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SENATE-Tuesday, September 26, 1989 
September 26, 1989 

<Legislative day of Monday, September 18, 1989) 

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Honorable HER­
BERT KoHL, a Senator from the State 
of Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Today's prayer will be offered by guest 

·chaplain Very Rev. Peter C. Chrisafi­
deis, of the Greek Orthodox Church 
of the Holy Trinity, Lewiston, ME. 

PRAYER 
The Very Rev. Peter C. Chrisafideis 

offered the following prayer: 
As we begin this morning's legisla­

tive session, let us raise our hearts and 
minds to God for prayer. 

0 Almighty God of the universe and 
of all space, we pray that You be with 
us this day, as we gather in Your 
name. How dependent we are upon 
You for our very being and mere exist­
ence. 

Man's temporal systems and civil 
parties have appeared and vanished, 
but Your emanant wisdom was and is 
forever. 

Truly, nothing has sustained our 
planet and world more than our stern­
est belief in Your omnipotent protec­
tion, love, and compassion. Continue, 
0 Lord, to sustain and direct our great 
Nation in Your way, for we are truly a 
genuinely God-fearing people. 

We pray for our President, for Sena­
tor WILLIAM S. COHEN, Senator 
GEORGE MITCHELL, and our Congress­
woman OLYMPIA SNOWE and for the 
Members of this respected body of 
Congress, the Senate. Grant them 
health first and then the strength to 
continue programs, initiatives, and di­
rectives in the interest and well-being 
of their fellow men, notwithstanding 
their age, color, creed, or religious es­
pousal. 

Assist those in great need, who 
suffer bodiiy from malnutrition and 
live in unhealthy and inhuman sur­
roundings of the world. 

Preserve, 0 Lord, the cornerstone of 
democracy and freedom that flour­
ishes in our Nation so that we may 
continue and remain the land of the 
free and the home of the brave, the 
torch and example of all peoples of 
the world. 

Let all people from the rising and 
dawning of the Sun cry aloud and 
praise Your holy and sublime name. 
We ask this in Your name. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIOENT. PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, September 26, 1989. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable HERBERT 
KoHL, a Senator from the State of Wiscon­
sin, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. KOHL thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The acting majority leader-is rec­
ognized. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal 
of the proceedings be approved to 
date. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, it is so or­
dered. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, this 

morning, following the time for the 
two leaders, there will be a period for 
morning business until 10:30 a.m., with 
Senators permitted to speak for up to 
5 minutes each. 

The Senate, Mr. President, will then 
resume consideration of the DOD ap­
propriations bill at 10:30 this morning, 
at which time there will be 2 hours of 
debate remaining on the Nunn amend­
ment, No. 844, the time to be equally 
divided with a vote occurring relative 
to that amendment at 2 p.m. today. 

The Senate will then recess upon 
completion of the debate on the Nunn 
amendment, reconvening at 2 p.m. 

Mr. President, the majority leader 
has asked me to state for the record-! 
hate to make this announcement, Mr. 
President-that he expects the Senate 
to be in very late tonight, with votes 
occurring throughout today's session 
and well into the evening. Senators are 
on notice of the likelihood of a long 
legislative day today. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time for 
the two leaders be reserved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, it is so or­
dered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the tranSac­
tion of morning business not to extend 
beyond the hour of 10:30 a.m., with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for not to exceed 5 minutes each. 

The Senator from Maine. 

FATHER CHRISAFIDEIS-RE-
SPECTED MEMBER OF THE 
LEWISTON-AUBURN COMMUNI­
TY 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, it is my 

pleasure to introduce this morning 
Father Chrisafideis, who is the pastor 
of the Greek Orthodox Church of the 
Holy Trinity in Lewiston, ME. 

Father Chrisafideis has served par­
ishes in Pittsburgh, Baltimore, and 
Marlboro, MA. He had the privilege of 
delivering the invocation at the home­
coming ceremony for Dwight Eisen­
hower at the completion of his Presi­
dency and more recently, he per­
formed the marriage of Maine's Gov­
ernor, John McKernan, to its senior 
Member of the House of Representa­
tives, 0L YMPIA SNOWE. 

Father Chrisafideis is a respected 
member of the Lewiston-Auburn com­
munity and an admired spiritual 
leader throughout our State. During 
his years in Maine, he has blessed 
many of us with his wise counsel, his 
warm friendship and his abundant 
generosity. 

I am honored today to welcome this 
distinguished guest to our Chamber. I 
am sure my colleagues will enjoy 
Father Chrisafideis' special invoca­
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Chair. 
<The remarks of Mr. GoRE pertain­

ing to the introduction of Senate Joint 
Resolution 206 are located in today's 
RECORD under "Statements on Intro­
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.") 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, yester­
day two things happened of impor­
tance to the American people that 
were perhaps little noted. The first 
and the far more important is that 
once again, as occurs day after day, 
more than 1,000 children were born 
addicted. These are the so-called crack 
babies, Mr. President, who experience 
child abuse through the umbilical cord 
and who, as a result, can look forward 
to a life of diminished capacities. They 
can look forward to mental retarda­
tion, physical deformity, susceptibility 
to emotional disability so severe that 
it prevents learning and normal 
human functioning. 

That happens day after day, Mr. 
President, because pregnant women 
abuse alcohol and abuse drugs and 
most typically, giving rise to the term 
"crack babies" in a way that is produc­
ing an incredible burden, an incalcula­
ble burden to taxpayers and a far 
more acute burden in terms of inno­
cent suffering to those innocent ad­
dicted infants. 

The other thing that happened yes­
terday, Mr. President, was that the 
House of Representatives voted 2 to 1 
to instruct conferees to accept the ver­
dict of the Senate at the time it comes 
to put behind us self-serving congres­
sional newsletters, which are all too 
often thinly veiled campaign literature 
sent at the taxpayers' expense, and to 
instead reallocate those tax dollars 
that we have spent on self-promotion 
to try to expand the treatment for 
those mothers who are in such need of 
rehabilitation in order to come clean 
and to avoid the kind of substance 
abuse that can mean a lifetime of 
misery to their children. 

The Senate voted 83 to 8 to divert 
that money that we had not already 
obligated in terms of what had been 
sent, and to take the unallocated and 
unobligated portion and redirect it 
into the rehabilitation and the treat­
ment of substance-abusing pregnant 
women. 

Mr. President, can there be any 
doubt in anyone's mind that it is more 
important to serve that need than to 
send self -serving congressional news­
letters? 

Evidently there is doubt in the 
minds of the House of Representa­
tives, doubt in the minds of the House 
conferees, who, in this morning's 
Washington Post, are quoted as being 
unable to accept two other conditions 
of the Senate's reform on the mailing 
of congressional newsletters. They do 
not want it known what the House 
spends. They do not want reporting by 
individual Members of how much tax 
money is being spent by each Member 
to send out these newsletters. 

We do that in the Senate. It is a 
matter of public record. It should be. 
The way to get rid of that problem, if 

the House finds it embarrassing, is to 
quit sending those newsletters and 
spend the money instead for some­
thing that will achieve real good. 

Mr. President, the other thing that 
they are unhappy about is that they 
do not want the post office to quit 
sending those newsletters even when 
the cost of doing so to the post office 
exceeds what Congress has allocated 
for that purpose to reimburse the post 
office. 

In other words, they want the public 
to go on footing the bill far beyond 
what we have appropriated for that 
purpose. 

Mr. President, there is no doubt how 
our taxpayers, citizens, and voters 
would feel. They would feel that this 
body, the Congress, elected by the citi­
zens to set and keep priorities in the 
spending of their tax money has decid­
ed that our first priority is ourselves, 
getting reelected with their . tax dol­
lars. And unhappily they would be 
right in that conclusion. 

They would have to conclude that 
because there is no other inference we 
think it is so terribly important to 
send out multicolored, multiphoto­
graphed newsletters that we are will­
ing to say, as indeed ·the chief of the · 
House conferees did, that the money is 
now allocated for the purpose of treat­
ing crack babies is sufficient. It is not 
sufficient. It is not remotely sufficient. 
It does not come close. 

We spend $4.5 million, which by 
these standards, congressional stand­
ards, is a paltry sum, and in compari­
son with the need it is supposed to ad­
dress it is grossly insufficient, and 
grossly inadequate. 

By contrast, the compromise agreed 
on by the conferees, stuffed down the 
throat of the Senate by the House 
conferees, was to allocate a total of 
about $80 million in the 1990 election 
year for the purpose of sending con­
gressional newsletters. 

Mr. President, that is a disgrace. 
Young people today, who do not re­
member Watergate and could not tell 
you what it is all about, young people 
to whom Vietnam means little or 
nothing, will read about this if it 
comes to their notice and decide that 
their first priority of Congress is con­
gressional avarice. 

Mr. President, I hope that Congress 
will give the public reason to think 
otherwise, but we have not to date. 
This is a disgrace. 

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

Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR]. 

SENATE RULES 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, last 

week on two separate appropriation 
bills, the managers of the legislation, 
the majority leader, and the minority 
leader stood on this floor begging and 

urging Members of the Senate to come 
and offer their amendments. 

On one particular bill, Mr. President, 
the manager begged his colleagues to 
come and offer amendments for over 3 
hours. 

Senator DANFORTH and myself, in 
August 1987, offered a change to the 
rules of the Senate ·which would have 
required bills to be amended by sec­
tion. Once this section was closed, it 
would have then been impossible, 
except by unanimous consent, to revis­
it that section. 

Mr. President, that was Senate Reso­
lution 277. Mr. President, yesterday 
Senator DANFORTH and myself resub­
mitted that particular resolution. I 
call the attention of my colleagues to 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at page 
Sl1767, where last session's Senate 
Resolution 277 is now Senate Resolu­
tion 184. 

Mr. President, there is no question. 
We have the finest group of men and 
women in the world in the Senate, all 
of them well-meaning people. But if I 
might observe as a layman about the 
rules, the process, the procedure, and 
the precedents-and certainly there is 
no greater layman than myself; I am 
not an authority, Mr. President, on 
the rules-in fact the whole process 
that we operate under, I would have to 
say that the theory or the philosophy 
underlying the Senate procedure 
might be summarized in one word: ac­
commodation, accommodation to indi­
vidual Members of the Senate without 
individual responsibility on the part of 
those Senators. 

Mr. President, yesterday I met with 
several people who are wise in the area 
of pa:diamentary procedure and the 
rules of the Senate. After discussions 
with these sage individuals, I am offer­
ing another approach to how we might 
make the operations of the Senate 
more efficient. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to look at Senate Resolution 184 
placed in the RECORD yesterday, sub­
mitted by the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. DANFORTH] and myself. This reso­
lution is simple. It does not address 
amending legislation by section. It 
does not affect germaneness which 
some Senators have questioned saying 
we have no right to restrict upon this 
privilege. 

This proposed rule change is so 
simple, and so direct. But I think it 
will cause discipline. Here is what it 
would do. 

A bill is laid down before the Senate. 
It becomes the pending business of the 
Senate. Both managers complete their 
opening statements relative to the 
pending legislative business. At the 
time both managers complete their 
opening statements, either the manag­
ers or the clerk would say the bill is 
now open for amendment. At that 
time the clerk or the Parliamentarian 
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would press a button on a clock and if 
no Senator came to this floor to offer 
his or her amendment to t hat particu­
lar bill within 15 minutes, t he clerk 
would automatically announce that 
the bil1 is up for third reading and 
final passage. It would automatically 
go to third reading and final passage. 

What would this do to the operation 
of the Senate? 

First, Senators would be here to 
offer their amendments. Second, the 
staffs of the Senators who want to 
offer amendments to particular pieces 
of legislation would have to keep their 
Senator informed as to the general 
timeframe when their amendment 
might be in order. Staffs would have 
to come here, consult with the manag­
ers and their staffs to see when their 
Senator might come to the floor and 
offer their amendment. However, if no 
one comes in that 15-minute window 
and time had run out, then the bill 
goes to third reading and final pas­
sage. 

Let us say I walk in that door after 
16 minutes, 1 minute after the 15 min­
utes had expired, do I get to offer my 
amendment? No. The bill will have 
moved to third reading. 

If I get there after 13 minutes and 
walk in that door, presumably during 
a quorum call, we would call off the 
quorum call, and I could offer the 
amendment. After we vote on an 
amendment and the manager gets up 
and says, "I move to reconsider," and 
the other manager says, "I move to lay 
that motion on the table," the clerk 
will then say, "The bill is open to fur­
ther amendments," and the 15-minute 
clock starts ticking. I think this would 
create some discipline in the Senate. 

