Dozens of factions push their own version of 
community outreach. Many don't communi
cate or cooperate. A school may have a "vol
unteer" program that has nothing to do 
with community projects using work-study 
money. Social action programs usually 
differ from social service projects. The 
former claim that the latter is band-aid 
work, while the service groups charge social 
action groups with being too radical and 
alienating. There are internship offices that 
often won't have anything to do with either 
of these programs. 

The differences too often overshadow the 
similarities and the common goals that all 
these groups share. That is detrimental to 
the movement in general. What is needed is 
a broad interpretation of community out
reach. While people have their own ideas, it 
is divisive to think that theirs is the only 
way. 

Our society is faced with dozens of com
plex issues, both domestic and internation
al, that call for action. In comparison to the 
issues of world hunger, illiteracy, teenage 
unemployment, drug abuse and the decay of 
our public schools, the issue of student in
volvement in the community may seem triv
ial. 

But students have the time, the setting 
and the energy to provide effective re
sources to needy communities and contrib
ute locally to alleviating many of these 
problems. At the same time, students are in 
need of ways to express their idealism, uti
lize their skills, and feel a part of society 
and a part of the solution. 

We need to cultivate an engaged youth. 
This will provide positive results both for 
students and the community. It will also 
insure a future generation of thoughtful, 
sensitive and active citizens and leaders. 
This is the essential ingredient both to our 
form of government and our health as a so
ciety.e 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE ON 
WILSON AMENDMENT NO. 1811 

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, yesterday, by an overwhelming 
margin of 95 to 2, the Senate approved 
an amendment offered by the distin
guished junior Senator from Califor
nia, PETE WILSON. The purpose of the 
amendment, as stated by Senator 
WILSON, was to reduce funds for 
Senate mailing expenses in order to in
crease funds for Alzheimers and AIDS 
research. Because I happened to be in 
the underwhelming minority of two 
which voted against the amendment, I 
want to take this opportunity to ex
plain my vote and how that vote re
lates to my position on AIDS research 
and Senate mailing expenses. 

First, my vote was not designed to 
show opposition to increased funding 
for AIDS or Alzheimers research. For 
while the Senate Budget Committee's 

resolution assumes a $500 million 
budget for AIDS research, I suspect 
that twice that figure is needed. In 
fact, had the amendment sought to 
offset the increased spending with in
creased taxes, I would have supported 
it wholeheartedly. 

Last year, I voted with my Senate 
colleagues to allot over $200 million 
for AIDS research, treatment, and pre
vention programs for fiscal 1986. That 
more than doubled the funding for 
fiscal 1985, and was $50 million more 
than the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services had requested. 

We have to find a cure for AIDS. We 
have to educate the public about pre
venting the spread of AIDS. We need 
dollars to accomplish these challeng
ing goals. You can be sure that I am 
committed to doing what I can to see 
that this Nation achieves these goals. 

Today, in my home State of Minne
sota, the Minnesota Health Depart
ment released a landmark study on 
AIDS. It reports what we can expect 
in Minnesota between now and 1990 in 
terms of the number of people who 
will acquire AIDS, and how much 
these cases of AIDS will cost us, both 
in dollars and the loss of human life. 
While the number of AIDS victims in 
Minnesota is small, 95 this year, in 
just 4 short years, that number will 
mushroom to somewhere between 
1,000 and 2,000. And the economic 
costs will between $433 and $846 mil
lion. 

The report out of Minnesota gives us 
a frightening preview of what our 
Nation must face in the next few 
years. Given these sobering facts, you 
bet I am committed to supporting the 
research and education efforts that 
are now underway. This Nation's 
health care providers and scientists 
are searching desperately for a cure, a 
treatment, and better ways to spread 
the word on how we can prevent AIDS 
from taking any more American lives, 
and they have my full support. 

As AIDS takes the young from us in 
the summer of their lives, Alzheimer's 
disease takes those in the autumn of 
their lives. This degenerative disease 
afflicts over 2 Inillion of our Nation's 
older citizens, not to mention the dev
astating impact, both emotionally and 
financially, it has on their loved ones. 

As chairman of the Senate Finance 
Health Subcommittee, I am well aware 
of the impact of this disease on our 
Nation's elderly and their families. 
The cost of providing care to Alzhei
mer's patients is approaching $30 mil
lion each year. But, the emotional cost 
of the disease is immeasurable. The 
Federal Government must make re
search on the treatment, cure, and 
care of Alzheimer's disease victims one 
of our national priorities. 

Last year, I cosponsored legislation 
designating November as National Alz
heimer's Disease Month. While setting 
aside a month to give special attention 

to Alzheimer's disease is important to 
draw this Nation's attention to the 
impact this disease has on our elderly, 
it is only one of many things the Fed
eral Government must do. 

As with our commitment to solving 
this crisis of AIDS, this Nation must 
focus on our elderly with Alzheimer's 
disease. The Federal Government has 
a crucial role to play in addressing 
both these tragedies. 

The congressional franking privilege 
performs an important function in our 
democracy. When used properly, it can 
be a vital tool for keeping our con
stituents informed on how their repre
sentatives are serving them. But we all 
know privileges can be abused. For my 
own part, I have made every effort not 
to do so, and my staff tells me that I 
am among the bottom half of Senate 
spenders on congressional mail. 

So my vote yesterday was not in
tended as a blank check for unlimited 
congressional franking privileges. Far 
from it. We have a serious problem 
here that has to be redressed. The cost 
of mass mailings has skyrocketed in 
recent years. In 1986 alone, an esti
mated $144 million will be spent by 
House and Senate Members on their 
mail, up from $86 million last year and 
$111 Inillion in 1984. Because of these 
increases and the budget belt-tighten
ing required by Gramm-Rudman, Con
gress is expected to exhaust its annual 
appropriation for mail by June. 

Fortunately, we have a process for 
dealing with this issue-and it is work
ing. Two weeks ago, the Rules Com
mittee reported out a plan for correct
ing the Senate's portion of this over
spending, without an additional appro
priation. The committee's plan would 
limit each Member's mailing allocation 
for the remainder of this year. It con
sidered, but did not endorse, a propos
al to cut off funds for mass mailings of 
the type which passed yesterday. I be
lieve we owe it to the members of the 
Rules Committee to hear them out 
and consider their proposal before en
dorsing an ad-hoc proposal on the 
floor. Each of us who spends the time 
working on issues in our own commit
tees expects the same courtesy, and 
public policy is much the better for it. 
It is as simple as that. 

As is evident, my vote in opposition 
to the Wilson amendment had nothing 
to do with increased funding for AIDS 
research. Rather, my vote was cast in 
opposition to putting the Senate on 
record as supportive of eliminating 
Senate mass mailings prior to the 
Senate Rules Committee completing 
its work on the matter. It is very easy 
to criticize the tremendous waste asso
ciated with newsletters and the like, 
particularly when the chairman of the 
authorizing committee-Senator MA
THIAs-was not around to defend the 
committees prerogatives. But the com
mittee is working on a reform package 
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and, meaningless or not, the Wilson 
amendment was designed to prejudge 
the committee's work. As one who be
lieves very strongly about the need to 
communicate with one's constituents, 
I could not in good conscience support 
such an action.e 

CONGRESSIONAL CALL TO 
CONSCIENCE 

e Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
rise today with the recent Passover 
Seder on my mind, to speak out for 
those who cannot speak out for them
selves-Jews in the Soviet Union who 
are not allowed to partake in a Pass
over Seder. 

The Soviet Union has the third larg
est number of Jews. It has, with his
torical continuity, violated the rights 
of those Jews. It is a state that refuses 
to allow the Jews to live in their 
homeland with dignity, without the 
freedom to be Jews, denying them the 
right to leave to fulfill these dreams. 

As you know, despite international 
human rights agreements-most nota
bly the Helsinki accords-which guar
antee an individual's rights to freedom 
of religion, cultural practices and emi
gration, the situation in the Soviet 
Union has worsened. 

The closing of synagogues, the ban
ning of Hebrew language instruction, 
the pervasive discrimination in educa
tion, employment and social life, and 
the confiscation of prayer books are 
all a part of a sinister state policy to 
destroy Jewish culture. 

Yet, as the Kremlin denies antisemi
tism, it continues its harsh policy of 
keeping its exit gates shut and keeping 
these Jews caged within their own 
country. In 1985, fewer than 1,000 
Soviet Jews were allowed to emigrate. 
This is the lowest level in over a 
decade. 

One family in the Soviet Union, Na
tasha and Gennady Khassin, have at
tempted to practice Judaism for many 
years. They have been continuously 
harassed by the police, their home has 
been searched, and, in May of 1981, a 
fire was started deliberately at their 
apartment, followed by a burglary the 
next day. In October of the same year, 
the Khassins' apartment was searched 
and many Jewish items were confiscat
ed, including Tefillin-phylacteries, 
Tallit-prayer shawl, records and cas
settes of Jewish songs, letters from 
abroad, two mezuzot, Hebrew books, 
dictionaries, and Sabbath candles. 

In 1984, the regular exit visa refusal 
of Natasha Khassin was changed to a 
final refusal. In March 1986, KGB of
ficials visited Gennady Khassin at his 
workplace and suggested that Natasha 
publicly admit her crimes against the 
Soviet Union. The officials said that if 
she agreed to this, the family would 
receive exit visas, but if she refused, 
the Khassin family would not be al-

lowed to leave Russia until the year 
2000. 