We are getting ready to go into one 
of the greatest legislative gridlocks the 
U.S. Senate has ever seen-budget rec­
onciliation, a decision on Ollie North's 
pension, desecration of the American 
flag, capital gains, catastrophic health 
insurance, section 89, a continuing res­
olution, and extending the debt ceil­
ing. All of this is going to be done in a 
matter of a few short weeks, and cur­
rently there is absolutely no leverage 
to get a Senator to come over here in a 
disciplined fashion and offer an 
amendment. So what can we expect? 
We will see managers wasting more 
time sitting on this floor waiting, wait­
ing, and waiting. While a lot of people 
say this relates to the quality of life, I 
believe it has nothing to do with the 
quality of life. 

Mr. President, it is the quality of 
work, the work that this Senate must 
produce before we adjourn sine die, 
some time before Christmas. Mr. 
President, my proposal-and Senator 
DANFORTH and I Will be discussing this 
in the Rules Committee tomorrow­
would expire at the end of this session 
of this Congress. And then in January 
we can come back, and ask, did that 
change work or did it not work? Did it 

cause more problems than it attempt­
ed to solve? Do we need to go back to 
the old system, or can we move to this 
system and adopt this process of the 
15-minute tolling? 

Mr. President, I submit to you that 
this is a worthwhile change that I 
hope the Senate will look at during 
the next 2 or 3 days, because we are 
going to try to bring this to the floor 
and make a decision on this matter. 
We are getting ready to see if our 
fellow Senators are interested in 
change, interested in efficiency, or just 
want to continue talking about it. 

Mr. President, I thank the chair, and 
I yield the floor. 

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

Chair recognizes Senator DOLE. 
Mr. DOLE. Was the leader's time re­

served? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

leaders' time was reserved. 
Mr. DOLE. I yield 5 minutes to the 

Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE­
BAUM]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes Senator KASSEBAUM. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
certainly thank the Republican leader 
very much for yielding me some time. 

I would like to speak for just a 
moment in response to some com­
ments made by the majority leader 
last week on the floor, which I 
thought were extremely interesting, in 
that he addressed some important for­
eign policy issues. 

CRITICISM OF PRESIDENT 
BUSH'S SOVIET BLOC POLICY 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 

the majority leader's recent criticism 
of President Bush's policy toward the 
Soviet bloc has sparked a new round 
of debate on how the United States 
should respond to the dramatic 
changes taking place. It is an impor­
tant debate. Such a debate at this 
turning point in our postwar foreign 
policy is absolutely essential, and I am 
sure that I am joined by many of my 
colleagues in welcoming Senator 
MITCHELL'S review. 

One of the strongest tenets of our 
democratic system is that open debate 
is necessary for developing a foreign 
policy that will have broad-based sup­
port. As we have learned at both tri­
umphant and sad points in our histo­
ry, no foreign policy is ultimately suc­
cessful, unless its goals are clearly un­
derstood and widely supported by the 
American people. 

While I share Senator MITCHELL's 
enthusiasm for the changes taking 
place, I do not agree that the presi­
dent's policy has been timid, passive or 
ambivalent. On the contrary, I think 
he has thoughtfully confronted the 
dynamic foreign policy challenges 
before us. The President has present­
ed economic and arms control propos-

als which are tailored to manage the 
dynamic change in a stable, peaceful 
and prosperous direction. I believe the 
President has effectively demonstrat­
ed confident leadership here at home 
and abroad. 

No one can deny that the election of 
a non-Communist government in 
Poland, the opening of Hungary's bor­
ders and the reform efforts in the 
Soviet Union, are significant changes. 
They present important demands for 
the rethinking of our postwar foreign 
policy away from one of containment. 
But the pace of change in Europe and 
the Soviet Union in 1989 is very differ­
ent from the pace of change we faced 
in 1949. 

Forty years ago, the Soviet Union 
had emerged from World War II as a 
rival superpower with tight economic, 
political and military control over 
Eastern Europe. The threat was 
broadsweeping and our response was a 
wholesale containment policy. We fun­
neled massive financial support and 
military aid into Western Europe. The 
high priority we place on freedom and 
democracy in Europe is clearly evident 
in the defense appropriations bill that 
we will be debating later today. Over 
60 percent of that bill continues to be 
dedicated to the defense of Western 
Europe. 

Today, the pace of change in East­
ern Europe and the Soviet Union is 
much slower and not happening across 
the board. Poland and Hungary are 
outpacing reforms in countries such as 
East Germany for example. Conse­
quently, these changes demand not a 
wholesale response but a retail, or case 
by case, response. Formulating such a 
policy is much more difficult because 
unlike 40 years ago, the evolving 
change today does not lend itself to 
broadstroke solutions and slogans such 
as declaring a cold war. 

An important responsibility in fash­
ioning a foreign policy responsive to 
the changing dynamics in Europe, is to 
ensure that we do not raise false ex­
pectations either at home or abroad. A 
difficult task lies ahead before eco­
nomic prosperity and political freedom 
can ever be fully implemented in East­
ern Europe and the Soviet Union and 
its Republics. The challenge before us 
is to help encourage and manage this 
change without bloodshed and with­
out prematurely declaring the world 
safe for democracy. 

So far, I believe our response has 
been timely and tailored to encourage 
the concrete transformation of Europe 
away from the split of the cold war. 
Last May, President Bush unveiled 
new proposals for conventional force 
reduction in Europe which have given 
those arms talks an important boost. 
They have demonstrated to the Euro­
peans and the Soviets that we are will­
ing to move forward to shape a new 
world order. 
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On the economic front, there have 

been calls for a Marshall plan for 
Eastern Europe similar to the aid we 
provided Western Europe at the end 
of World War II. To proceed with a 
massive infusion of aid into Eastern 
Europe at this time would be a grave 
error. Unlike the Western Europe of 
the 1940's, we would not be infusing 
aid into economic systems based on 
free market principles. As we have 
seen just recently with the massive in­
fusion of food aid into Poland from 
around the world, we need to structure 
our aid carefully and coordinate with 
our allies so that it does not create 
bottlenecks and corruption. 

The purpose of our aid must be to 
encourage the economic and political 
reform which those economies badly 
need. It has become clear from our ex­
perience with our foreign aid program 
over the years, that simply throwing 
money at a problem does not solve it. 
It may actually make it worse. With 
our own resources diminishing and 
with the growth of other economic 
power centers, it is essential that our 
efforts in Eastern Europe be coordi­
nated, creative, and paced to the evo­
lution of reform. They must look at 
the broad range of options including 
debt relief, trade and aid. I believe this 
is precisely what President Bush is 
doing. 

I am also supportive of the Presi­
dent's policies toward the Soviet 
Union. The President has continued to 
build on the progress in the superpow­
er relationship begun under President 
Reagan, while also continuing to 
hammer away at the still unresolved 
problems. Over the past 9 months of 
the Bush administration, we have seen 
concrete progress not only in the con­
ventional arms talks but also on the 
tough issues which were blocking 
progress on START. 

I also believe that President Bush's 
offer yesterday to eliminate 80 percent 
of our chemical weapons stockpiles 
before the completion of the multina­
tion accord if the Soviets join us, will 
also enhance the chances of an agree­
ment on limiting this dreaded technol­
ogy. Furthermore, even before Presi­
dent Bush's first year is over, there 
has been an announcement of a super­
power summit. Mr. President, I would 
argue that we have not seen this type 
of positive movement in the United 
States-Soviet relationship during the 
first term of a new Presidency in many 
years, if ever. 

Mr. President, I believe that the 
challenges we face today, equal, if not 
exceed the challenges we faced after 
World War II. Dramatic changes are 
happening. What the future will hold 
is far less clear than it was in 1949 as 
the world was breaking into two hos­
tile blocs. But, it is also much more 
promising. As President Bush has 
stated, it is incumbent upon us to help 
steer Europe beyond containment. I 

believe we can only achieve this goal 
with thoughtful and tailored policies 
to specific challenges. This is precisely 
the policy I believe President Bush is 
following. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sena­

tor DoLE is recognized. 

CONFERENCE ON THE FISCAL 
YEAR 1990 LEGISLATIVE 
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS 
BILL 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am out­

raged at so-called compromise that 
emerged from the conference on the 
fiscal year 1990 legislative branch ap­
propriations bill yesterday. How can 
the conferees ignore an 83-to-8 Senate 
vote in favor of the Wilson amend­
ment, and a 245-to-137 House vote on a 
motion to instruct conferees to sup­
port the Wilson amendment? 

This agreement continues the ac­
counting gimmicks that hide the real 
cost of franked mail. A privilege that 
we all know is abused by incumbents 

Mr. President, it seems to me one 
way we might want to resolve this in­
directly. Since 245 House Members 
voted to instruct the conferees and I 
assume they all voted to instruct the 
conferees in good faith, perhaps they 
could abide by the Wilson amendment 
and the Senate could abide by the 
Wilson amendment and put enough 
pressure on the other 137 on the 
House side to produce some reform. So 
I would call on the 245 House Mem­
bers who voted to instruct the confer­
ees, to abide by the Wilson amend­
ment. 

It seems to me that this would be 
one way to set an example and to un­
derscore the commitment we made 
with this vote. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
names of those Members who voted in 
favor of the Wilson amendment be 
printed in the .RECORD at this point. 

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

YEAS-245 
in election years. Andrews, Applegate, Archer, Armey, 

The conference chairman claims AuCoin, Baker, Ballenger, Barnard, Bart­
that the reduction in the number of lett, Barton, Bateman, Bennett, Bereuter, 

Bevill, Bilbray, Bilirakis, Bliley, Boehlert, 
unsolicited franked mass mailings and Boggs Borski Bosco Brennan Broomfield 
the sign~ficant reduction i~ the money Browder, Bro'wn <CO), Bryant, Buechner: 
appropriated for congressiOnal franked Bunning, Callahan, Campbell <CA>. Chan­
mail is a real reform. I disagree. dler, Clarke, Clinger, Coble, Coleman <MO), 

Without three key reforms that are Combest, Condit, Conte, Costello, Coughlin, 
included in Senate Joint Resolution Cox, Coyne, Craig, Crane, Dannemeyer, 
98-introduced by the distinguished Darden, Derrick, DeWine, Dic~inson, Dicks, 
chairman of the Senate Rules Com- Dornan <CA>. Douglas, Dr~Ier, Dun~an, 

•tt d t · d · th S t Early, Eckart, Emerson, English, ErdreiCh, 
mi ee-an . con arne ~n e ena e- Evans, Fawell, Fields, Fish, Flippo, Frank, 
p~sed _version of the fisca~ ~ear 19.90 Frenzel, Gallegly, Gallo, Gekas, Geren, Gill­
legislative branch appropriatiOns bill, mor, Gilman, Gingrich, Glickman, Good­
these so-called reforms are nothing ling, Goss, Gradison, Grandy, Green, Gun­
more than empty gestures. derson, Hall <TX), Hammerschmidt, Han-

The first essential provision prevents cock, Hansen, H~tert, Hayes <LA>, Hefley, 
the U.S. Postal Service from absorbing Henr~. Herger, Hiler, Hoagland, Holloway, 
the cost of franked mail in excess of Hopkins, Houghton, Hunter, ~utto, Hyde, 

. . Inhofe, Ireland, James, Jenkins, Johnson 
t~e amount appropriated for ~ gr~e~ <CT), Johnson <SD), Jones <GA>, Jones 
fiscal year: Members abuse this PriVI- <NC>. Kasich, Kennedy, Kennelly, Kildee, 
lege, year m and year out, and no one Kolbe, Kyl, Lagomarsino, Lancaster, Laugh­
really knows how much the taxpayers lin, Leach <IA>. Lent, Lewis <CA>. Lewis 
spend on franked mail in a given year <FL>. Lightfoot, Livingston, Lloyd, Long, 
because of this loophole. Lowery <CA>. Lowey <NY>. Luken, Thomas, 

In the 1989 fiscal year, Congress ap- Lukens, Do.nald, Macht~ey, Madigan, Mar­
propriated $53 9 million for franked lenee, Martm <IL>. Martm <NY>. Mavroules, 

. · McCandless, McCollum, McCrery, McDade, 
mall, but that was not enough. The McDermott McMillan <NC> McMillen 
fiscal year 1990 appropriations bill ear- <MD>. McNulty, Meyers, Mi~hel, Miller 
marks $31.7 million to pay the U.S. <OH), Miller <WA>. Montgomery, Moorhead, 
Postal Service for franked mail Con- Morrison <WA), Murphy, Neal <MA>, Niel­
gress spent beyond that appropriation. son, Nowak, Olin, Oxley, Packard, Pallone, 
It is time we settled our accounts with Panetta, Parris, Pashayan, Patterson, 
the Postal Service and the American P~xon, Payne <VA>, Penn~. Petri, Picke~t. 
taxpayers on this issue. Pickle, Porter, Poshard, Price, Pursell, Qml-

. len, Rahall, Ravenel, Ray, Regula, Rhodes, 
. A se~ond reqmre~ent would estab- Ridge, Rinaldo, Ritter, Roberts, Robinson, 
lis~ disclosure req~Ire.~ents for the Rogers, Rohrabacher, Ros-Lehtinen, Ros­
mall costs of each mdiVIdual Senator tenkowski, Roth, Rowland <CT>, Rowland 
and Representative. Public disclosure <GA>. Sangmeister, Sarpalius, Saxton, 
is essential if we are serious about lim- Schaefer, Schiff, Schneider, Schroeder, 
iting the abuse of this privilege. Schuette, Schulze, Sharp, Shaw, Shays, 

And to make sure that this situation Shumway, Shuster, Sisisky, Skaggs, Skeen, 
does not resurface I support a require- Skelton, Slat~ery, Slaughte; <NY>. Slaugh-

• , ter <VA>. Smith <NE>, Smith <NJ), Smith 
me!l~ that would charge a Member s <TX>. Smith <VT>. Smith, Robert <NH>. 
offiCial office expense account for the Smith Robert <OR> Snowe Solomon 
costs of official mail in excess of his or Spenc~. Spratt, Stallings, Ste~rns. Sten: 
her individual allocation. holm, Tanner, Tauke, Thomas <CA>. 
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Thomas <GA>. Thomas <WY>. Traficant, 
Udall, Upton, Valentine, Vander Jagt, 
Vento, Volkmer, Vucanovich, Walker, 
Walsh, Watkins, Weber, Weldon, Whittaker, 
Wise, Wolf, Wyden, Wylie, Young <FL>. 

DRUG NEGOTIATIONS 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, for the 

past 1% weeks, 18 of our colleagues 
have been meeting for hours on end, 
well into several nights, in an effort to 
negotiate an acceptable level of spend­
ing on antidrug abuse programs, as 
well as determining a method to fi­
nance that spending and to explore a 
workable framework for the Senate to 
consider further legislation to combat 
illicit drug use in our Nation. 

I want to first state very clearly that 
these negotiations were undertaken 
following the initiative of President 
George Bush and his Drug Control Di­
rector Bill Bennett by the submission 
of the President's drug control strate­
gy. As I have stated previously, the 
President's strategy is sound, will be 
effective, and deserves bipartisan sup­
port. 

The President, Bill Bennett, OMB 
Director Dick Darman, Chief of Staff 
John Sununu, Defense Secretary Dick 
Cheney and others in the Cabinet in­
cluding Attorney General Dick Thorn­
burg and Treasury Secretary Nick 
Brady deserve our highest respect and 
admiration for the countless hours 
they spent in preparing the strategy 
as well as assisting with the successful 
negotiations here in the Senate. 

THE AGREEMENT 

The President called for increasing 
antidrug and crime activities by the 
Federal Government by $2.7 billion 
over last year's level, to a total of 
about $8.4 billion. The agreement adds 
another $410 million in outlays to the 
President's coordinated effort against 
drugs and crime. This additional in­
crease will be paid for by taking an 
across-the-board reduction in all dis­
cretionary domestic and international 
accounts by three-tenths of 1 percent. 
A further cut of thirteen-hundredths 
of 1 percent would also be charged to 
these accounts, with the appropria­
tions subcommittees given discretion 
to apply this further reduction as they 
best determine. 

An identical cut of point 3 and point 
13 would apply to defense accounts, 
for a total of forty-three hundredths 
of 1 percent. This would result in a 
transfer of $1,318 million from defense 
to the war on drugs, a significant re­
duction for defense and increase in 
anti-drug funding. 

Additionally, three matters con­
tained in the President's drug strategy 
would be offered to the Transporta­
tion appropriations bill-increased ac­
countability and data assimilation by 
treatment providers, requiring drug­
free school plans in all elementary, 
secondary, and higher education insti­
tutions as well as a waiver of two pro-

visions of current law to permit the 
Andean cocaine reduction initiative to 
go forward. 

While the negotiators were unable 
to agree that the final two requests of 
the President-a transfer of $136 mil­
lion to the Drug Control Director's 
Office for use primarily for high-in­
tensity drug areas and a requirement 
that all State and local arrestees, pris­
oners, and those on probation and 
parole be drug tested-the agreement 
contemplates a future drug bill for 
consideration of those and other anti­
drug amendments. I believe it is essen­
tial to, at the very least, provide the 
funding for high-intensity drug areas. 

Mr. President, the tentative agree­
ment also calls for consideration of 
the President's crime bill this year. We 
simply cannot adjourn for the year 
without addressing the fact that the 
drug problem in our country is also a 
crime problem, that violent crime in­
creases are directly attributable to 
drug activity, and that it's well past 
time to get tough on drug manufactur­
ers, traffickers, dealers, and users. We 
should also insist that the House also 
take action on the crime bill. We can 
offer no hope to those being terrorized 
by drug dealers and users, unless both 
Houses act on this overdue legislation. 
The Senate is funding the crime bill, 
it's now time to give police, prosecu­
tors and the courts the additional 
tools contained in the crime bill which 
do not require money. 

As I said, the agreement is tentative, 
several items remain to be worked out. 
These include timing for consideration 
of the drug bill and the crime bill, as 
well as determining what amendments 
will be offered to those measures. We 
should also come to some agreement 
on future supplemental appropria­
tions, so we do not experience similar 
"policy-on" amendments in later sup­
plementals. 

However, I remain hopeful that the 
majority leader and I can follow the 
lead of our negotiators in coming to an 
agreement. 

I would like to pay tribute to the Re­
publican negotiators-Senator MARK 
HATFIELD, who served as the Republi­
can chairman, Senators STROM THuR­
MOND, TED STEVENS, JOHN WARNER, 
PHIL GRAMM, WARREN RUDMAN, PETE 
DOMENICI, ORRIN HATCH, and AL 
D' AMATo along with their Democratic 
counterparts, led by Appropriations 
Committee Chairman ROBERT BYRD. 
They did a remarkable job on a very 
difficult and wide ranging set of issues 
which are of paramount importance to 
the American people. The Senate has 
been well served, but more important­
ly, so have the citizens of our country. 

A TRIBUTE TO WILBUR WALKER 
BY HOWARD H. BAKER, JR. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to ask unanimous consent that 

a statement prepared by our distin­
guished former majority leader, 
Howard H. Baker, Jr., be printed in 
the RECORD concerning the passing of 
Wilbur Lee Walker. Forty years of 
service to the U.S. Senate, with an un­
blemished record, is indeed worthy of 
high commendation. I, too, wish to 
extend my sympathy to his wife, 
Edwina, and to his sons Wilbur and 
Welford. 

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

A TRIBUTE TO WILBUR WALKER 

<By Howard H. Baker, Jr.> 
A good man has died, and attention must 

be paid. 
Wilbur Walker was a long-time employee 

of the Senate who drove important people 
around Washington, heard forty years 
worth of state secrets and grade-A gossip, 
and never considered betraying a confi­
dence. 

Such a man is remarkable in our time, and 
so are the other qualities which distin­
guished Wilbur Walker; a steady depend­
ability, a devotion to duty, a mastery of his 
profession, and a personal modesty almost 
unknown in this city today. 

Wilbur Walker was helping make Wash­
ington work when even retired politicians 
like me were very young men and women in 
the far corners of America. 

When Senator Alben Barkley of Kentucky 
was leader of the Senate in 1947, just before 
becoming Harry Truman's vice president, 
Wilbur Walker was his driver. 

When "Mr. Republican," Robert Taft, Sr., 
of Ohio, made what can only be described as 
a royal progress around the nation's capital, 
Wilbur Walker was his fine coachman. 

On the day William Knowland of Califor­
nia left office as Republican Majority 
Leader of the Senate in 1955, Wilbur 
Walker drove him home. When I became 
the next Republican Leader of the Senate­
twenty-six later-Wilbur Walker drove me 
to work. 

And in the intervening years, he squired 
the likes of Everett Dirksen of Illinois and 
Bob Griffin of Michigan around the capital 
city and into the amials of history. 

Wilbur Walker left the Senate on the 
same day I did, after serving the institution 
nearly twice as long as I did. He became an 
institution himself, and with his passing, we 
have lost an important link with our own 
past-not only the political past, but an era 
in which courtliness, which Wilbur Walker 
raised to a fine art, was the most cherished 
of personal characteristics. 

I extend my deepest sympathy to his won­
derful wife Edwina, to his sons Wilbur and 
Welford, and their families. Their loss is 
truly the nation's loss, but we are thankful, 
as they surely are, for the 72 years of 
Wilbur Lee Walker. 

TERRY ANDERSON'S 1,655TH 
DAY OF CAPTIVITY 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
rise once again to remind my col­
leagues that today is the 1,655th day 
that Terry Anderson has been held in 
captivity in Beirut. 

Charles Glass, a journalist who 
became a hostage in Lebanon in June 
of 1987, had written an editorial for 
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the Spectator earlier that year. This 
editorial, later reprinted in the Los 
Angeles Times, discussed the hostage 
situation and particularly Terry 
Waite's predicament. I ask unanimous 
consent that this editorial be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Los Angeles Times, June 19, 
1987] 

HOSTAGES AND KIDNAPERS ARE PAWNS-THE 
REAL GAME Is THE GREAT STRUGGLE BE­
TWEEN U.S. AND IRAN 

(By Charles Glass> 
<Charles Glass became the 9th American 

being held hostage in Lebanon when he was 
kidnaped Wednesday in Beirut along with 
Ali Osseiran, son of Lebanon's defense min­
ister. A veteran Middle East journalist now 
on leave from ABC News to write a book, 
Glass became familiar to tens of millions of 
television viewers when he covered the 
June, 1985, hijacking of a TWA airliner held 
at Beirut airport. It was Glass who inter­
viewed the TWA crew while a Shia gunman 
put a pistol to the pilot's head. This article 
is adapted from a piece that appeared in a 
British publication, The Spectator, in Feb­
ruary.) 

A day may come when the full story of 
the hostage affair in Lebanon will be told. 
Historians will dispute the events that led to 
the release of some hostages and, possibly, 
the kidnaping of others. When the day for 
dispassionate reflection comes, the most 
poignant aspect to the tale can only be that 
Terry Waite and his fellow hostages will be 
remembered as minor players in a dramatic 
struggle between two nations, Iran and the 
United States. The two countries are united 
at this moment in history by their mutual 
dependence in political and strategic terms 
and their mutual hostility for domestic 
propaganda reasons. Between them, as 
pawns in a game of chess whose rules pro­
hibit checkmate, stand not only the foreign 
hostages but the Lebanese kidnapers as 
well. 

Since the autumn of 1984, the focus of at­
tention has been on Terry Waite, a good 
man who began to play his role as Hostage 
mediator on behalf of the Archbishop of 
Canterbury before most of those now being 
held had been kidnaped. Waite revealed 
himself at a press conference at the Inter­
Church Center in New York on Sept. 24, 
1984, 10 days after the release of the Rev. 
Benjamin Weir in Muslim West Beirut. It 
was Weir's American Presbyterian Church 
that had called on Waite's good offices, al­
ready amply demonstrated by the release of 
British nationals held in Iran in 1981. 

"When Mr. Weir was released several days 
ago," Waite told reporters, "it was decided 
to go public in the hope that a new break­
through might be experienced in the situa­
tion." Waite revealed that he had "estab­
lished through an intermediary a contact 
with the captors in Beirut and <I> have been 
in communication with them on a regular 
basis for the past six months." He then ap­
pealed to Islamic Jihad <Islamic Holy War), 
a fundamentalist pro-Iranian group that 
had held Weir and was still holding three 
other Americans: "I asked them to let me 
meet with them face-to-face and hear clear­
ly their requests for myself." 

This call to the kidnapers was the begin­
ning of the road to, as now seems certain, 
his own detention. The public demand of Is-

Iamie Jihad was for the release of 17 men 
convicted of complicity in the December, 
1983, suicide truck bombing of the American 
and French embassies in Kuwait, in which 
five people died. Two Iraqis and a Lebanese 
had been sentenced to death, while the 
other 14 received sentences ranging from 
five years to life. Neither the United States, 
which had suffered great loss of life 
through earlier bombings of the American 
Embassy and Marine headquarters in 
Beirut, nor Kuwait was willing to consider 
freeing convicted murderers. 

It was at this time, according to Robert C. 
McFarlane, then President Reagan's nation­
al-security adviser, that Israel approached 
the United States with the idea of selling 
arms to Iran. According to McFarlane, 
Reagan came to share the Israeli view "that 
we try, over time, to move away from hostil­
ity with Iran and back toward some condi­
tion of normalcy, if we could find anybody 
that was normal." 