With emigration at an abyss, and 
with Soviet authorities accelerating 
their harassment of Jewish activists, 
congressional statements are extreme
ly essential to the moral and cultural 
survival of the Jewish minority 
trapped within the Soviet Union. We 
must emphasize to the Soviets at 
every opportunity that we consider 
the issue of human rights-including 
the emigration of Soviet Jews-of 
great importance in evaluating our 
overall relations with them. 

It is critical that each of us in our 
own way lets the citizens of the Soviet 
Union know that we care and that we 
have not abandoned, and will never 
abandon, their cause. We must con
tinuously denounce the forced surren
der of basic human rights to the arbi
trary will of a repressive government. 
It is crucial that we do not lessen our 
efforts on their behalf, even if other 
momentous events temporarily over
shadow the suffering of Soviet Jewry. 

Let us band together to voice con
gressional concern about those who 
have repeatedly been denied the right 
to practice their religion freely and 
the right to emigrate. Unfortunately, 
there are thousands of refuseniks like 
Natasha and Gennady Khassin who so 
desperately yearn for freedom. 

The political and social pressure of 
the free world have in many cases 
stopped the tyranny of Soviet author
ity. It is up to us to see that the pres
sure continues. And perhaps next 
year, Soviet Jews who wish to emi
grate shall celebrate the Passover 
Seder in Israel.e 

HEALTH RESEARCH 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the 
other day I was given a copy of the 
newsletter written by Congressman 
DAVID OBEY of Wisconsin. 

It is on the subject of health re
search, but it is as fine a condensation 
of where we are and what our needs 
are as anything I have seen. 

Our House colleague has these 
words that we ought to .heed more 
often than we do: 

Tomorrow at breakfast, take a look across 
the table and ask yourself whether the secu· 
rity of the person you see is going to be 
more enhanced over the next 10 years by 
better heart research, better cancer re
search, better arthritis research, or by an 
extra MX Missile. 

The reality is, those are the kinds of 
tough decisions we have to make. 

And if we make the right decisions, 
then we can move ahead. 

I differ with Congressman OBEY in 
that he assumes Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings will force huge cutbacks in 
health research. It will only force cut
backs in health research if we don't 
have the right priorities. I hope we 
construct the right priorities. 

But, again, I am grateful to him for 
an exceptionally well-done newsletter 
that should reach more than the 
people of his district in Wisconsin. I 
ask that it be inserted in the RECORD. 

The newsletter follows: 
HEALTH RESEARCH: WHAT Is IT WORTH? 

Is there anyone who has not seen friends 
or loved ones snatched away or turned into 
shadows of themselves by cancer, heart dis
ease, Alzheimer's or one of the many other 
diseases that plague mankind? 

The pattern is familiar. We go about our 
daily lives with their hourly pressures: to 
get ahead, to fix the car, to get to meetings 
on time, to buy things like cars or clothes · 
that all seem so important. Then disease 
hits and suddenly none of that seems impor
tant anymore. All that matters is something 
we have taken for granted-our health, just 
feeling good and feeling whole. 

Sickness and disease put things in per
spective fast. Nothing so reminded us all of 
that fact of life as when President Reagan 
was stricken with cancer last year. We were 
all sharply reminded of our own vulnerabil
ity when even the most powerful man in 
America could be struck by the most dread
ed of diseases and all of us, regardless of po
litical belief, cheered him on during his re
cuperation and hoped for his recovery in 
the months afterwards. 

That incident showed in a very dramatic 
way what can happen to any of us and why 
it's so important to continue with one of our 
highest priorities, the investment of the na
tion's resources in efforts to attack disease. 

That is a responsibility I feel passionately. 
During the years I have served you in Con
gress, I have been a member of the Educa
tion and Health Appropriations Subcommit
tee which has a.s one of its major responsi
bilities overseeing the medical research ef
forts of the United States. 

America has had its problems over the 
years but the effective use of our tax dollars 
by the National Institutes of Health and the 
medical research training and treatment 
center it has helped develop is one of the 
great success stories of our time. You have a 
right to feel proud of it because your tax 
dollars helped write the success story. You 
need to know about it because that success 
is now threatened by new budget plans in 
Washington. 

Much of that research has been conducted 
at a place many Americans have never 
heard of-the National Institutes of Health 
<NIH>. Most people know little or nothing 
about it, but NIH has been responsible for 
an astonishing share of the medical 
progress made in this country and around 
the world during our lifetimes. 

WHAT IS NIH? 

The National Institutes of Health began 
as a single laboratory in 1887. It has blos
somed into 11 medical research institutes lo
cated on more than 300 acres of land in Be
thesda, Maryland: 

< 1 > The National Cancer Institute; 
<2> The National Heart, Lung, and Blood 

Institute; 
(3) The National Institute of Arthritis, Di

abetes, and Digestive and Kidney Diseases; 
<4> The National Institute Neurological 

and Communicative Disorders and Stroke; 
<5> The National Institute of Dental Re

search, 
<6> The National Institute of Allergy and 

Infectious Diseases; 
<7> The National Institute of General 

Medicine; 
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<8> The National Institute of Child Health 

and Human Development; 
(9) The National Eye Institute; 
<10> The National Institute of Environ

mental Health Sciences; 
<11> The National Institute of Aging, and 

separate but related institutes that do re
search on Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental 
Illness. 

Scientists come from around the world to 
these facilities to find new clues to and 
treatment for hundreds of ailments. 

Each year our Subcommittee appropriates 
funds to NIH for its research. 

Much of that scientific effort is carried 
out at the laboratories and patient clinics at 
NIH itself. In addition, NIH invites scien
tists from all over the country to submit re
search proposals in competition for scarce 
research support funds. Most of that re
search is done at medical schools through
out the country. This year, the University 
of Wisconsin will do about $70 million in 
studies with NIH money, including research 
on the promising new anti-cancer drug, In
terluken-2. 

We have made stunning advances in de
feating or controlling infectious diseases 
which devastated families just a few years 
ago: TB, typhoid fever, polio, smallpox, 
diphtheria, etc. The toughest nuts to crack 
in the main have been diseases that are not 
necessarily caused by "bugs" but whose 
causes are related to things like basic genet
ics, life styles, environmental and workplace 
exposures. But we are making progress. 

AIDS-FINDING THE CLUES 
One infectious disease-a new one which 

burst onto the scene just a few years ago 
which has us stumped-is the recently dis
covered killer known as Acquired Immune 
Deficiency Syndrome or AIDS. 

Since 1979 nearly 2 million Americans 
have been infected by the AIDS virus. More 
than 16,000 have fully developed cases of 
the disease. The public health implications 
of this new epidemic are alarming. 

Last year, the Health Appropriations Sub
committee accepted my amendment to 
double the research effort on AIDS at the 
National Institutes of Health. 

Increasing our basic understanding of the 
immune system and disease mechanisms in 
the body is vital to making progress on this 
and many other health problems we face in 
our every day lives. 

THE RETURN ON OUR INVESTMENT 
Studies have shown that the rate of 

return on every $1 invested in medical re
search is $13. Look at the progress! 

Heart Attack: Death rates rose steadily 
from the late 1940's to the mid-1960's. We 
have brought that down by 25% because of 
what we have learned about life style, smok
ing and better blood pressure management 
and because of research advances in coro
nary care units, CPR techniques, better sur
gery, and a host of sophisticated new heart 
drugs. 

Cancer: Fewer than 10% of childhood 
cancer patients survived in the 1960's. 
Today more than 50% do. That good news is 
directly attributed to National Cancer Insti
tute supported studies which led to vast im
provements in surgery, radiation treatment 
and chemotherapy, There have also been 
important improvements in survival rates 
for adult cancer patients, based on NCI re
search. 

Stroke: During the 1970's we have cut the 
death rate from stroke by an amazing 40%. 
The National Heart, Blood, and Lung Insti
tute and the Neurological Institute have led 

the way in physician and patient education 
about the "early warning signs" and risks 
factors associated with strokes. 

Infant Mortality has declined by 31% 
since 1970 and is largely credited to the Na
tional Institute on Child's Health work 
aimed at managing premature and low birth 
weights. Ten years ago, 70% of infants 
weighing less than 3 pounds died; today, 
more than 70% survive. 

Vaccine: Since 1960, NIH has developed 
vaccines now widely used to combat measles, 
mumps, rubella, meningitis, pneumonia, 
rabies, upper respiratory diseases, and hepa
titis B. 

NIH RESEARCH ON CHEMICALS AND DISEASE 
Chemicals are an important part of our 

lives, but some of them can silently threat
en our lives and our health. Workers, farm
ers and consumers have a right to make in
formed choices about what risks we will run 
in the workplace, on the farm, in our drink
ing water and elsewhere. Research is the 
key to providing each of us with enough 
facts to make an informed choice. 

I, myself, used to work with asbestos. You 
can imagine my shock when I learned in the 
first few weeks I served on the Health Sub
committee that asbestos is a lethal, cancer
causing killer. 