While the United States began to deal 
with Iran, Waite, who in his earlier negotia­
tions had never entered Lebanon, flew to 
Beirut on Nov. 13, 1985. There were several 
journalists, including myself, on the plane 
with him. He told us that the Druze <a se­
cretive, independent and militant Muslim 
sect> would protect him, and their militia 
were at the airport on Beirut's southern 
edge when we landed. 

Typically, all was confusion when Waite 
arrived, a harbinger for much that was to 
follow. Militiamen belonging to the Shia 
Amal <a sometime Druze ally known for 
their anti-Palestinian fervor) picked him up 
and drove him away, much to the fury of 
the Druze. I learned the next morning that 
Amal had moved him to the Bristol Hotel 
but then the Druze found him during the 
night and took him, much to the fury of the 
Amal, to the vacant apartment of one of the 
hostages whose freedom he was seeking, 
Terry Anderson. 

Within a short time, Waite appeared to 
make contact with the kidnapers. Later he 
told journalists at the Commodore Hotel. 
"They are taking a risk in meeting me, just 
as I am taking a risk in meeting them. 
That's why I say, please, everyone, give me 
a chance to do that. A wrong move and 
people could lose their lives, including 
myself." 

<Between December, 1985, and September, 
1986, while the U.S.-Israeli initiative toward 
Iran was proceeding, Waite did not return 
to Beirut. On Nov. 2, 1986, another Ameri­
can hostage, David Jacobsen, was released, 
and immediately thereafter what has 
become known as the Iran-contra affair 
began to unravel.) 

Waite refused to abandon what was from 
the beginning a humanitarian effort to set 
innocent men free. He planned to travel to 
Beirut to be with the hostages at Christmas, 
but Druze leader Walid Jumblatt, who 
would guarantee his security, was out of 
Lebanon. When he returned, Waite ar­
ranged to make his first trip to West Beirut 
<"a place that gives anarchy a bad name") 
in more than a year, arriving on Jan. 12, 
1987. For a week Waite held public meetings 
with individual Sunni and Shia Muslim poli­
ticians and occasional press conferences. He 
looked as optimistic and confident as ever, 
strolling with his Druze bodyguards along 
the corniche in front of the Riveria Hotel, 
where he was staying. He revealed that he'd 
had two short meetings with his "secret 
contacts," presumably the captors or their 
representatives. Then, at 7:30 on the 
evening of Jan. 20, he set out for more 

secret meetings, asking his Druze security 
men, as always, to leave him while he met 
with Islamic Jihad. 

Meanwhile, the pace of kidnaping foreign­
ers escalated, with Americans, West Ger­
mans and Saudis being dropped down with 
David Hirst, the Manchester Guardian cor­
respondent who narrowly avoided the same 
fate, called "that black hole." Rumors flour­
ished that Waite had been kidnaped, that 
he was held in the Bekaa Valley, that he 
was imprisoned in the Shia slums of south­
ern Beirut. A senior PLO official, Abu Iyad, 
told reporters in Tunis that Waite had deliv­
ered $2 million for the release of David Ja­
cobsen. A diplomat warned me, "If Waite's 
negotiating for anyone at this stage, its 
probably for himself." 

No one knows where it will all lead, any 
more than we know for certain where Terry 
Waite and all the hostages he had hoped to 
set free are. What we do know is that the 
whole affair has been badly handled and 
that the countries whose nationals are held 
in Lebanon-the United States, France, 
Italy, West Germany-have all busily en­
gaged in pursuing secret, separate arrange­
ments with kidnapers who now have every 
reason to want to go on kidnaping. 

CRISIS LOOMS IN SCIENCE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, be­

cause of my continuing interest in sci­
ence and engineering education, I ask 
unanimous consent that this pertinent 
article be inserted in the REcORD. It 
addresses not only issues of the teach­
ing of science and math in the class­
room but also the increasing involve­
ment of private industry in the educa­
tion arena. Furthermore, it sounds a 
well balanced warning, regarding a 
crisis in science education which will 
effect our country's future competi­
tiveness in the global marketplace. 

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

[From Time magazine, Sept. 11, 1989] 
A CRISIS LooMs IN SciENCE 

<By Susan Tifft> 
Moon landings. The computer chip. Ge­

netic engineering. The artificial heart. The 
achievements of American scientists are 
known and admired throughout the world. 
But whether American supremacy in re­
search and technology will continue into 
the 21st century is far from certain. Thirty­
two years after the Soviets launched Sput­
nik, setting off a frantic race to produce 
more and better U.S. physicists, chemists, 
mathematicians, aeronautical engineers and 
medical researchers, the scientific pipeline 
is drying up. The reason for this crisis: 
American science education is a shambles. 
Items: 

In an Educational Testing Service study 
of five countries and four Canadian prov­
inces, American 13-year-olds ranked last in 
math and nearly last in science. 

In a survey of 17 countries published last 
year by the International Association for 
the Evaluation of Educational Achievement, 
U.S. ninth-graders tied with Singapore and 
Thailand for 14th place in science. 

In 1988 fewer than 1% of college freshmen 
said they intended to major in math, com­
pared with 4% two decades ago. Physics and 
chemistry concentrators fell from 3% to 
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1.5%; 1 out of 3 Ph.D.s awarded in the natu­
ral sciences and engineering last year went 
to foreigners, compared with 1 in 4 a decade 
ago. 

Beyond these grim statistics lurks a web 
of equally disquieting trends: the imminent 
retirement of aging scientists, a shortage of 
new students because of the "baby bust," 
the homeward migration of many U.S.-edu­
cated foreigners and the burgeoning num­
bers of minorities and college-educated 
women-two groups that have generally 
shown less interest in science than white 
males. The result could be a critical short­
fall of American scientists and mathemati­
cians as the world becomes more reliant on 
technology. By the year 2000, the U.S. will 
need between 450,000 and 750,000 more 
chemists, biologists, physicists and engi­
neers than it expected to produce. 

The science deficit threatens America's 
prosperity and possibly even its national se­
curity. Economically, the nation will be 
unable to compete with rising technological 
giants like Japan, South Korea and West 
Germany. "After the war and Sputnik, we 
were the pre-eminent economic power in the 
world," says John Fowler, executive director 
of the Triangle Coalition for Science and 
Technology Education. "We aren't any 
longer." The U.S. may also be in grave 

· danger if its scientists cannot match those 
of the Communist world in developing ad­
vanced weaponry and intelligence-gathering 
devices. 

How did America-birthplace of Thomas 
Edison, the Wright brothers, Jonas Salk and 
Sally Ride-come to such a pass? One 
reason is lack of consistent financial support 
for science education. After Sputnik, fund­
ing for the National Science Foundation, 
the leading federal sponsor of scientific re­
search, shot up from $18 million to $130 mil­
lion in 1968. By 1982 financing for NSF's 
education division had plummeted to zero, 
and Congress had to fight to revive it over 
the protests of the Reagan Administration. 

Even now, federal support for the NSF 
has yet to match the level of the go-go '60s 
when measured in constant dollars. For 
fiscal 1990 the NSF is expected to get $210 
million, of which $147 million will go for sci­
ence and engineering education from kin­
dergarten through high school. The amount 
does not begin to approach the magnitude 
of the problem. "We are devoting less than 
half the resources today to precollege edu­
cational support that we did at the post­
Sputnik peak," says Bassam Shakhashiri, 
he NSF's assistant director for science edu­
cation. "Yet the crisis is fully as great, if not 
greater." 

Some experts-through probably a minor­
ity-argue that funding is not the critical 
problem. "Much of the needed investment 
has already been made," says U.S. Secretary 
of Energy James D. Watkins, one of the 
most active education advocates in the Bush 
Administration. "We have the technology. 
We have the teachers, and we have the or­
ganizations that know what works." 

Fickle funding, to be sure, is only one 
reason why U.S. scientists are becoming a 
scarce commodity. Telegenic Carl Sagan 
aside, the image of scientists today is less 
lustrous than it was in the '50s and '60s, 
when men and women in lab coats were seen 
as national heroes helping the U.S. beat the 
Soviets to the moon. In the money-mad, me­
first '80s, the country's best and brightest 
aspire to be bankers and lawyers, not chem­
ists or rocket designers. 

Elementary and secondary schools reflect 
these trends. In inner cities and rural areas, 

dilapidated or out-of-date equipment is the 
norm. Last year, for example, chemistry stu­
dents in Chicago's DuSable High School 
had to make do with a 1962 periodic table 
that contained only 103 elements, although 
six more had been discovered in the inter­
vening 26 years. 

Capable science teachers are also difficult 
to find, in part because public school sala­
ries are no match for the incomes to be 
made at Monsanto, Procter & Gamble, and 
Exxon. As a result, the men and women who 
do choose the classroom over the corporate 
lab are often poor role models for potential 
young scientists. According to the landmark 
1983 study A Nation at Risk, half of the 
country's newly employed math and science 
teachers are not qualified to teach their 
subjects. 

Many worried educators and business ex­
ecutives have concluded that America's 
shrinking scientific capital is too important 
a problem to be left to state legislatures and 
local communities. "In most other countries, 
this is a national issue and dealt with at a 
national level," says Bryn Mawr physics 
professor Peter Beckmann. 

The American Association for the Ad­
vancement of Science agrees. In 1985 it 
launched Project 2061, named for the year 
that Halley's Comet will next come close to 
the earth, and assigned it the task of design­
ing models for a national science curricu­
lum. With the help of working scientists 
and 150 teachers, principals and curriculum 
specialists in six locations across the coun­
try, the A.A.A.S. and other scientific organi­
zations hope to develop an approach that 
will blur the boundaries between traditional 
subjects such as geography and math. 

A basic premise of this campaign is that 
schools could teach science better if they 
emphasized concepts rather than rote 
memory. Today most children are subjected 
to unimaginative, mind-numbing approach­
es that cause them to decide by the fourth 
grade that science is not for them. "It's one 
of the earliest decisions they make in 
school," says Michael Minch, a chemistry 
professor at the University of the Pacific. 

In the absence of adequate federal fund­
ing or a national curriculum, private indus­
try has been working with educators and 
scientists to boost the level of teaching. 
Companies have become increasingly 
alarmed at the number of workers, many of 
them high school graduates, who are unable 
even to add or subtract. "I have kids in 
ninth grade who can't read a ruler," says 
Rick Ivik, a middle and high school teacher 
in McFarland, Wis. 

Across the country, private businesses are 
involved in some 100 projects to improve the 
level of science and math instruction. In 
Pennsylvania, the Phladelphia Renaissance 
in Science and Mathematics program, sup­
ported by firms such as ARCO Chemical Co. 
and SmithKline Beckman Corp., provides 
elementary school teachers with prepack­
aged science kits-small bags of familiar 
items, like a flashlight and a ball-to dem­
onstrate heat, gravity and other concepts. 
Such hands-on experiences whet young­
sters' appetites for learning. "Kids have a 
lot of natural curiosity," says Denis Doyle, a 
senior fellow at the Hudson Institute. "But 
somehow it gets squelched. That's a failure 
of instruction." 

For women and minorities, the failure has 
been acute. Although female science majors 
represent 15% of undergraduates on U.S. 
college campuses, women constitute only 
11% of all employed scientists and engi­
neers. Minorities, especially blacks and His-

panics, are less visible. In 1987 blacks earned 
only 2.6% of the bachelor of science degrees 
awarded in the U.S. and 1.8% of the science 
and engineering doctorates; Hispanics 
earned 2% and 1%, respectively. With white 
males expected to become a minority of the 
work force by the turn of the century, more 
women and minorities must be persuaded to 
enter these fields if the nation is to sharpen 
its competitive edge. 

Too often, however, women are discour­
aged from pursuing math and science before 
they even dissect their first frog. Many 
teachers and parents tell them, in ways 
subtle or direct, that they simply "can't do" 
physics or calculus. Women's colleges offer 
a striking exception to this trend. Nearly 
27% of the undergraduates at Smith and 
30% of those at Bryn Mawr major in sci­
ence, compared with Dartmouth, where 
only 14.2% of the women elect to concen­
trate in the field. Some coed schools, howev­
er, are actively grooming female scientists. 
More than 35% of M.I.T.'s freshmen class is 
now female; at Cal-Tech the figure is 30%. 

Minorities, like women, are handicapped 
by low expectations. But they also suffer 
from declining federal student aid, a scarci­
ty of minority faculty and inadequate aca­
demic preparation. In Houston, where 82% 
of the public-school students are black or 
Hispanic, Baylor College of Medicine has 
worked hard to bolster early science instruc­
tion. The school now offers 16 science pro­
grams for teachers and students. It also 
helps operate the country's first compre­
hensive high school for health profession­
als. 