Since that time, much of my work on the 
Subcommittee has been focused on efforts 
to reduce health problems workers on the 
job may face because of exposure to hazard
ous substances. I am proud that amend
ments I offered have doubled the ability of 
the National Institute of Environmental 
Health Sciences to help identify the adverse 
health effects of chemicals like asbestos on 
shipbuilders and insulators, pesticides on 
grainworkers, and benzene on industrial 
workers. 

The NIEHS has also greatly added to our 
understanding of the environmental health 
effects of metals like lead and mercury 
which can get into the food chain as a result 
of Acid Rain. 

TOWARDS THE FUTURE 

We have so much further to go but we 
have come a long way because our tax dol
lars have been put to work by people who 
knew what they were doing. That has made 
a significant difference in our lives and in 
our health. 

Throwing money at a problem isn't the 
answer and I have not hesitated to resist 
spending money even at NIH if projects did 
not seem to be well conceived. But there are 
some national priorities which must remain 
priorities even in times of budget cutbacks, 
and health research is one of them. 

Today our medical research programs are 
being threatened. The Administration has 
supported and Congress has passed the 
Gramm-Rudman approach to balancing the 
budget which could force huge cutbacks in 
health research. 

The President, the Congress and the 
American people need to start asking them
selves if we really need to double the mili
tary budget and exempt it from cuts if it 
means we are going to be required to take a 
double cut in cancer, heart, stroke and all 
other health research. A lot more is at stake 
than numbers. 

Today the United States and Russia have 
enough nuclear weapons to kill each person 
in the world 12 times. 

Before we decide that we should cut back 
on health research in order to add to the 
nuclear overkill, I would ask you to do one 
thing. Tomorrow at breakfast, take a look 
across the table and ask yourself whether 

the security of the person you see is going 
to be more enhanced over the next 10 years 
by better heart research, better cancer re
search, better arthritis research or by an 
extra MX missile. 

I'm convinced that if people looked at the 
budget that way we would get a different 
set of priorities than we do when people just 
look at the numbers, without regard to what 
they really mean to human beings. 

I hope that this newsletter finds you and 
your family in good health. 

Until next time. 
Sincerely, 

DAVID R. OBEY, 
Your Congressman. 

STINGER SALES 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, our dis
tinguished colleague, Senator DENNIS 
DECONCINI, has an article in today's 
New York Times questioning the 
wisdom of some of our sales of Sting
ers. 

This is an easy-to-carry weapon, 
much easier to move around than the 
old bazooka that some of us knew in 
our Army service, and it is extremely 
sophisticated and effective. 

It is heat sensitive and permits some
one with a simple shoulder weapon to 
knock down a plane. 

Senator DECONCINI has, once again, 
performed a public service by provid
ing a thoughtful reaction to what is 
taking place. 

I hope this Congress and this admin
istration heed his advice. 

I ask that Senator DECONCINI'S arti
cle appear in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
SELL MISSILES To KILL AMERICANS? 

<By Dennis DeConcini> 
WASHINGTON.-Picture an American jetlin

er filled with summer travelers as it takes 
off from a European city. Perched on a hill
top more than three miles away is a terror
ist aiming a shoulder-held Stinger anti-air
craft missile at the jet. Within seconds, the 
airliner with its hundreds of passengers dis
appears in a bright orange inferno. 

The scenario is hypothetical, but it is in
creasingly possible as the United States sup
plies Stinger missiles to resistance forces 
around the world. As a safeguard, strong 
support should be given to legislation before 
the Senate that would require the President 
to insist on the same strict control over the 
missiles in rebel hands as we do for those we 
sell to our allies. 

It is quite possible, given the loose struc
ture of rebels' operations, that they could 
not satisfy the conditions, and in such cases 
the missiles should not be provided. We 
cannot afford to let these particular mis
siles, the ultimate terrorist weapon, slip into 
the wrong hands. 

The American-made Stinger missile is the 
most sophisticated of its kind in the world. 
The portable surface-to-air missile weighs 
less than 35 pounds. It has a range of five 
miles, can reach a height of 4,500 feet and is 
equipped with a sensitive infrared guidance 
system that permits firing at a target from 
any angle. The Army acknowledges that the 
Stinger could easily down a civilian or mili
tary aircraft. 

The United States Government has set 
strict guidelines for transportation and stor-
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age of Stinger missiles. When we agreed to 
sell this weapon to our friendly allies, such 
as Saudi Arabia and members of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization, stringent 
safeguards were required as conditions of 
the sale. These safeguards included storage 
in steel vaults, 24-hour armed security and 
keeping the launcher and missile locked up 
separately. We also stipulated the right to 
conduct an inventory and inspection at any 
time. 

But the Reagan Administration has re
cently begun covertly supplying rebels in 
Angola and Afghanistan with Stinger mis
siles without the same safety requirements. 
I do not believe we need to provide our most 
sophisticated weapons to the forces in 
Angola and Afghanistan for them to be suc
cessful. We can show our support for the 
rebel groups and provide for their defensive 
needs with weapons less lethal, mobile or 
destabilizing than the Stinger. 

I have grave concern that the Stinger 
might fall into the hands of Col. Muammar 
el-Qaddafi, the Palestine Liberation Organi
zation, Iran or even the Russians or Cubans, 
who maintain large numbers of advisers and 
troops in Angola and Afghanistan. A jour
nalist who has covered the Afghan war de
scribed one rebel group there as being fol
lowers of the Ayatollah Ruhollah Kho
meini: posters of the Ayatollah adorn the 
walls of their village. 

The State Department has described some 
of the actions of Unita, the Angolan rebel 
force led by Jonas Savimbi, as bordering on 
terrorist activity. For example, Unita claims 
to have shot down at least three civilian An
golan aircraft. 

The recent terrorist bombings of the West 
Berlin discotheque and the T.W.A. jetliner 
are evidence of an increased threat to Amer
ican targets. Colonel Qaddafi says he will 
export terrorism and "pursue United States 
citizens in their country and streets." The 
P.L.O. faction leader Abu Nidal has also said 
that "America is our target." The United 
States must protect itself by being careful 
not to arm its enemies. President Reagan 
can help to insure the safety of Americans 
at home and abroad by enforcing strict safe
guards on the sale and use of Stinger mis
siles.e 

SIXTH ANNUAL MEETING OF 
THE SMALL BUSINESS COM
MITTEE'S NATIONAL ADVISO
RY COUNCIL 

• Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, The 
sixth annual meeting of the Senate 
Small Business Committee's National 
Advisory Council was held on April 29 
and 30, 1986. Twenty-one small busi
ness owners from across the country 
came to Washington, DC, at their own 
expense, to participate in this impor
tant event. 

The council discussed and made rec
ommendations to the committee on a 
wide range of issues including tax 
reform, budget deficit, liability insur
ance crisis to name a few. 

Mr. President, the committee relies 
heavily on this grassroots input in es
tablishing the agenda. I commend to 
my colleagues the various resolutions 
adopted by this group. 

Mr. President, I ask that the full 
text of the eight resolutions adopted 
by the National Advisory Council, 

along with a list of all the small busi
ness owners who participated in this 2-
day forum, be printed in the REcoRD. 

The material follows: 
RESOLUTION OF THE NATIONAL ADVISORY 

COUNCIL IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. SMALL 
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Whereas, The United States Small Busi
ness Administration was established to ad
dress the unique needs and concerns of 
America's small businesses; and 

Whereas, The United States Small Busi
ness Administration has provided counsel 
and assistance for millions of persons want
ing to start their own enterprises, and also 
for those persons who have encountered 
problems while operating their existing 
businesses; and 

Whereas, America's small businesses are 
in greater need today than ever before of 
the services of The United States Small 
Business Administration as a result of the 
fact that they are: 

<a> experiencing severe economic problems 
caused by unaffordable or unavailable insur
ance coverage; 

<b> bearing a disproportionate share of 
the tax burden; 

<c> unduly burdened by excessive federal 
regulations and paperwork; 

<d> being charged greater interest rates 
and loan fees for capital than competing 
larger businesses; 

<e> not receiving their fair share of federal 
contracts for goods and services; and 

(f) being adversely impacted by the accel
erating number of anti-competitive or mo
nopolistic mergers and acquisitions, as well 
as unreasonable vertical restraints; and 

Whereas, the Congress has recently en
acted and the President has signed the 
Combined Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act reauthorizing the Small Business Ad
ministration through 1988, preserving the 
Small Business Administration's basic core 
of credit, management assistance and disas
ter loan programs while coming up with 
over $2.5 billion in budget outlay reductions 
over the next 3 years, and 

Whereas, since April 1, 1986, the Acting 
Administrator of the Small Business Admin
istration has embarked on radical personnel 
and management changes in the agency for 
the purpose of implementing the Adminis
tration's position to eliminate the SBA: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the National Advisory Coun
cil to the United States Senate Committee 
on Small Business: 

First, that the United States Small Busi
ness Administration be fully supported and 
effectively administered in accordance with 
the mandate of the Combined Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act; and 

Second, that the President of the United 
States promptly submit to the Senate the 
nomination of a permanent Administrator 
for the Small Business Administration who 
is committed to maintaining SBA as an in
dependent agency and will vigorously imple
ment its statutory programs. 