Baylor's programs, and hundreds like 
them around the country, give some modi­
cum of hope to those who fear for the na­
tion's scientific competitiveness. But there 
are other reasons for cautious optimism. 
Since 1980, 42 states have toughened math 
requirements for high school graduation, 
and 36 states have raised science require­
ments. At least twelve states have estab­
lished special science and math schools for 
gifted students. 

Washington too seems to be getting the 
message. Earlier this year lawmakers in the 
House and Senate introduced resolutions 
calling for a high priority to be placed on 
science and math education. Later this 
month President Bush will convene an "edu­
cation summit," intended to open a national 
dialogue on ways to improve education. Sci­
ence instruction is sure to be a major topic 
of discussion. 

However, such tokens of high-level con­
cern will mean little unless they are backed 
up with concrete programs and hard cash. If 
decisions are not made soon to replenish the 
country's scientific stock, America may one 
day find that it is a caboose being pulled 
behind an international economy led by 
such countries as Japan and West Germany. 
"Science and math are the substance of this 
age, just as exploration and warfare were 
the substance of other ages," says William 
Baker, former chairman of AT&T Bell Tele­
phone Laboratories. "Science is the way to 
prepare Americans for the 21st century.'' 

DEATH OF MRS. TESS 
ALEXANDER 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
Mrs. Theresa <Tess> Alexander, the 
founder of the Society of Military 
Widows, was the epitome of the mili­
tary widow. Her husband, Lt. Cmdr. 
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Hugh Alexander, died December 7, 
1941, aboard the U.S.S. Oklahoma at 
Pearl Harbor. Mrs. Alexander passed 
away on March 23, 1989, at her home 
in California. 

Mrs. Alexander was a champion in 
behalf of military widows for more 
than 40 years. She led the way to help 
forgotten widows through her tireless 
and relentless efforts to provide a 
nominal annuity for widows, whose 
husbands had 20 to 40 years of service, 
but who died before there was a rea­
sonable survivor benefit plan [SBPJ 
for widows. 

After her husband's death, Mrs. Al­
exander received a $38 monthly pen­
sion for herself and an additional $10 
monthly payment for her 7-year-old 
daughter, Gloria. To make ends meet, 
Mrs. Alexander took a job with the 
Federal civil service. She was struck by 
the gross and inequitable difference 
between civil service survivor benefits 
and the military service benefits. 

In 1948, she began her efforts to im­
prove the plight of military widows 
across America. Mrs. Alexander was 
the first president of the Society of 
Military Widows, created in 1968. The 
group has grown from the original 32 
charter members to 6,154 members 
today. 

Mr. President, with the help of 
Francis Nelson, Theresa Alexander pe­
titioned Representative Clinton 
McKinnon of the House of Represent­
atives to introduce a bill in Congress 
that would base a military widow's 
pension on the spouse's pay grade. Al­
though Congress never took action on 
this particular bill, a Select Committee 
on Survivor Benefits was formed in 
1954, headed by Congressman Porter 
Hardy, a Representative from Virgin­
ia. 

Two years later in 1956, President 
Eisenhower signed into law the De­
pendency and Indemnity Compensa­
tion [DICJ Act to provide a nominal 
annuity for widows whose husbands 
died on active duty, or as a result of a 
service-connected disability. This first 
official act increased a survivor's DIC 
benefits to $112 a month, plus 12 per­
cent of the husband's pay. In addition, 
a War Orphans' Educational Assist­
ance Act was created through contri­
butions to Social Security. Mrs. Alex­
ander played an important role in this 
successful effort, including her testi­
mony before the House Armed Serv­
ices Committee. 

In the years that followed, Mrs. Al­
exander worked continuously to help 
those widows known as forgotten­
widows to receive a small SBP annu­
ity. Mrs. Alexander brought this prob­
lem to my attention over 10 years ago. 
My legislative efforts the past 10 years 
to help achieve Mrs. Alexander's goal 
have not yet been totally successful. I 
believe it is appropriate that we pay 
tribute to her compassion and tenaci­
ty. 

Mr. President, we are grateful for 
her insight and contribution to the So­
ciety of Military Widows and to all 
military widows. I urge my distin­
guished colleagues to help carry on 
the legacy she left for us in behalf of 
our forgotten widows. 

TRIBUTE TO CHALLENGER 
SCHOOL 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the Challenger 
schools which will be dedicated in 
Huntsville, AL, on October 1, 1989. 
Both Challenger Elementary and 
Challenger Middle School opened at 
the start of this school year and offer 
state-of-the-art facilities for this rapid­
ly growing part of southeast Hunts­
ville. 

As most of you know, the NASA fa­
cilities at the Marshall Space Flight 
Center have placed Huntsville on the 
cutting edge of our space program. 
The entire community has a great 
amount of pride in the many accom­
plishments which have come through 
Huntsville's involvement in the space 
program. People from the community 
had an opportunity to submit sugges­
tions for naming the school and many 
suggested the name Challenger. It was 
this pride combined with the Hunts­
ville Board of Education's desire to 
honor the seven astronauts who died 
in the space shuttle disaster on Janu­
ary 28, 1986, that led them to name 
the schools after the Challenger. 

The Challenger schools follow the 
precedent set by the naming of Chaf­
fee Elementary School, Ed White 
Middle School, and Grissom High 
School. I am confident that the Chal­
lenger schools will live up to the 
standards set by these outstanding 
schools. 

The Challenger school will relieve 
the burden from the Mountain Gap 
and Farley Elementary schools and 
the Mountain Gap Middle School. The 
230,000 square-foot school has ample 
space for the 350 middle students and 
630 elementary students. It was de­
signed with room to teach about 700 
middle school students and about 900 
elementary students. 

This spacious school offers many 
amenities including computer rooms, 
two computerized libraries, an audio­
visual room seating 250, and two gym­
nasiums. 

Mr. President, the students at the 
school have already had the opportu­
nity to shape the school's image. This 
past summer, students who would be 
attending the new school submitted 
suggestions for the school mascot and 
colors. The two principals, Mr. John 
Calvarese for the middle school and 
Mrs. Ellen Marks for the elementary 
school, selected from these suggestions 
the eagle as mascot and the school 
colors-red, white, blue, and silver. 

I am confident that Mr. Calvarese 
and Mrs. Marks will provide these 
schools with the leadership that will 
enable these schools to produce well­
educated children far into the 21st 
century. One day this school may well 
produce an astronaut to carry on our 
exploration of space and the many op­
portunities it offers. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Morning business is closed. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1990 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­
pore. The Senate will now resume con­
sideration of the pending business, 
H.R. 3072, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <H.R. 3072> making appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1990, and for 
other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 

Pending: 
<1> Inouye amendment No. 825, to provide 

funds for conventional force improvements; 
and 

(2) Nunn amendment No. 844 <to commit­
tee amendment on page 18, beginning on 
line 10), to strike certain restrictions on the 
obligation of funds from the Defense Clo­
sure Account. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, am I 
correct there are 2 hours of debate set 
aside? 

AMENDMENT NO. 844 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Under the previous order, there 
will be 2 hours of debate equally divid­
ed and controlled on Nunn amend­
ment 844, with the vote to occur in re­
lation thereto at 2 p.m. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, may I 
yield myself 3 minutes? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, it is so or­
dered. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, as we 
begin in earnest our debate and con­
sideration of the fiscal year 1990 De­
fense appropriations bill, I take this 
time to recognize the staff member sit­
ting on my left, Mr. Richard L. Col­
lins. Mr. Collins is the staff director 
for the Subcommittee on Defense, and 
he has put in tireless hours working 
on this bill and the committee report, 
and in assisting with our committee's 
31 hearings this year. 

Mr. Collins has been a trusted assist­
ant at my side for many years, having 
joined the Appropriations Committee 
staff in 1974. Prior to taking over the 
Defense Subcommittee, he served as 
my staff director for the Appropria-



21600 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 26, 1989 
tions Subcommittee on Foreign Oper­
ations. 

Richard Collins earned his position 
as staff director of this subcommittee 
through hard work-and through a 
long association with national security 
programs and the Department of De­
fense. He was born in Connecticut, 
nearby the U.S. naval submarine base. 
He worked in the shipyard there. He 
served in the Army in Germany. 

Richard Collins is an example of the 
positive impact that our Defense edu­
cation programs can have on our sol­
diers. He completed his high school 
education while serving in the Army. 
After leaving the Army, Richard went 
on to become a Phi Beta Kappa gradu­
ate of the University of Connecticut, 
once again with Army assistance, and 
then he completed extensive course 
work at the Johns Hopkins University 
School of International Studies. 

Through our years on Foreign Oper­
ations, I have come to know Richard 
Collins as a dedicated professional 
who truly cares about people. Accord­
ingly, he spends a lot of time viewing 
first hand the implementation of the 
programs we discuss in committee and 
here in the Senate. It was common to 
find Richard at a refugee camp on the 
Cambodian border investigating medi­
cal and educational assistance to Cam­
bodian and Vietnamese children. Or to 
find him in the remote provinces of 
the Philippines discussing economic 
development with community leaders. 

Now that he is working with the De­
fense Subcommittee, I have noticed 
this same attention to people pro­
grams. Mr. Collins can be found shar­
ing lunch with the troops at the Fulda 
gap or visiting a B-52 maintenance 
crew at Minot, ND, in January. 

I also think it is appropriate to rec­
ognize his lovely wife, Sheridan, and 
his two daughters, Elizabeth and 
Julia. It takes a very special family to 
understand the long hours and late 
nights that are required in the Senate. 

The executive branch has many pro­
grams to recognize excellent perform­
ance. Unfortunately, we in the Senate 
do not. Since today is Richard Collins' 
birthday-and I have been asked not 
to mention his age-l thought it ap­
propriate to recognize his outstanding 
contributions to the Senate, the Com­
mittee on Appropriations, to the Sub­
committee on Defense Appropriations, 
and to me personally. 

Mr. President, I have been asked to 
yield 15 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague and friend, the distin­
guished senior Senator from Hawaii, 
for yielding me time on this amend­
ment concerning base closures in the 
Department of Defense appropriation 
bill. I thank my friend from Hawaii 
and the members of the Appropria­
tions Committee for recognizing that 
mistakes can be made in the Govern-

ment and that when a mistake is made 
you ought not to persist in the mis­
take. You ought to try to correct your 
errors. 

Mr. President, what is being done in 
the Department of Defense appropria­
tion bill is that the members of the 
Appropriations Committee, some of 
the finest and most senior Members of 
this Senate, are saying let us look at 
some mistakes that were made in the 
base closure report concerning 86 
bases in the country to see whether 
mistakes and errors clearly made 
ought to be rectified. 

This Senator led the fight against 
the Base Closing Commission. I made 
a major speech on the floor of the 
Senate against it. I fought it in the 
committee. I fought it in the confer­
ence. I said then that faceless, name­
less members of a commission would 
be dealt this authority that ought to 
be exercised by the Congress and I 
said, beyond that, when we look at do­
mestic bases we ought to also close 
some foreign bases that cost the tax­
payers of America $30 billion last year. 

As we stand here now, Mr. President, 
talking about correcting errors impact­
ing upon domestic bases in this coun­
try, this Senator receives long-distance 
telephone calls from all over the world 
every day to try to build a new base at 
Crotone, Italy, that would cost the 
American taxpayers billions of dollars. 

So while we are talking about closing 
domestic bases, people in this adminis­
tration, many of them still, are com­
mitted to expanding the expenditure 
of American taxpayers' hard-earned 
dollars for foreign bases. 

As a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, I attended all five hear­
ings on the results of the Base Closure 
Commission's efforts-two in the full 
committee, three that I chaired, Mr. 
President, in my Subcommittee on 
Readiness, Sustainability and Support. 
We spent a month trying to take the 
classified top secret label off of what 
that Base Commission had done so 
that the American public could at 
least know what happened. We finally 
were successful in that. Incidentally, 
there was considerable opposition to 
that. And when we were ultimately 
able to look at the report, the report 
made it clear that a great many errors 
had taken place. 

Mr. President, the evidence is 
beyond contradiction that Chanute 
Air Force Base at Rantoul, IL, which 
was ranked fifth among Air Force 
technical training bases, should have 
been second, at the worst third. The 
evidence is beyond dispute that Fort 
Dix in New Jersey, ranked seventh, 
should have been not seventh, not 
sixth, not fifth, not fourth, not third, 
not second; it should have been first. 

Now, why would the Government 
insist on embracing those errors? 
Some say that if you do something 
here, you unravel the whole thing. Mr. 

President, by correcting mistakes and 
errors you do not unravel a conscien­
tious result. 

Of the 86 bases intended for closure, 
a case can be made concerning 4 or 5. 
Should not the Government do the 
right thing as all of us as individuals 
are expected to do the right thing? 

Do you realize that there is language 
in that report where the staff are talk­
ing with one of the Commission mem­
bers and the Commission member says 
to staff, "Chanute does not meet the 
criteria for closing" and one of the 
staff then says, "we will alter the 
arrays.'' That is political language for 
saying, we will cook the numbers. And 
they cooked· the numbers. 

Mr. President, it is beyond dispute 
that bases will be closed, if we persist, 
out of human error or out of inten­
tional distortion of the record. 

Mr. President, while I receive calls as 
the chairman of a subcommittee­
right now in conference, as I am talk­
ing here, my friend, the Senator from 
Colorado, TIM WIRTH, is chairing the 
subcommittee I chair in the confer­
ence with the House where one of the 
issues is Crotone, Italy. And yet they 
would close a base in my State next to 
a little town called Rantoul with 
22,000 people. 

Mr. President, everybody in Rantoul 
works at Chanute or depend on their 
income on people that work at Cha­
nute. There are 3,300 houses in the 
town. A fourth of them are occupied 
by people at Chanute. The Base Clo­
sure Commission said they did not 
have adequate hospital facilities. I 
took all the media in America, the Sec­
retary of Veterans Affairs Ed Der­
winski and others to Chanute, with 
Congressman ED MADIGAN, Congress­
man TERRY BRUCE, and Senator PAUL 
SIMON. The third floor of the hospital 
is empty. They have a whole floor to 
expand. They said not adequate hous­
ing-more than enough; not adequate 
recreational facilities. The General Ac­
counting Office found more than 
enough. Not adequate bachelor offi­
cers quarters. I appropriated the 
money and authorized it for the build­
ing they are building there now that 
will cost $4¥2 million that opens next 
month. 

Here is the report from the General 
Accounting Office. I ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. President, that this 
report be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

CHANUTE AIR BASE REPORT 

GENERAL AccouNTING OFFICE, NA­
TIONAL SECURITY AND INTERNA­
TIONAL AFFAIRS DIVISION, 

Washington, DC, July 7, 1989. 
Hon. ALAN J. DIXON, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR DIXON: This is in response 
to your request that we report on the accu-
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racy of data used by the Secretary of De­
fense's Commission on Base Realignment 
and Closure in its analysis of two categories 
of training bases. As agreed with your 
office, this letter summarizes our work on 
Air Force technical training bases, and we 
will provide a separate letter covering Army 
basic training bases in mid-August. This 
work is part of a larger effort requested by 
the Chairmen and Ranking Minority Mem­
bers of the Senate and House Committees 
on Armed Services to evaluate the work of 
the Commission on Base Realignment and 
Closure. 

Before discussing our observations, let me 
briefly describe the Commission's process. It 
used a two-phased approach to evaluate 
bases for realignment and closure. The 
phase I analysis grouped bases into a 
number of categories, and then focused on 
determining the military value of bases 
within each category and each base's capac­
ity to absorb additional missions and forces. 
The Commission then worked with the serv­
ices to identify and rank bases warranting 
further review. The base or bases at or near 
the bottom of the ranking in each category 
were generally then moved into phase II. 
The phase II analysis focused on assessing 
the cost and savings of base realignment 
and closure options. 

The key points concerning the Air Force's 
technical training bases are summarized 
below. Details are provided in the enclosure. 

There were five bases in this category. 
The Commission's phase I analysis resulted 
in Chanute, AFB being ranked number five. 
It was then selected for phase II analysis. 
Service data shows that another base that 
was ranked higher in this category was also 
selected for phase II analysis. Chanute AFB 
was ultimately selected for closure. 

We found data errors that significantly af­
fected the ranking of the five bases in the 
phase I analysis. For example, certain facili­
ties requirements data were overstated. 
When this error was corrected, the ranking 
of four of the five bases changed. 

We also found that the initial scoring of 
the bases did not adequately account for de­
ficiencies in facilities at the bases. For ex­
ample, a base with a 4-percent deficiency in 
its requirement for bachelor housing was 
given the same score as a base with an 18-
percent deficiency in its requirement for 
bachelor housing. We believe it is more ac­
curate to use the actual percent of facilities 
deficiencies as a basis for scoring. Using this 
approach and corrected data changed the 
ranking of all five Air Force technical train­
ing bases. 

Other factors, such as the number of mis­
sions at a base, were considered by the Com­
mission in selecting base closure candidates 
during the phase I analysis. Therefore, it is 
uncertain what effect the corrected data 
may have had on the Commission's delibera­
tions. 

We will continue to keep you advised as 
our work progresses. If you have any addi­
tional questions, please contact Donna Hei­
vilin, Director, Logistics Issues, on 275-8430; 
or Dave Warren, Assistant Director, Logis­
tics Issues, on 275-8431. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK C. CONAHAN, 

Assistant Comptroller General. 

OBSERVATIONS ON THE COMMISSION'S RANK· 
lNG OF AIR FORCE TECHNICAL TRAINING 

BASES 

This enclosure provides more details on 
our observations on the Commission's rank-

ing of Air Force technical training bases 
during its phase I analysis. 

COMMISSION METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS 

The Secretary of Defense's Commission 
on Base Realignment and Closure used a 
two-step process to select bases for realign­
ment or closure. The first step (phase n was 
to calculate a numerical military value score 
for each base. The second step (phase II> 
was to calculate the cost of various realign­
ment or closure options for candidate bases. 
To calculate the military value for the Air 
Force's technical training bases, the Com­
mission defined important military value at­
tributes in five major categories. It assigned 
relative weights to each military value at­
tribute and devised a method of rating each 
attribute. 

In evaluating Air Force technical training 
bases, the Commission considered on-hand 
facilities at a base plus validated military 
construction projects for the base as re­
quirements. According to the Commission 
staff, if the on-hand facilities met the re­
quirement, a green rating (four points> was 
given. However, if military construction 
projects were needed in addition to the on­
hand facilities to meet requirements, we 
were told that a yellow rating <two points> 
was given, regardless of the size of the defi­
ciency. Table 1 shows the various weights. 
TABLE 1.-Weights used to evaluate Air Force 

technical training bases 

Category and attribute: Weight 
Mission suitability: 

Training facilities ........................... 30 
Administrative facilities ................ 20 
Bachelor housing............................ 20 
Recreation facilities ....................... 15 
Medical and dental facilities ......... 15 

Availability of facilities: 
Buildings........................................... 1 
Maintenance .................................... 1 
Liquid fuels storage ........................ 1 
Explosive storage ............................ 1 
Warehousing.................................... 1 
Vehicle pavement............................ 1 
Utilities ............................................. 1 
Land area.......................................... 1 

Quality of facilities: 
Condition.......................................... 1 
Technology ...................................... 1 
Configuration.................................. 1 

Quality of life: 
Family housing ............................... . 

Community support: 
Work force ....................................... 1 
Distance to airport .......... ..... .......... 1 
Distance to train ............................. 1 
Distance to interstate..................... 1 
Infrastructure.................................. 1 
Industry............................................ 1 

Total weights................................ 118 
The Commission's military value ranking 

of the five Air Force technical training 
bases, with number one having the highest 
value, is shown in table 2. 

TABLE 2: COMMISSION RANKING OF BASES 

Commission ranking 

Rank order; 
! ................................................................................ lowry, AFB. 
2 ................................................................................ Goodfellow, AFB. 
3 ................................................. ...... ......................... Keesler, AFB. 
4 ...................................... .. ........ ............ .................... lackland, AFB. 
5 ............................................. .................. ................. Chanute, AFB. 

RESULTS OF REVIEWING AIR FORCE TECHNICAL 
TRAINING BASE RANKINGS 

During our April 12, 1989, testimony 1 

before the Subcommittee on Readiness, Sus­
tainability and Support, Senate Committee 
on Armed Services, we stated that we had 
two concerns with the Commission's meth­
odology for ranking bases. First, we were 
concerned that the ranking included several 
projects that were to replace existing facili­
ties. As replacement facilities rather than 
new facilities, they should not have been 
counted in requirements computations since 
this overstated the requirements. Second, 
the ranking did not adequately account for 
facilities deficiencies because it used a broad 
range measure instead of actual data. 

We reranked the Air Force's technical 
training bases by eliminating double-count­
ing of facilities. Because of the large 
amount of data and the limited amount of 
time, we only considered data in the mission 
suitability category to rank bases after 
eliminating double-counting of facilities. 
This accounted for 100 of the possible 118 
points, or about 85 percent. We then used 
this refined data to score the bases by con­
sidering actual data on facilities deficien­
cies. These adjustments resulted in signifi­
cant changes to the Commission's ranking. 
RERANKING BY ELIMINATING DOUBLE-COUNTING 

We found that the Commission had 
double-counted facilities in establishing 
unmet facility requirements at the five Air 
Force technical training bases. For example, 
at one base the Commission included mili­
tary construction projects to build 23,300 
square feet of replacement bachelor housing 
when the 23,300 square feet had already 
been counted in the on-hand facilities. This 
overstated the requirement and made the 
unmet facility requirements appear larger 
than it actually was. Table 3 shows that 
when double-counting is eliminated the rel­
ative position of four of the five bases 
changes. 

TABLE 3: RANKING AFTER ELIMINATING DOUBLE-COUNTING 

Commission ranking Revised ranking 

Rank order: 

i :::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: ~~.;:~~~~::: ::: : :: :: : :: : ::: : :: e:a.F~FB. 
~ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~~· :::.:::::::: :::::::::::::::: =ril~s. 

RERANKING CONSIDERING THE SIZE OF THE 
DEFICIENCY IN FACILITIES 

The Commission gave a yellow rating to 
an attribute if it failed to meet the require­
ment, regardless of the relative size of the 
deficiency. We believe that it is more precise 
to use actual data since relatively small defi­
ciencies would have less of a negative 
impact on military value than relatively 
large ones. For example, one base had a 4-
percent deficiency in its requirement for 
bachelor housing. However, it was given the 
same score for this attribute as a base that 
had an 18-percent deficiency in its require­
ment for bachelor housing. We reranked the 
five Air Force technical training bases by 
computing a score based on the percentage 
of the facility deficiency, after eliminating 
double-counting projects and the attribute's 
assigned weight. Table 4 shows that when 

• Base Realignments and Closures," <GAO/T­
NSIAD-89-24, Apr. 12, 1989). 
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these changes are made the relative position 
of all five bases changes. 

TABLE 4: RANKING BASED ON FACILITIES DEFICIENCIES 

Commission ranking Revised ranking 

Rank order: 

~ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~en!.~ ·~:rii ::::::::: :: :::::::::: ~~~~~~dA~&_B. 
3 ............................... Keesler, AFB .......................... Chanute, AFB. 
4 .............. ................. Lackland, AFB .... .................... Lowry, AFB. 
5 ............................... Chanute, AFB ......................... Goodfellow, AFB. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
Other factors, such as the number of mis­

sions at a base, were also considered by the 
Commission in selecting base closure candi­
dates. Therefore, it is uncertain what effect 
this revised data may have had on the Com­
mission's deliberations. 

Agency officials stated that even if cor­
rected data changes the relative ranking of 
the Air Force's technical training bases, 
Chanute, AFB is still the most logical base 
closure candidate because it is a single mis­
sion base and the other bases have missions 
that would be more difficult to move. The 
Commission estimated that closing Chanute 
would save $68.7 million annually and have 
a 3-year payback period. Our latest estimate 
indicates annual savings of $60.3 million and 
a 5-year payback period. 

FORT DIX REPORT 
GENERAL AccouNTING OFFICE, NA­

TIONAL SECURITY AND INTERNA­
TIONAL AFFAIRS DIVISION, 

Washington, DC, August 17, 1989. 
Hon. ALAN J. DIXON, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR DIXON: This letter com­
pletes our response to your request that we 
report on the accuracy of data used by the 
Secretary of Defense's Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure in its analyses of 
two categories of training bases. As agreed 
with your office, this letter summarizes our 
work on Army basic training bases. We pro­
vided you with a separate letter covering Air 
Force technical training bases on July 7, 
1989. This work is part of a larger effort re­
quested by the Chairmen and Ranking Mi­
nority Members of the Senate and House 
Committees on Armed Services to evaluate 
the work of the Commission on Base Re­
alignment and Closure. 

Before discussing our observations, let me 
briefly describe the Commission's process. It 
used a two-phased approach to evaluate 
bases for realignment and closure. The 
phase I analysis grouped bases into a 
number of categories, and then focused on 
determining the military value of bases 
within each category and each base's capac­
ity to absorb additional missions and forces. 
The Commission then worked with the serv­
ices to identify and rank bases warranting 
further review. The base or bases at or near 
the bottom of the ranking in each category 
were generally then moved into phase II. 
the phase II analysis focused on assessing 
the cost and savings of base realignment 
and closure options. 