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF PRODUCT AND 
GENERAL LIABILITY INSURANCE REFORM 

Whereas, The unavailability and 
unaffordability of liability insurance cover
age for the small business community has 
reached crisis proportions; and 

Whereas, This crisis has substantially af
fected the ability of small business in our 
nation to continue to grow, thrive, and pro
vide new jobs for our nation's citizens; and 

Whereas, The various states have passed 
or are passing legislation which results in 
confusion as to the liability of both insurers 
and the insured; and 

Whereas, 70 percent of all manufactured 
products are sold outside of the state of 
manufacture; and 

Whereas, Consumers in particular have 
been adversely affected by this growing li
ability burden on commerce through the 
withdrawal of products and producers from 
the national market, and from excessive li
ability costs passed on to them through 
higher prices; and 

Whereas, The unpredictability of product 
liability awards and doctrines has added 
considerably to the high cost of product li
ability insurance by making the accurate 
prediction of risk virtually impossible; and 

Whereas, The recent explosive growth in 
product liability lawsuits and awards is jeop
ardizing the financial well-being of many 
key industries and is a particular threat to 
the viability of many of the Nation's small 
businesses; and 

Whereas, The extraordinary costs of the 
product liability system undermine the abil
ity of American industry to compete inter
nationally, and is causing the loss of jobs 
and productive capital; and 

Whereas, The unacceptably high transac
tior:t costs of the product liability system, in 
which nearly twice as much money goes to 
lawyers as to compensate victims, is a 
burden on the consumer and American in
dustry which can no longer be tolerated: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this advisory board pause 
in its deliberations and memorialize the 
Congress of the United States to enact legis
lation embodying federal uniform product 
liability standards preempting states laws 
retaining fault [not strict liability] as th~ 
standard of liability and specifically reform
ing tort doctrines in the area of joint and 
several liability; caps awards and strongly 
discourages frivolous lawsuits; 

And further provides a comprehensive so
lution to the unafordability and unavailabil
ity of general liability insurance for small 
business. 

RESOLUTION OF THE NATIONAL ADVISORY 
COUNCIL ON TAX REFORM 

Whereas, small business is a critical seg
ment of our economy, producing more than 
its proportionate share of net new jobs rela
tive to the small business share of total em
ployment; 

Whereas, Congress is currently consider
ing comprehensive reform of the income tax 
code; 

Whereas, in the past five years, Congress 
has enacted three major tax revision bills; 

Whereas, the small business community 
desires stability in the tax code in order to 
be able to make long-term economic deci
sions; 

Whereas, small business does not have the 
financial resources to continually adjust its 
long-term commitments to frequently 
changing tax laws, nor can they financially 
deal with retroactive tax changes: There
fore, be it 

Resolved, That, the National Advisory 
Council to the United States Senate Com
mittee on Small Business does not feel that 
fundamental change in the tax code is war
ranted. Should Congress decide to enact tax 
reform, any such revision of the tax code 
must recognize pre-existing business com
mitments and that no tax law change 
should be retroactive. 
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RESOLUTION OF THE NATIONAL ADVISORY 

COUNCIL ON ExPoRT LICENSING AND CONTROL 

Whereas, the balance of trade between 
the U.S. and overseas markets has had 
severe impacts upon the United States econ
omy and manufacturing capability; and 

Whereas, it is recognized that the promo
tion of manufactured goods and services in 
the United States to international markets 
fosters economic growth and ameliorates 
the impact of foreign imports; and 

Whereas, export sales are dependent upon 
licensing and review by the Department of 
Commerce and co~only results in lengthy 
delays in the supply of exported goods and 
services; and 

Whereas, officials of the U.S. CUstoms 
Service do not always agree with the De
partment of Commerce classification of 
products which can lead to confiscation and 
further delays; and 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that the 
National Advisory Council to the Senate 
Committee on Small Business: 

Urges the Committee on Small Business 
to hold hearings to study ways to minimize 
the licensing time and requirements neces
sary to export goods and services from the 
United States; and 

Urges further that the Committee on 
Small Business support the formation of an 
International Trade Department dedicated 
to promoting, encouraging, and expediting 
the export of U.S. products and services. 

RESOLUTION OF NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 
ON CORRECTIONS ABUSES IN RICO 

Whereas, the Congress in 1970 passed the 
Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organi
zations Act <RICO>. Public Law 91-452, 
Title IX, in order to expand the panoply of 
federal law enforcement remedies against 
organized crime; 

Whereas, since the time, private civil ac
tions brought under RICO have increasing
ly targeted legitimate business activities 
with no connection to organized criminal ac
tivity; 

Whereas, small businesses bear an oner
ous burden in defending their legitimate ac
tivities against claims brought under RICO; 

Whereas, a number of deficiences in the 
language of RICO permit the unintended 
Inisuse of RICO to initiate litigation against 
legitimate businesses; 

Therefore, the National Advisory Council 
does hereby resolve: 

1. That legislation introduced and pending 
before Congress to correct some of the nu
merous shortcomings in RICO should be 
adopted by the Congress, to wit, H.R. 2517, 
introduced by Mr. Conyers, S. 1521, intro
duced by Mr. Hatch, and H.R. 2943, intro
duced by Mr. Boucher; and 

2. That a showing of a prior conviction of 
a racketeering activity as defined in RICO 
should be a predicate to any civil suit 
brought under RICO; and 

3. That the provision allowing for treble 
damages and attorney fees should be elimi
nated from RICO except where a prior con
viction of a racketeering activity is alleged 
and proved; and 

4. The plaintiff shall carry a burden of 
proof of showing beyond a reasonable doubt 
that the defendant engaged in a pattern of 
racketeering activity; and 

5. That the plaintiff must show that at 
least one of the alleged acts of racketeering 
be other than wire, mail or securities fraud. 

RESOLUTION OF THE NATIONAL ADVISORY 
COUNCIL ON THE ANTITRUST LAWS 

Whereas, the antitrust laws of the United 
States have been the strong underpinning 
of the American free enterprise system 
through insuring a free and open market
place; and 

Whereas, the antitrust laws of the United 
States are the first line of defense against 
anticompetitive activity, are critical to the 
health of the economy and are vital to the 
survival of small businesses in America; and 

Whereas, the antitrust laws of the United 
States have insured the integrity and inde
pendence of the American small business
person in being able to decide which prod
ucts to handle, where and to whom to sell 
such products and the prices at which such 
products are sold; and 

Whereas, since 1981, the present Adminis
tration has consistently cut back on anti
trust enforcement and reinterpreted the law 
whenever possible to reduce its effective
ness, resulting in the most permissive anti
trust climate in this century; and 

Whereas, on February 19, 1986, the Ad
ministration announced five legislative pro
posals to amend the antitrust laws of the 
United States which would encourage mo
nopolies, mergers, acquisitions, vertical 
price fixing and other forms of anti-com
petitive behavior plus reduce the incentive 
of injured private citizens and companies to 
bring civil suit against the perpetrators of 
antitrust violations for injuries suffered; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that the 
National Advisory Council to the Senate 
Committee on Small Business resolves as 
follows: 

First, that the Congress reject the pro
posed administration's antitrust law legisla
tive package as being inimical to the free en
terprise system, a direct threat to the ability 
of small business to compete fairly in the 
marketplace and a device to undercut both 
private and public enforcement of the anti
trust laws; 

Second, that the Federal Trade Comlnis
sion and the Antitrust Division of the De
partment of Justice are urged to vigorously 
enforce the antitrust laws of the United 
States in the following areas where enforce
ment is now sorely lacking: 

A. Anticompetitive mergers and acquisi-
tions; 

B. Resale price maintenance; 
C. Tying arrangements; and 
D. Unreasonable territorial and customer 

restrictions; and 
Third, that Members of Congress are to be 

commended for their support of the legisla
tion expressing the sense of Congress <H.R. 
2965> that the Justice Department's Verti
cal Restraints Guidelines do not have the 
force of law, do not accurately state current 
antitrust law, should not be considered by 
the courts as binding or persuasive, and 
should be recalled by the Attorney General. 

RESOLUTION OF THE NATIONAL ADVISORY 
COUNCIL ON FOREIGN LANGUAGE STUDIES 

Whereas, small business is a critical seg
ment of our national economy; 

Whereas, in 1983 imports and exports 
made up nearly one-fourth of the gross na
tional product of the United States; 

Whereas, it is impossible to participate in 
fruitful trade negotiations without knowl
edge of the other side's language and cul
ture; 

Whereas, for the American business sector 
to become more successful globally, more at
tention must be directed toward a complete 

understanding of foreign languages and cul
tures; 

Whereas, the United States is the only in
dustrialized country in the world where a 
person can graduate from high school and 
college without having studied any foreign 
language; 

Whereas, so little attention has been paid 
to the subject of business translation that 
the Library of Congress has not one single 
title in the field. 

Therefore, be it resolved, that the Senate 
pass S. 1631, a bill directing the Secretary of 
Education to make grants to state educa
tional agencies for the improvement of for
eign language and culture study for children 
from age 5 to 17. 