The key points concerning our review of 
the Army basic training bases are summa­
rized below. Details are provided in the en­
closure. 

The eight bases in the Army's basic train­
ing base grouping were Forts' Benning, 
Bliss, Dix, Jackson, Knox, Leonardwood, 
McClellan, and Sill. The Army's Training 
and Doctrine Command <TRADOC> had pri­
mary responsibility for assisting in the 
phase I analysis of the eight bases. 

During phase I, the bases were assessed 
and scored for their mission-related military 
value for each of 22 physical attributes. 
This analysis resulted in Forts' Dix and 
Jackson being ranked lowest of the eight 
bases. The Commission subsequently select­
ed both bases for phase II analysis. It ulti­
mately recommended a realignment of Fort 
Dix's training functions and that Fort Dix 
be placed in a semi-active status. 

Inaccurate data was used by TRADOC in 
assessing military value and scoring errors 
were made by the Commission. Specifically, 
we found that five of the eight bases would 
have been ranked differently if data used by 
the Commission had been accurate and 
properly calculated. For example, Fort Dix 
would have ranked second if < 1) TRADOC 
had used accurate data to assess the condi­
tion of Fort Dix's facilities; and (2) the 
Commission had properly calculated data 
measuring Fort Dix's support to reserve 
component training. 

The Commission's phase I analysis consid­
ered other factors, such as base capacity 
and opportunity for more efficient oper­
ations, in selecting base closure candidates. 
Therefore, it is uncertain what effect the 
corrected data may have had on the Com­
mission's deliberations. However, Commis­
sion and Army officials stated that the 
Commission's selection of phase II candi­
dates would probably have been the same 
regardless of the rankings because of the 
limited size and mission of Forts' Dix and 
Jackson compared to the other six bases in 
the category. The Assistant Secretary of De­
fense <Production and Logistics> has sup­
ported this position. 

We will continue to keep you advised as 
our work progresses. If you have any addi­
tional questions, please contact Donna Hei­
vilin, Director, Logistics Issues, on 275-8412; 
or Dave Warren, Assistant Director, Logis­
tics Issues, on 275-8431. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK C. CONAHAN, 

Assistant Comptroller General. 

OBSERVATIONS OF THE COMMISSION'S 
RANKING OF ARMY BASIC TRAINING BASES 
This enclosure provides more detailed ob­

servations related to the Commission on 
Base Realignment and Closure ranking of 
Army basic training bases during its phase I 
analysis. 

COMMISSION METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS 
The Commission used a two-phased ap­

proach to determine which bases have the 
potential to be realigned or closed. The first 
step (phase n established a complete inven­
tory of military installations for each mili­
tary service and assigned them to categories 
of bases havings similar missions. The bases 
were then evaluated to measure their mili­
tary value and their ability to absorb addi­
tional activities. At the completion of these 
evaluations, a number of bases were selected 
for more detailed review. These were usual­
ly the bases that ranked lowest in military 
value. In the phase II process, the Commis­
sion evaluated various alternatives for relo­
cating the activities of bases identified as 
candidates for closure or realignment. This 
evaluation used a cost-estimating model to 
determine costs and savings associated with 
each relocation option. 

In evaluating the eight Army basic train­
ing bases, the Commission established five 
major categories that relate to military 
value and the key attributes of each catego­
ry. It then judgmentally assigned weights 
that reflected the attribute's relative impor­
tance to the missions of the basic training 

bases. To calculate the military value of 
these bases, the Commission devised a 
method of scoring each attribute. This 
method used criteria developed by the Army 
to assign rating codes to each attribute. The 
measurement of each attribute was charac­
terized by one of three ratings-green if the 
attribute was judged fully satisfactory to ac­
complish the base's missions, yellow to indi­
cate the attribute was acceptable for accom­
plishing the base's mission, and red to 
denote marginal capabilities. These ratings 
were then converted to numeric scores for 
the ranking process. Table 1 shows the 
major categories, military value attribute, 
and the various weights assigned to each at-
tribute. ' 

TABLE 1: Attributes assessed/or Army basic 
training bases and weights assigned 

Category and attribute: 
Mission Suitability: 

Unique location or mission .......... .. 
Weight 

149 
Encroachment <commercial or 

residential) .................................. .. 
Land for training maneuvers ...... .. 
Firing ranges ................................... . 
Support to reserve component 

training ......................................... . 
Water availability .......................... . 
Mobilization capacity .................... . 

Availability of facilities: 
Training and instructional facili-

ties ................................................. . 
Vehicle maintenance facilities .... .. 
Administration facilities .............. .. 
Paved roads .................................... .. 
Utility systems ................................ . 

Quality of facilities: 
Real property maintenance back-

logs and costs .............................. .. 
Military construction backlog .... .. 
Percent of facilities that are tern-

67 
41 
33 

30 
7 
3 

119 
22 
12 
8 
7 

67 
28 

porary ............................................ 24 
Quality of life: 

Unaccompanied personnel hous-
ing................................................... 53 

Family housing................................ 39 
Community facilities...................... 9 
Medical facilities............................. 6 

Community support: 
Population density.......................... 3 
Transportation network ................ 3 
Utility systems................................. 3 

Total.............................................. 733 
The Commission's military value ranking 

of the eight Army basic training bases is 
shown in table 2. Forts' Dix and Jackson 
ranked lowest and were selected by the 
Commission for phase II analysis. IDtimate­
ly, the Commission recommended a realign­
ment of Fort Dix's training functions and 
that Fort Dix be placed in a semi-active 
status. The Commission's decision was en­
dorsed by the Secretary of Defense. 

TABLE 2: COMMISSION RANKING OF BASIC TRAINING BASES 

Base 

Ranking order: 
! ................................................................................ Fort Sill. 
2 ................................................................................ Fort Knox. 
3................................................................................ Fort leonardwood. 
3 1 ................ .... .................. ...... ........................... .. ... Fort Bliss. 

: .. i·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ :OC:,~n. 
5 .............................................................................. Fort Dix. 
6 ................................................................................ Fort Jackson. 

1 fie. 
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RESULTS OF REVIEWING ARMY BASIC TRAINING 

BASES 

During our April 12, 1989, testimony 1 

before the Subcommittee on Readiness, Sus­
tainability, and Support, Senate Committee 
on Armed Services, we expressed our con­
cern that the Commission may have used in­
complete and inaccurate data. We cited the 
category of training bases as one area where 
we identified problems. 

We rescored and reranked the eight bases 
in the Army basic training bases category by 
reviewing selected military value attributes 
within the five major assessment categories. 
We reviewed 12 of the 22 attributes shown 
in table 1 and these attributes account for 
about 92 percent of the total weight points. 
We performed our work at (1) the eight 
Army training bases, < 2) the Army Training 
and Doctrine Command <TRADOC> in Fort 
Monroe, Virginia, and (3) the Commission. 

Our analysis shows that < 1 > TRADOC 
used inaccurate data in assessing military 
value; and <2> the Commission made errors 
during the scoring process. Our review of 
the Commission's assessment of 12 at­
tributes for each of the 8 bases showed that 
every base had at least one attribute that 
required adjustment. Specifically, we found 
that five of the bases are ranked differently 
when the errors are corrected. Table 3 
shows these rerankings. 

TABLE 3.-Reranking of bases 
Commission ranking: 

Base: Rank order 
Fort Sill............................................ 1 
Fort Knox.................. ...................... 2 
Fort Leonardwood .......................... 3 
Fort Bliss.......................................... 1 3 
Fort Benning................................... 4 
Fort McClellan................................ 1 4 
FortDix............................................ 5 
Fort Jackson.................................... 6 

Corrected ranking: 
Base: Reranking 

Fort McClellan................................ 1 
Fort Dix............................................ 2 
Fort Leonardwood .......................... 3 
Fort Bliss.......................................... 3 
Fort Sill .-........................................... 1 3 
Fort Benning................................... 4 
Fort Jackson................................... . 5 
Fort Knox ........................................ 1 5 

1 Tie. 

Some of the problems we found in rerank­
ing the Army's basic training bases are dis­
cussed in the following examples. 

Fort Benning's original ranking was incor­
rect because they sent inaccurate data on 
support of reserve training to TRADOC. 

Fort Bliss sent erroneous data to 
TRADOC concerning the amount of tempo­
rary facilities at the base. 

Fort Dix provided TRADOC with inaccu­
rate data concerning the backlog of real 
property maintenance and repair at the 
base. Fort Dix's revision to the data several 
days later was not considered by TRADOC 
and, as a result, Fort Dix's score for this at­
tribute was lower than it should have been. 
In another example, Fort Dix was assessed 
based on accurate reserve component train­
ing data, but the Commission made a com­
putational mistake and scored the attribute 
too low. 

Fort Jackson inappropriately counted 
firing range acres in data submitted to 
TRADOC by also listing its maneuver land 
acreage. Only maneuver land acres should 
have been considered. 

1 "Base Realignments and Closures" <GAO/T­
NSIAD-89-24, Apr. 12, 1989>. 

Fort McClellan's on-hand assets for train­
ing and instructional facilities are higher 
than the figure used by the Commission. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

The Commission also considered other 
factors, such as base capacity and opportu­
nity for more efficient operations, in select­
ing bases for possible closure or realign­
ment. Therefore, it is uncertain what effect 
the corrected data would have had on the 
Commission's deliberations. 

Commission and Army officials stated 
that the Commission's selection of closure 
candidates would probably have been the 
same regardless of the rankings because of 
the limited size and mission of Forts' Dix 
and Jackson compared to the other six 
bases in the category. The Assistant Secre­
tary of Defense <Production and Logistics) 
has supported this position. He also stated 
that the decision to place Fort Dix rather 
than Fort Jackson in a semi-active status 
was logical and endorsed by the Secretary of 
Defense. The Commission estimated that 
putting Fort Dix in semi-active status would 
save $84.5 million annually and have a 3-
year payback period. Our latest estimate in­
dicates annual savings of $65.7 million and a 
4-year payback period. 

Mr. DIXON. "Dear Senator DIXON: 
This is in response to your request 
that we report on the accuracy of data 
used by the Secretary of Defense's 
Commission on Base Realignment and 
Closure in its analyses of two catego­
ries of training bases." 

Now I skip a good deal of this. 
The key points concerning the Air Force's 

technical training bases are summarized 
below. Details are provided in the enclosure. 

There were five bases in this category. 
The Commission's phase I analysis resulted 
in Chanute, AFB being ranked number five. 
It was then selected for phase II analysis. 
Service data shows that another base that 
was ranked higher in this category was also 
selected for phase II analysis. Chanute, 
AFB was ultimately selected for closure. 

We found data errors that significantly af­
fected the ranking of the five bases in the 
phase I analysis. For example, certain facili­
ties requirements data were overstated. 
When this error was corrected, the ranking 
of four of the five bases changed. 

We also found that the initial scoring of 
the bases did not adequately account for de­
ficiencies in facilities at the bases. 

Then they talk for a couple of pages 
about the methodology and the re­
sults. 

Here is a whole page, Mr. President, 
on the way they did this: "Mission 
suitability", five categories; "availabil­
ity of facilities," one; "community sup­
port," six. 

OK, the total weight. Here is the 
whole review by the General Account­
ing Office, the GAO, of what was done 
in connection with these five bases 
where Chanute was rated fifth. What 
is the finding? "Ranking, after elimi­
nating double counting: Table 3 shows 
that when double counting is eliminat­
ed the relative position of four of the 
five bases change." 

They double counted, Mr. President. 
They double counted. 

Now, when we correct it, Lowry Air 
Force Base is still No. 1, Chanute Air 

Force Base, Mr. President, jumps from 
five to two; not fifth, second. 

Here is a reranking, considering the 
size of the deficiency in facilities. 
They tell about how, for example, one 
base had a 4-percent deficiency in its 
requirement for bachelor housing. 
However, it was given the same score 
for this attribute as a base that had an 
18-percent deficiency in its require­
ment for bachelor housing. They rank 
them based on facility deficiencies. 
The Commission ranked Chanute 
fifth, the revised ranking is third. 

Mr. President, this General Account­
ing Office report and five hearings of 
the Armed Services Committee in its 
jurisdictional Subcommittee on Mili­
tary Bases found that by every fair cri­
teria employed, Chanute Air Force 
Base is no worse than third and most 
probably second and not dead last 
fifth, and should not be closed. 

I only want to say this in conclusion, 
Mr. President. I am going to make a 
Xerox of this. The ruling has been it 
can be printed in the RECORD. I am 
going to print it in the RECORD. 