RESOLUTION ON LEGISLATION LIMITING THE 
UsE OF POLYGRAPH TESTS BY PRIVATE· 
SECTOR EMPLOYERS 

Whereas, many private-sector businesses, 
including service companies, retail stores 
and banks and savings institutions, use the 
polygraph as an effective management tool 
and as a means of company and customer 
security; 

Whereas, polygraph tests have been 
shown to be up to 90% accurate and employ
ers have few or no other effective means by 
which to examine employees' employment 
background and on-the-job activity; 

Whereas, the polygraph has been used 
successfully for years by the military and 
several private sector businesses, and regula
tions governing the administration and use 
of such tests have been improved by state 
and federal legislation; and, 

Whereas, the U.S. House of Representa
tives has passed legislation which would 
prohibit, with certain exceptions, the use of 
any type of lie-detector test by a non-gov
ernment employer engaged in interstate 
commerce on any employee or prospective 
employee, and similar legislation has been 
introduced in the Senate and is presently 
under consideration by the Senate Labor 
Committee; 

Therefore, be it resolved, that the Nation
al Advisory Council to the Senate Commit
tee on Small Business calls upon the Con
gress to: 

1. Withhold consideration of the Senate 
and House legislation on polygraph testing 
in the private sector, specifically H.R. 1524 
and S. 1815, until the business that use the 
tests as an effective management tool have 
been given the chance to explain the severe
ly adverse effect this legislation could have 
on their businesses; and, 

2. Legislation improving the standards for 
the administration of polygraph tests be en
acted rather than legislation which would 
completely prohibit the use of such tests by 
most private sector businesses. 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL PARTICIPANTS 

Asta Ball, Newington, CT. 
Herb R. Bowden, Sioux Falls, SD. 
Frank Carroll, Worcester, MA. 
Chuck Crawford, Wilton, NH. 
John Duncan, Bozeman, MT. 
Timothy Fine, San Francisco, CA. 
Walter Floss, Amherst, NY. 
R. Alan Fuentes, Virginia Beach, VA. 
Odus Hennessee, Lawton, OK. 
Gay Kruglick, Phoenix, AZ. 
Michael Lefkiades, Bay City, MI. 
Judy McCoy, Dubuque, lA. 
Frederic E. Mobs, Madison, WI. 
Shaw Mudge, Stamford, CT. 
Bill Nourse, Nashville, TN. 
James L. Simpson, Melbourne, FL. 
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Larry A. Stanley, Spokane, WA. 
Thelma Stevenson Ablan, Chicago, IL. 
Rufus Tindol, Atlanta, GA. 
Edward Smith, Pine Bluff, AR. 
Michael W. Zaloudek, Woodward, OK. 

OBSERVER 

Robert Baker, Peabody, MA.e 

BOROUGH OF ROOSEVELT CELE-
BRATES 50TH ANNIVERSARY 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I rise to pay tribute to the borough of 
Roosevelt in New Jersey on this its 
50th anniversary. 

The Borough of Roosevelt is a 
unique and extraordinary community. 
It represents an important slice of the 
American dream and spirit. It was 
founded in 1936, in the depth of the 
depression. That year 200 families, 
mostly immigrant garment workers 
from New York City, were invited to 
create new lives for themselves in a 
new community across the Hudson 
River. The Government built the 
homes, the factory, a public works 
system, and a school, and then the 
people came and filled up the build
ings with their hopes and dreams for 
the future. 

There was a culture, pride, and ca
maraderie among the citizens of the 
borough of Roosevelt. The town devel
oped a thriving art community. Artists 
like Jacob Landau, David Stone 
Martin, Gregorio Prestopino, and 
Steven Market all relished the small
town lifestyle and the picturesque 
landscapes Roosevelt offered them. 

Success touched many of its citizens, 
and businessmen like Charles Klatskin 
fondly recall the solid foundation 
growing up in Roosevelt gave them 
when they moved to new frontiers. 
Those who spent their youth in that 
small town nurture fond memories of 
their upbringing and attribute much 
of their later success in life to the 
strong sense of community that Roo
sevelt bred in them. This sense of 
identity with hometown certainly is 
not limited to this township, but be
cause of its unique origin Roosevelt is 
special. 

President Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
created this town as a Works Projects 
Administration community. The town
ship itself is a historic monument, one 
of very few townships to be so hon
ored. Originally, it was known as 
Jersey Homestead. After Roosevelt 
died, the people of the town decided to 
name the town after the President 
whose program had inspired the cre
ation of their community. 

Mr. President, this 50th celebration 
is a tribute to the citizens of Roosevelt 
who had the dedication, commitment, 
and courage to root their lives and 
their fortunes in a new town during a 
period of national crisis. It is also a 
tribute to Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
who shared the dreams of these home
steaders for .a better life .and had the 

foresight to know that a WP A commu
nity would succeed and prosper. 

I offer the citizens of Roosevelt my 
hearty congratulations at this mile
stone in their history, and wish them 
continued growth and prosperity.e 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

PROSECUTION OF NAZI WAR 
CRIMINALS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of Senate Resolution 
373 dealing with Nazi war criminals 
and I ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

D 0120 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

resolution will be stated by title. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A resolution <S. Res. 373) expressing the 

sense of the Senate regarding the search 
for, and appropriate judgment and prosecu
tion of Nazi War Criminals. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consid
eration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I rise 

today to bring attention once again to 
the very sensitive and serious allega
tions regarding participation by 
former U.N. General Secretary Kurt 
Waldheim in Nazi atrocities in World 
War II. On March 27, I introduced a 
resolution which called for the De
partment of Justice to expedite its in
vestigation of these allegations and 
review of documents brought forward 
by the World Jewish Congress. These 
materials, according to the World 
Jewish Congress, unequivocally docu
ment the involvement of Kurt Wald
heim in Nazi war crimes during the 
Second World War. It is my intention 
and that of the cosponsors of the 
Senate Resolution 373 that justice be 
done. 

From all available evidence, it ap
pears that Kurt Waldheim, despite his 
vociferous public anti-Nazism, has con
cealed a past of direct involvement in 
particularly heinous war crimes. At 
the very least, it is clear that he has 

deliberately sought to deceive the 
world as to his whereabouts and activi
ties during the period in question. 
Waldheim claimed in countless books, 
articles, and campaign literature that 
he was wounded in battle on the East
em Front at the end of 1941 and that 
following his discharge returned to 
Vienna to study law through 1944. 
Documentation-some bearing Kurt 
Waldheim's own signature-including 
photographic evidence and other ar
chival material show conclusively that 
in fact Waldheim was serving in the 
Balkans at this time on the staff of 
Gen. Alexander Loehr, who was con
victed as a war criminal and hanged in 
1947. 

Waldheim not just an active partici
pant with the forces of Nazi Germany 
in the Balkans-but served as an intel
ligence officer with the very military 
unit which conducted the most brutal 
antipartisan campaigns in Yugoslavia 
and which was linked to the deporta
tion of tens of thousands of Greek 
Jews. And for his "exemplary service" 
in this inhuman and despicable cam
paign, Waldheim received a high 
award from the notorious Nazi puppet
government of Croatia. 

A captured Nazi war document 
shows that Waldheim had in fact risen 
to become a senior intelligence officer 
of General Loehr's Army Group E. His 
listed responsibilities included: prepar
ing and presenting morning and 
evening briefings for the general staff, 
prisoner interrogation, as well as "spe
cial tasks" -A euphemism often used 
by the Nazis to denote operations too 
distasteful to describe further, such as 
secret measures of mass terror or tor
ture, kidnaping, and execution. 

In 1947 the Yugoslav War Crimes 
Commission determined Waldheim to 
be a war criminal for putting hostages 
to death. In 1948 the U.N. War Crimes 
Commission gave him an "A" listing, 
meaning the evidence against him was 
so clear he should be brought to trial. 
That same year the U.S. Army placed 
him on their final consolidated wanted 
list as an accused Nazi war criminal 
wanted for "murder." 

Documents now show irrefutably 
that Waldheim actually belonged to at 
least three Nazi organizations: the 
dreaded SA, Hitler's Brownshirted 
stormtroopers; the Nazi Student 
Union; and the NS Reiterkorps, a 
mounted affiliate of the Nazi party. 

With the release of each bit of docu
mentation Waldheim has revised his 
explanations, moving from one to the 
next, continuing the pattern of decep
tion he has practiced for the past 40 
years. It is long since time that the 
world learned the truth about the man 
in whom it has placed so great a trust. 

The Justice Department's Office of 
Special Investigations has recommend
ed that Kurt Waldheim be placed on 
the DOJ "watch list" and be barred 
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from entering the United States. 
Never has an Attorney General over
turned a recommendation from this 
office on a "watch list" case. The At
torney General must give early atten
tion to this recommendation consist
ent with a fair and thorough review. 

It is imperative that America act 
upon the evidence. No special exemp
tion from judgment or responsibility 
can be given because of past or future 
public offices. 

This is a question which goes to the 
heart of all that this country stands 
for-the pursuit of justice and the re
jection of the evil that was Hitler's 
Third Reich. 

Mr. President, for these reasons, I 
join the majority leader in asking for 
immediate consideration of Senate 
Resolution 373. 

I thank the distinguished majority 
leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Cali
fornia for pursuing this effort. I am 
pleased that we have been able to ac
commodate him. I know that he 
wanted to do this earlier, but at least 
we have it done. I thank the distin
guished Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? If not, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
The peamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 

S. RES. 373 
Whereas the United States abhors the 

criminal behavior and atrocities of the Na.zis 
during World War II; 

Whereas it is the policy of the United 
States to vigorously pursue the search for 
and prosecution of Nazi War Criminals since 
World War II; 

Whereas the United States strictly abides 
by the policy of extradition toward war 
criminals; and 

Whereas the United States is committed 
to a policy of securing and enhancing 
human rights and individual dignity 
throughout the world: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Department of Justice 
carefully and expeditiously review the docu
ments brought forward by the World Jewish 
Congress concerning former United Nations 
Secretary General Kurt Waldheim to ascer
tain his role, if any, in Nazi war crimes and 
treat appropriately. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
UNTIL MONDAY, MAY 5, 1986 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stands in adjournment until 12 noon 
on Monday, May 5, 1986. There will be 
no session on Friday of this week. 

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

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
ON MONDAY OF NOMINATION for that action to be taken. 
OF JAMES FLETCHER The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as in exec

utive session, I ask unanimous consent 
that at 1 p.m. on Monday, the Senate 
proceed to the consideration, in execu
tive session, of the nomination of 
James Fletcher to be Administrator of 
NASA; that there be 2 hours of debate 
on the nomination, equally divided be
tween the chairman of the Commerce 
Committee and the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. HoLLINGS] or 
their designees. 

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

VOTES ON TUESDAY 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that any rollcall 
votes ordered on Monday be post
poned, to occur beginning at 2 p.m. on 
Tuesday, in the order in which the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished majority leader with
hold that request? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes, I will withhold the 
last request. 

Mr. President, I think we can work 
well on Monday without that last re
quest being granted. 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 
Senate convenes on Monday, following 
the adjournment, the reading of the 
Journal be dispensed with; that no res
olutions come over under the rule; 
that the call of the calendar be dis
pensed with; that following the recog
nition of the two leaders under the 
standing order, there be special orders 
in favor of Senator HAWKINS, Senator 
CRANSTON, Senator PROXMIRE for not 
to exceed 5 minutes each, to be fol
lowed by a period for the transaction 
of routine morning business, not to 
extend beyond 1 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for not 
more than 5 minutes each; provided, 
further, that the morning hour be 
deemed to have expired. 

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

THE CALENDAR 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I inquire 

of the distinguished minority leader if 
he is in a position to pass or indefinite
ly postpone any or all of the following 
calendar items: Calendar No. 594, S. 
1625, to pass; Calendar No. 595, S. 
2031, indefinitely postpone; Calendar 
No. 628, H.R. 4022, to pass. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on this 
side of the aisle, we are ready to pro
ceed as the distinguished majority 
leader has indicated. 

out objection, it is so ordered. 

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND 
TO THE UNIVERSITY OF 
NEVADA 
The Senate proceeded to consider 

the bill <S. 1625) to authorize the con
veyance of 470 acres in Nevada to the 
University of Nevada for use as a re
search and development center, which 
had been reported from the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
with an amendment: 

On page 1, strike line 3, through and in
cluding page 2, line 4, and insert the follow
ing: 
That <a> notwithstanding the provisions of 
the Recreation and Public Purposes Act < 43 
U.S.C. 869 et seq.), the Secretary of the In
terior shall permit the University of Nevada 
to use <either directly or by lease> the lands 
described in subsection (b) of this Act as a 
site for a research and development center. 

(b) The lands referred to in subsection <a> 
are described as follows: 

So as to make the bill read: 
s. 1625 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, Tha.t <a> 
notwithstanding the provisions of the 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act < 43 
U.S.C. 869 et seq.), the Secretary of the In
terior shall permit the University of Nevada 
to use (either directly or by lease> the lands 
described in subsection <b> of this Act as a 
site for a. research and development center. 

<b> The lands referred to in subsection <a> 
are described as follows: 

(1) T. 20 N., R. 19E, Sec. 25: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5, 11, SE lf• NW If•, NE lf• SW If•, Mount 
Diablo Meridian, Nevada, containing 309.11 
acres; and 

<2> T. 20 N., R. 19E, Sec. 25: Lots 6, 7, 
SW If• NE lf•, NW If• SE lf•, Mount Diablo 
Meridian, Nevada, containing 158.22 acres. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read 
"A bill to permit the use and leasing of 
certain public lands in Nevada by the 
University of Nevada." 

RELEASE OF RESTRICTIONS ON 
CERTAIN PROPERTY 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill <H.R. 4022) to release restric
tions on certain property located in 
Calcasieu Parish, LA, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of H.R. 4022, a bill I in
troduced to release conditions on cer
tain lands in Calcasieu Parish, LA, for 
the purpose of developing these lands 
as an air industrial park. The Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
held a hearing on this bill on March 4 
and on March 27 ordered it reported 
unanimouslY. 
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Mr. President, this bill would remove 

restrictions on certain lands located in 
Calcasieu Parish, LA, comprising ap
proximately 1,600 acres, for the pur
pose of permitting the leasing of these 
lands for use as an industrial air park. 
These restrictions were placed on the 
use of this property by the United 
States when the Chennault Air Force 
Base was disbanned and the property 
conveyed to the various public bodies. 
While these restrictions permit a 
number of diverse uses of the land, 
they prohibit the leasing of the prop
erty for development purposes. 

In the mid-1950's Lake Charles and 
Calcasieu Parish began to put togeth
er a package of land and improve
ments in anticipation of the expansion 
and growth of Chennault Air Force 
Base. The city and the parish were 
told that in exchange for these lands 
and improvements, the Air Force 
would maintain a permanent air base 
in the area. The Air Force did desig
nate the base as permanent in 1958 
but in 1961 abruptly decided to close 
it. 

The property has since been de
clared surplus by the Federal Govern
ment and divided between several local 
government agencies with certain deed 
restrictions limiting the development 
on these lands to either educational or 
recreational purposes. Portions of the 
property have been used under these 
conditions successfully for the past 13 
years. The majority of the property, 
however, has remained essentially 
unused since the base was abandoned. 

The local government entities and 
the citizens of the area are now look
ing to this abandoned facility as a po
tential site for a large scale air indus
trial park that would take advantage 
of the main runway and runway 
system already in place. A study un
dertaken a few years ago indicates the 
project is indeed feasible. However, 
before such a park can be developed, it 
will be necessary to remove the cur
rent use restrictions on the property. 
That is what my bill does; it simply re
leases these restrictions so that the 
property can be put to a more produc
tive use. 

Mr. President, I would like to make 
two additional brief points. First, it is 
important to remember that the local 
citizens have already paid for this land 
once-when the land was donated and 
the improvements made in exchange 
for a commitment that Chennault be 
made a permanent facility. This is in 
no way a giveaway of Federal lands, 
and I think it is important to keep 
that in mind. Second, Lake Charles' 
current unemployment rate of 14.1 
percent is the highest of any major 
metropolitan area in Louisiana. The 
area is heavily dependent on the agri
cultural, petrochemical, and oil-related 
industries. As a result it has been dev
astated by job losses and business fail
ures in recent months. This legislation 

provides us with an opportunity to do 
something very positive, at little or no 
cost, for a part of the country that has 
not had much good news lately. 

During the consideration of S. 2031, 
the committee adopted an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. The sub
stitute makes three technical changes 
in the bill as introduced which do not 
change the effect of the bill. 

First. The restrictions on the use of 
the property are released by the Con
gress as of the date of enactment of 
the act. The bill as introduced directed 
the Secretary of the Interior to release 
the restrictions. This extra step is un
necessary and has been deleted. 

Second. In response to the Depart
ment of the Interior's testimony, a 
map has been prepared precisely iden
tifying the lands involved rather than 
utilizing file numbers as proposed in 
the bill as introduced. 

Third. Language has been included, 
also at the suggestion of the adminis
tration, making clear that the release 
of the use restrictions in no way af
fects the disposition or the ownership 
of any minerals associated with these 
lands. 

Mr. President, I think these amend
ments strengthen and clarify the 
intent of H.R. 4022, and I urge my col
leagues to join me in approving the 
legislation as reported from the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

The bill was ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

S. 2031, Senate companion measure, 
was indefinitely postponed. 

0 0120 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the vari
ous measures were agreed to or passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NAVAL AVIATION DAY 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
turn to the consideration of House 
Joint Resolution 569, Naval Aviation 
Day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A joint resolution <H.J. Res. 569> to desig
nate May 8, 1986 as Naval Aviation Day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the joint resolution will 
be considered as having been read 
twice by title. 

Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion. 

The joint resolution <H.J. Res. 569) 
was ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the joint 
resolution was passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NATIONAL BARRIER 
AWARENESS DAY 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of House Joint Resolu
tion 544, National Barrier Awareness 
Day, and I ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

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

The joint resolution will be stated by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A joint resolution <H.J Res. 544> to desig
nate May 7, 1986 as National Barrier Aware
ness Day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the joint resolution will 
be considered as having been read 
twice by title. 

Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask that 
Senate Joint Resolution. 330, "Nation
al Barrier Awareness Day," be called 
up for immediate consideration. The 
Chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
Senator THURMOND, has been most 
considerate to arrange the discharge 
of this measure from the committee so 
it can be taken up at this time. 

Mr. President, I know we are often 
asked to commemorate various special 
events by resolutions of the Congress. 
But I can think of few activities more 
deserving of such special recognition 
than that of the hundreds of organiza
tions and the millions of citizens they 
represent in the effort to break down 
the many, seemingly overwhelming 
physical and attitudinal barriers 
facing disabled Americans. 

I will not take this time to read all 
the organizations that are officially 
part of the barrier awareness coalition, 
but submit them as part of my state
ment at this time. For the record, the 
following organizations are active par
ticipants in Barrier Awareness Day: 

American Cancer Society. 
American Foundation for the Blind. 
Spina Bifida Foundation. 
American Lung Assoc. 
Multiple Sclerosis. 
National Assoc. for the Deaf/Blind. 
Little People. 
Lupus Foundation. 
Epilepsy Foundation. 
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National Assoc. for Deaf Children. 
Tourette's Foundation. 
National Kidney Foundation. 
American Association for the Advance-

ment of Science. 
National Assoc. for Visually Handicapped. 
American Heart Association. 
Muscular Dystrophy Assoc. 
United Cerebral Palsy. 
Cystic Fibrosis Foundation. 
American Diabetes Foundation. 
Juvenile Diabetes. 
The Arthritis Foundation. 
Easter Seals. 
National Amputation Foundation. 
National Head Injury Foundation. 
The United Foundation. 
In addition, Mr. President, the fol

lowing States are also officially sup
porting Barrier Awareness Day: 

Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, 
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, 
Georgia, Hawaii, lllinois, Indiana, low&., 
Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachu
setts, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Ne
braska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New 
Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Caro
lina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Ten
nessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, 
Washington, D.C., Wisconsin. 

Mr. President, because of their col
lective efforts, National Barrier 
Awareness Day will become a reality. 
Recently the coalition, through the 
hard work of Congresswoman VucANo
VICH and other House Members, 
passed a companion bill to Senate 
Joint Resolution 330. In the Senate 
the coalition has been invaluable in 
spreading the word about the resolu
tion we are taking up today. 

More important than the passage of 
this resolution, however, is the very 
real, hard work in our communities to 
actually remove these barriers. It is a 
goal worth commendation and our 
strongest possible support. 

Before I ask my colleagues to vote 
on the resolution, I want to take this 
opportunity to add the following 31 
Senators as cosponsors of, "National 
Barrier Awareness Day": Senator 
THuRMoND, the distinguished chair
man of the committee, Senators 
EAGLETON, PRYOR, ZORINSKY, BUMPERS, 
HOLLINGS, DODD, LEAHY, NUNN, LEviN, 
SIMON, STENNIS, INOUYE, SASSER, MAT
SUNAGA, NICKLES, DOLE, WEICKER, 
DURENBERGER, WARNER, GRASSLEY, 
HECHT, KASSEBAUM, HATCH, DENTON, 
BOSCHWITZ, COCHRAN, CHAFEE, and 
PRESSLER. 

I am pleased that this bill list is a 
strong, bipartisan statement of sup
port for Senate Joint Resolution 330, 
and I ask my colleagues to pass the 
measure at this time. 

The joint resolution <H.J. Res. 544) 
was ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the joint 
resolution was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was the provisions of Title 10, United States 
agreed to. Code, Section 1370: 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would 

like to inquire of the minority leader if 
he is in a position to confirm any of 
the following nominations on the Ex
ecutive Calendar: 

Calendar No. 760, 761, 762, 763, 
under the Army; Calendar No. 764, 
under the Navy; Calendar No. 765, 
Frank H. Dunkle; and all nominations 
placed on the Secretary's desk with 
the exception of the nomination of 
Edwin Corr. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there is 
no objection on this side. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I there

fore ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate go into executive session to 
consider the nominations just identi
fied. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of ex
ecutive business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nominations will be stated. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nomina
tions be considered en bloc and con
firmed en bloc. 

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

The nominations considered en bloc 
and confirmed en bloc are as follows: 

IN THE ARMY 
The following-named officer to be placed 

on the retired list in grade indicated under 
the provisions of Title 10. United States 
Code, Section 1370: 

To be general 
Gen. Robert W. Sennewald, 492-22-4165. 

<Age 56), U.S. Army. 
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 general 
Lt. Gen. Joseph T. Palastra, Jr., 576-28-

7763, u.s. Army. 
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 lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. H. Norman Schwarzkopf, 144-

26-7662, u.s. Army. 
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 lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Gerald T. Bartlett, 549-40-1608, 

U.S. Army. 
The following-named officer to be placed 

on the retired list in grade indicated under 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. John D. Bruen, 359-22-6681, (Age 

55), u.s. Army. 
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 lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Kenneth E. Lewi, 462-36-8977, 

U.S. Army. 

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 
Vice Adm. Donald S. Jones, 391-22-4694/ 

1310, U.S. Navy. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Frank H. Dunkle, of Montana, to be Direc

tor of the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY'S 
DESK IN THE AIR FORCE, ARMY, MARINE 
CORPS, NAVY 
Air Force nomination of Stanley E. White, 

which was received by the Senate and ap
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
April 18, 1986. 

Air Force nominations beginning Fredric 
L. Bauer, and ending Stanley E. White, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of April 18, 1986. 

Air Force nominations beginning Loren G 
Aguillard, and ending Curtis W Winchester, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of April 18, 1986. 

Air Force nominations beginning Glennis 
L Aavang, and ending John A N Yarwood, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of April18, 1986. 

Army nominations beginning Duane 
Austin, and ending Paul F Shorts, which 
nominations were received by the Senate on 
April 7, 1986, and appeared in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD of April 8, 1986. 

Army nominations beginning George C. 
Baxley, and ending Everett M. Urech, which 
nominations were received by the Senate 
and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of April 9, 1986. 

Army nominations beginning Henry E 
Blechl, and ending Harold W Nase, which 
nominations were received by the Senate 
and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of April 9, 1986. 

Army nominations beginning Robert H. 
Johns, and ending Ronald M. Rosenberg, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of April 18, 1986. 

Army nominations beginning Brian S 
Abraham, and ending Linda B Zweizig, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of April 24, 1986. 

Army nominations beginning Eric D 
Adams, and ending Bernard J Zoppa, Jr., 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate on April 23, 1986, and appeared in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of April 24, 1986. 
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Marine Corps nominations beginning 

John 

H Admire, and ending Robert E

Yeend, which n

ominations were r

eceived by

the Senate a

nd a

ppeared in t

he 

CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD o

f April 18, 1986. 

Navy

 nomin

ation

s begin

ning

 Lori

 P. 

An-

derson, and e

nding Richard P

. White, which

nomin

ations were received by 

the Senate

and appeared in th

e 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

of April 9, 1986.

Navy 

nominations 

beginning Arthur P

Abel, and e

nding Curtis

 Allan C

ollins, w

hich

nominations were re

ceive

d by 

the Senate

and a

ppeared in

 the C

ONGRESSIONAL RECORD

of April

 18, 1

986.

Navy 

nominations 

beginning Elmer J.

Aguig

am, and ending Douglas A. Zaren,

which

 nominations were 

received by 

the

Senate and 

appeared in

 the C

ONGRESSIONAL

RECORD of April 18, 1986. 

Nav

y nomi

nation

s begin

ning

 Mary

 Raf-

tery

 Adam

s, 

and

 endin

g 

Neil

 Robe

rt

Wollam

, whic

h nomi

nation

s were

 receiv

ed

by the

 Senat

e on 

April

 23, 

1986,

 and

 ap-

peared in 

the CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD of

April 24, 1986.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to

recons

ider

 the

 vote

 by 

which

 the

nominations were 

confirm

ed.

Mr. B

YR

D. Mr. P

resid

ent, I m

ove

 to

lay t

hat motion o

n

 the ta

ble.

The

 motio

n to

 lay o

n t

he ta

ble 

was

agree

d 

to.

Mr. 

DOLE. 

Mr. Presi

dent, 

I ask

unan

imou

s cons

ent 

that

 the

 Pres

ident

be

 imme

diately

 notifie

d of

 the

 confir

-

mation o

f these

 nominations.

The

 PRE

SIDI

NG

 OFFI

CER

. With

-

out

 object

ion,

 it 

is so

 ordered

.

LEGIS

LATIVE 

SESSIO

N

Mr.

 

DOL

E. 

Mr.

 Pres

iden

t, 

I 

ask

unanimous 

consent t

hat the Senate

return 

to th

e 

consid

eration o

f l

egisla

-

tive

 busin

ess.

The P

RESIDING O

FFICER. W

ith-

out

 objectio

n, 

it is

 so

 ordere

d.

WAIVIN

G 

OF 

THE 

RULES FOR 

TAKING

 

PHOTOGRAPHS

 

IN

CHAMBER

Mr. 

DOLE. Mr. 

Presid

ent, I

 ask

unanimous consent that the 

Rules

Com

mitte

e regu

lation

s 

perta

ining

 to

takin

g 

photographs of the 

Senate

Chamber, 

regulation 

No. 4, Senate

wing of the Capito

l, be 

waive

d on

Frid

ay, 

May

 2, 1986,

 for

 the

 purpo

se 

of

allowing James 

Atherto

n, of 

the

Was

hingt

on 

Post,

 to

 pho

togra

ph 

the

Sena

te 

Cham

ber.

Mr. B

YRD. M

r. 

President, 

that re

-

quest 

has been c

leared 

on t

his side.

The

re is

 no obje

ction

.

The

 PRE

SID

ING

 OFF

ICER

. With

-

out

 objec

tion,

 it 

is so

 order

ed.

ORDE

R

 TO

 HOLD

 HOU

SE 

CON-

CURR

ENT

 RESO

LUTI

ON

 329

 AT

THE

 DESK

Mr.

 BYR

D. 

Mr.

 Presi

dent,

 on

 beha

lf

of

 Sen

ator

 LAUT

ENBE

RG,

 I

 ask

 una

ni-

mous

 conse

nt 

that

 Hous

e Conc

urrent

Reso

lution

 

329

 remain

 at 

the

 desk

until

 furth

er 

action

 is 

taken

 thereo

n.

The P

RESIDING O

FFICER. W

ith-

out objectio

n, it is

 s

o ordered.

-

PROGRAM

Mr. D

OLE. M

r. Presid

ent, to

 recap

what w

ill h

appen o

n Monday, M

ay 5:

We w

ill c

onvene at 12 noon, fo

llowing

an adjourn

ment, and th

en

 the two

leaders 

under th

e standin

g o

rder h

ave

10 minutes e

ach. There 

will be 

special

orders for 5 

minutes fo

r th

e following

Senators: 

Senators HAW

KINS, CRAN-

sToN , and PROXMIRE, then routin

e

morning 

business not to 

extend

beyond the h

our o

f 1

 p.m., w

ith S

ena-

tors p

ermitted to

 speak 

therein f

or not

more 

than 5 m

inutes e

ach.

Following morning 

business, the

Senate will 

turn 

to 

the following

items: 

Executive 

nomination o

f J

ames

C. F

letch

er, u

nder a

 tim

e 

agreement;

possib

ly a

 resolution d

ealing 

with t

he

nuclear accid

ent in 

the Soviet U

nion;

and any o

ther items c

leared fo

r action.

As

I p

reviously in

dica

ted, n

o votes

will occur during Monday's sessio

n.

Any 

votes ordere

d-there 

could 

be

voice

 votes-a

ny ro

llca

ll v

otes o

rdered

on 

Monday w

ill be postponed u

ntil

Tuesda

y, and 

that w

ill b

e worke

d o

ut

with 

the agreem

ent of the distin

-

guishe

d mino

rity

 leader

. 

Mr. BYRD. M

r. P

resident, I th

ank 

the d

isti

nguish

ed majority 

leader.

-

ADJO

URNMENT 

UNTIL MONDAY,


MAY 5, 1986

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I 

move

that the S

enate now s

tand in 

adjourn-

ment until 

12 noon on

 Monday, M

ay 5,

1986. 


The m

otion was a

greed to

; a

nd, a

t

1:26 a

.m., th

e S

enate a

djourned u

ntil

Monday, M

ay 5, 1986, a

t 12 noon.

-

CONF'

IRMATIONS

Executiv

e nominations 

confirm

ed b

y

the Senate May 2, 1986:

DEPARTMENT OF THE I

NTERIOR

Frank H. Dunkle, of Montana, to be D

irec-

tor of the U

nited S

tates Fish

 and W

ildlife

Se

rvic

e.

The a

bove nomination was a

ppro

ved s

ub-

ject 

to 

the

 nomi

nee's

 comm

itmen

t to

 re-

spond to 

requests 

to 

appear and te

stif

y

before 

any d

uly c

onstit

uted c

ommittee of

the Senate.

IN THE

 ARM

Y

The fo

llowing-named office

r to

 be 

placed

on

 the re

tire

d lis

t in

 grade in

dica

ted under

the provis

ions of 

Title 

10, United States 

Code, Sectio

n 1370:

To Òe general

Gen. R

obert 

W. S

ennewald,  

     

     ,

(Age 

56), U

.S. Army.

The 

following-named office

r under the

provis

ions of T

itle 10, U

nited S

tates C

ode,

Sectio

n 601, to

 be assig

ned to 

a p

ositio

n o

f

importance a

nd re

sponsibility

 designated by

the P

resi

dent u

nder T

itle 

10, Unite

d S

tates

Code, S

ectio

n 601:

To Òe general

Lt. 

Gen. J

oseph T. P

alastr

a, J

r., 

 

      

  

  .

 U.

S.

 Arm

y. 

The following-named office

r under 

the

provisio

ns of Title

 10, United States C

ode.

Sectio

n 6

01, to 

be assig

ned to 

a positi

on of

importance 

and responsibility

 designated by

the President under Title 

10, United States

Code, S

ectio

n 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. H

. Norman 

Schwarzko

pf,  

   

  

   

  

, U.S

. Ar

m

y.

The following-named office

r under the

provisions of T

itle 10, United 

States C

ode,

Section 601, to

 be assigned to a

 position o

f

importance and responsib

ility d

esignated by

the President under Title 10, United States

Code, S

ectio

n 601:

To be líeutenant 

general

Maj. Gen. Gerald T. Bartlett,  

          ,


U.

S.

 Ar

my

.

The following-named officer to 

be placed

on th

e r

etired lis

t in 

grade in

dicated under

the provisions of Title 

10, United States

Code, Section 1370:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. John D. Bruen,  

          ,  (Age

55)

, U.S.

 Arm

y.

The following-named o

fficer under the

provisions of Title 10, United States C

ode,

Section 6

01, to be assigned to a

 position of

importance and responsibility designated by

the President under Title 

10, United States

Code, Section 601:

To be lie

utenant general

Maj. Gen. Kenneth E. Lewi,            ,


U.S.

 Arm

y.

IN THE NAVY

The following-named officer, 

under the

provisions of Title 10, United States Code,

section 601, to b

e assigned to 

a position 

of

importance 

and re

sponsibility designated by

the President under Title

 10, Untied S

tates

Cod

e, sectio

n 601:

To be vice

 admira

l

Vice Adm. D

onald S. Jones,  

          /

  

   

 U.S

. 

Na

vy.

IN THE

 AIR

 FORC

E

Air Force

 nomination o

f Stanley E. W

hite

,

which

 was r

eceived by t

he 

Senate and a

p-

peared i

n t

he Congre

ssio

nal Record o

f A

pril

18,1

986.

Air Force

 nominations b

eginning Frederic

L. Bauer, 

and ending 

Stanley E. White

,

which 

nominations were received 

by the

Senate 

and a

ppeared in 

the C

ongressio

nal

Rec

ord

 of 

Apr

il 18,

 1986

.

Air F

orce 

nominations beginning Loren G

.

Aguillard, and ending C

urtis 

W. Winchester,

which 

nomin

ations were 

received by 

the

Senate 

and a

ppeared in 

the C

ongressio

nal

Recor

d of April

 18, 1986.

Air F

orce 

nominations b

eginning G

lennis

L. Aava

ng, and e

nding J

ohn A. 

N . Yarwood,

which

 nominations were 

received by 

the

Senate a

nd 

appeared in

 t

he C

ongressio

nal

Reco

rd of 

April

 18, 1986

.

IN THE ARMY

Arrny

 

nominations

 

beg

inn

ing

 Duane

Austin

, a

nd e

nding 

Paul F. S

horts, 

which

nomina

tions were re

ceive

d by 

the S

enate on

April 7, 1986, 

and appeared in

 th

e Congres-

sion

al Rec

ord

 of Ap

ril 8, 

1986

.

Army n

ominations beginning 

George C.

Baxley, and e

nding E

verett M

. Urech

, which

nominations were 

received by t

he S

enate

and a

ppe

ared in

 the C

ongressio

nal Record

of 

Apr

il 

9, 

1986

.

Army nominations beginning Henry 

E.

Blechl, and e

nding H

arold W

. N

ase, which

nominations were 

received by t

he 

Senate

and a

ppeared in 

the Congre

ssio

nal Record

of

 Ap

ril

 9,

 198

6.
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Army nominations beginning Robert H. 

Johns, and ending Ronald M. Rosenberg, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 18, 1986. 

Army nominations beginning Brian S. 
Abraham, and ending Linda B. Zweizig, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate on April 23, 1986, and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of April 24, 1986. 

Army nominations beginning Eric D. 
Adams, and ending Bernard J. Zoppa, Jr., 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate on April 23, 1986, and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of April 24, 1986. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

Marine Corps nominations beginning 
John H. Admire, and ending Robert E. 
Yeend, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres
sional Record of April18, 1986. 

IN THE NAVY 

Navy nominations beginning Lori P. An
derson, and ending Richard P. White, which 
nominations were received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record 
of April 9, 1986. 

Navy nominations beginning Arthur P. 
Abel, and ending Curtis Allan Collins, which 

nominations were received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record 
of April 18, 1986. 

Navy nominations beginning Elmer J. 
Aguigam, and ending Douglas A. Zaren, 
which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 18, 1986. 

Navy nominations beginning Mary Raf
tery Adams, and ending Neil Robert 
Wollam, which nominations were received 
by the Senate on April 23, 1986, and ap
peared in the Congressional Record of April 
24, 1986. 
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