Many of my colleagues persist in 
saying: Do not unravel this thing. I 
would say in conclusion, to my col­
leagues in the Senate: Never stick with 
a mistake, in your indiviudal life, or 
anything you do. Here we have a mis­
take. Here we have a clear case of 
where the Commission on Base Clos­
ing has erred, seriously erred, and we 
ought to correct that. 

All this langauge does, all my friend 
from H·awaii is saying, all the Appro­
priations Committee people are saying 
is this: Let us look at the mistake. We 
are only saying let us review it. Let us 
give the Secretary of Defense and 
people in authority a chance to see 
whether an error can be corrected. 

I think it would be an outrage if a 
fine community of 20,000 people in my 
State were torn asunder because of 
mistakes made by the Government, by 
faceless, nameless people who have 
nothing to answer to. They go home at 
night and forget about it. They are 
not like Members of the Senate or the 
House who have to go home and 
answer to their constituent groups. 

This is a serious matter, affecting 
some of us very deeply. I would ask my 
colleagues to seriously consider this 
question and to support the committee 
result. The chairman of the Appro­
priations Committee and the Commit­
tee on Appropriations have done a 
decent job here and I ask we reject the 
amendment that has been offered by 
my colleague from Georgia. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

SHELBY). Who yields time? 
Mr. INOUYE. I yield such time as is 

necessary to the Senator from Dela­
ware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware is recognized. 
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Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of the Nunn-Wamer amend­
ment. Let me just point out at the be­
ginning that the Commission that 
made these recommendations for base 
closures was not a faceless group. It in­
cluded some of the most distinguished 
Americans who have dedicated so 
much of their lives to public service. I 
can think of no two individuals more 
distinguished or better qualified than 
the Honorable Abraham Ribicoff and 
the Honorable Jack Edwards. I know 
everyone in this Senate who had the 
privilege of serving with Senator Ribi­
coff would agree that he was one of 
the most thoughtful, intellectual, 
public spirited Senators who has ever 
graced these Halls. 

Likewise, Jack Edwards, who served 
so many years on the House side, was 
known and recognized as a leader on 
military affairs. Mr. President, I could 
go through the whole list becuase it is, 
indeed, a distinguished group, includ­
ing retired generals, who are certainly 
experts on defense matters. We also 
had on the Commission a very distin­
guished environmental expert, Russell 
Train, who one time served as chair­
man on the Council of Environmental 
Quality. 

I want to repeat, the Commission 
was made up of distinguished Ameri­
cans, Americans who have served this 
country well. There is no reason at 
this late date to repudiate their good 
work. 

Mr. President, is it any wonder why 
this distinguished body has been 
unable to solve the deficit when it 
can't even bring itself to cut the most 
blatant examples of waste in its spend­
ing practices? 

If an American family discovers that 
its spending exceeds its income, it 
economizes. And, of course, it first 
looks to cut the most obvious waste in 
the family budget-those things which 
can be cut without causing adverse 
impact upon the health and well-being 
of the family. Such logic is fundamen­
tal to good economy. It's fundamental 
to financial recovery. 

And it should be a fundamental tool 
for this body to put its own financial 
house in order. But it's not. Instead, 
Congress resorts to smoke and mir­
rors-to forecasts and formulas and se­
questrations-completely unable to 
follow this most obvious and common­
ly practiced financial strategy. 

For example, last year, several Mem­
bers of the House and Senate, includ­
ing myself -managed to persuade both 
Houses to consider an equitable plan 
for realigning and closing some of the 
excessive number of obsolete military 
bases the U.S. taxpayer has been 
obliged to keep open. In a rational 
world, all of these unnecessary facili­
ties-like waste in the family budget­
would have been closed long ago. 

However, as Congress is extremely 
fond of telling the military how to 

spend its budget, every time the Pen­
tagon attempted to close unnecessary 
bases, it found the task difficult, if not 
impossible. The path to sound military 
spending-responsible financial man­
agement-was strewn with artificial 
barriers crafted here on the floor of 
this Senate and over in the House of 
Representatives. 

Fortunately, last year, we finally 
managed to persuade the majority of 
our colleagues that this situation was 
simply intolerable. Senators NuNN and 
WARNER took up the provisions of the 
Roth-Armey base consolidation bill 
and incorporated it into the fiscal year 
1989 DOD authorization bill. 

The debate on the Senate floor was 
extended and vigorous, to say the least 
but, ultimately, the majority of the 
House and Senate was able to work its 
will. The Base Consolidation Commis­
sion was empowered to make its rec­
ommendations to the Secretary of De­
fense, who was empowered to act upon 
those recommendations, absent pas­
sage of a joint resolution of disapprov­
al by the Congress. 

The House of Representatives did 
consider passage of such a resolution, 
but the proponents of that resolution 
were soundly defeated. The majority 
had once again made its will clear. 

Nonetheless, despite that fact that 
the majority has made its will so clear 
so often, we once again witness at­
tempts to strew new road blocks in the 
path of the base closing procedure. 
The Appropriations Committee now 
wishes to draw the General Account­
ing Office into the process, requiring 
the Comptroller General to report 
that the costs of closing any base will 
be amortized within 6 years of any clo­
sure. 

The most obvious question is why? 
The GAO already is heavily burdened. 
Does anyone in this body seriously 
wish to suggest that this Nation does 
not suffer from a ridiculous excess of 
military bases? Why do we need to re­
quire the GAO to confirm something 
which is patently obvious-that we 
need to shed the burden of unneces­
sary military facilities from the backs 
of the already overtired American tax­
payer. 

Perhaps, Mr. President, this attempt 
to bring the Comptroller General into 
the base closing process smacks of the 
old requirement for environmental 
impact statements prior to base clos­
ings, a requirement which so compli­
cated the consolidation process as to 
make it worthless. This new wrinkle in 
the base consolidation process is un­
necessary and it should not be sup­
ported by the Senate. 

I should also point out that, as was 
stated on the House floor, the Secre­
tary of Defense, the Attorney General, 
and Director of OMB would recom­
mend to the President that he veto 
this bill in the event of the presence of 
a provision that would prohibit pro-

ceeding with any base closure or re­
alignment pending GAO studies. 

The Appropriations Committee 
amendment also raises a very, very se­
rious constitutional problem. Making 
base closures subject to GAO review 
infringes on the constitutional separa­
tion of powers because it would make 
the executive branch action legally de­
pendent on decisions by the Comptrol­
ler General. This provision is unconsti­
tutional and directly contrary to the 
Supreme Court decision in Bowsher 
versus Synar which held that the 
Comptroller General is an officer of 
the legislative branch and cannot per­
form executive functions. 

The Base Realignment Commission 
has done its work fairly and the Con­
gress should step aside and allow the 
Nation's military to implement the 
budget savings which it has so often 
demanded. Mr. President, I respectful­
ly request that my colleagues support 
the Nunn-Warner substitute and 
defeat the committee amendment. 

I yield back the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to yield 10 minutes to the Sen­
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] who 
will speak against the Nunn amend­
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, I rise in strong support of 
the committee provision that was 
brought to the floor by the senior Sen­
ator from Hawaii in opposition to the 
Nunn-Wamer amendment. 

We had a meeting this morning in 
my office-Senator DIXON, Congress­
man MADIGAN, Congressman BRUCE, 
Senator LAUTENBERG, Senator DECON­
CINI, Senator McCAIN-with the Secre­
tary of Defense. We made a very basic 
point about what we ought to be con­
sidering here and that is, there ought 
to be a way of correcting mistakes that 
we make. The GAO report says-and 
obviously I have a provincial interest 
in Chanute Air Force Base; there are 
five training bases reviewed-the GAO 
report says that Chanute should not 
be fifth in terms of ranking. But if you 
were to do it correctly, it should be 
second in terms of ranking. 

Do we just ignore the GAO report? 
Do we ignore the mistakes? The report 
of the commission says there would be 
minimal impact on the community. 
This is a community of 20,000 people 
in central Illinois. The University of 
Illinois study shows that community 
will lose 59 percent of its income. We 
already have from the Corps of Engi­
neers a study showing that 800 of the 
3,300 houses in this community are 
base personnel, not counting the indi­
rect. Already, according to the Corps 
of Engineers, there has been a drop of 
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20 percent in real estate values in that 
community. Incidentally, under the 
law, the Defense Department would 
have to make up for those kinds of 
losses. 

The report of the commission says 
recreational facilities are inadequate. 
It is very interesting because they 
have a brand new recreational build­
ing, probably the finest recreational 
building on any military base outside 
the military academies. They just had 
the international handball champion­
ships for the Armed Forces of the 
United States at Chanute base where 
they are not supposed to have ade­
quate recreational facilities, according 
to the report. 

The report says housing is inad­
equate. Obviously, it is based on a 
decade-old report. Housing is very fine 
on that base now and while we talk, 
they are finishing some new housing 
on that base right now. 

They said the hospital has inad­
equate number of square feet. There is 
a whole third floor of that hospital 
that is not even being used. The report 
just does not make sense. 

At Chanute, in the last 8 years, the 
U.S. Government has spent $160 mil­
lion to fix up that base. If we go along 
and do not correct this mistake, we are 
just going to be wasting all of that 
money. It does not make sense. 

I would like to quote-and to the 
credit of my colleague from Illinois, 
and a few others, Senator DIXON and 
some others, who finally got the Com­
mission discussions that were classi­
fied secret unclassified, though they 
whited out the names of who the Com­
missioners were as they said various 
things. Let me quote from three dif­
ferent Commissioners during the 
course of this. One says: 

I think anybody that would look at this 
exercise and say this is the way to manage 
your base structure is out of his gourd. I 
think its terrible public policy. 

Another says: 
Our ability to operate will circumscribe 

and that illustrates if this is at best a jury 
rigged and temporary procedure. 

And another says: 
And I hope my colleagues as they weigh 

how they are going to vote on this say, let's 
do not admit we have done a lousy job. 

And my friends, they did a lousy job. 
Here is another Commissioner: 
We did no independent assessment of 

these cost figures, and we ended up making 
decisions based on numbers that I am con­
vinced were contrived to build a case. 

That is one of the Commissioners 
who was appointed. 

At another point in the discussion, 
there is a referral to Chanute Air 
Force Base as an empty air base. The 
reality is there are 51 training pro­
grams there. Twenty-four thousand 
students a year graduate from this 
particular military base that is de­
scribed by one Commissioner as an 

empty air base. Something is wrong 
with the process. 

I am not here, none of us is here 
saying, "Do not close any bases," 
though I agree completely we ought to 
be reviewing foreign bases first. The 
reality is we have Armed Forces per­
sonnel stationed about 1,500 places 
overseas and we have the same 
number of obligations overseas when 
we are now 20 percent of the world's 
economy as when we had 40 percent of 
the world's economy. We ought to be 
reviewing what we do overseas. But let 
us not say that we do not correct a 
mistake. If we reject the recommenda­
tion of the Appropriations Committee, 
that is basically what we are saying. 
Clearly, in the case of Chanute, and I 
think this is the case of three other 
bases, a massive mistake was made. 
Let us not proceed with massive mis­
takes that the GAO says clearly is a 
massive mistake. 

My hope is that my colleagues will 
not say let us just ignore, let us just 
throw this under the rug, nor do I 
hope you will listen to the argument 
that will be made that this is going to 
unravel the whole thing. No one is 
suggesting this. What we are saying is 
where major errors have been made by 
the Commission, and the Commission 
itself-and I see my distinguished col­
league from Nebraska just came on 
the floor from the Armed Services 
Committee-when one of the Commis­
sioners says in the meeting, "Let us do 
not admit we have done a lousy job," I 
think we ought to say at least let us 
let the GAO take a look at this thing 
where we have made significant errors, 
and in the case of four bases apparent­
ly significant errors have been made, 
let us correct the mistakes. 

Let us go ahead and close bases 
where we can save money, where we 
can proceed in a sensible way, but let 
us not-and this is true for anything. 
Any time we make some mistakes in 
some procedure, let us correct the mis­
takes. That is all this amendment says. 
I hope we will support the Appropria­
tions Committee in their endeavor. I 
yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the Sena­
tor from Nebraska [Mr. ExoN] and the 
time will come from the proponents of 
the Nunn amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska controls time 
on the other side. 

Mr. EXON. I yield myself what time 
I need from the opponents' side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska is recognized. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Hawaii, who is manag­
ing this bill. I have listened now for 
some time with keen interest to the ar­
guments pro and con on this amend-

ment. I rise only to try to put this in 
proper perspective. 

The General Accounting Office and 
their reports I hope do not control the 
ultimate decision made by this body. 

I simply point out what other Sena­
tors have addressed themselves to 
once again, that this issue has been de­
bated on the floor of the Senate previ­
ously. The changes suggested by the 
Appropriations Committee were re­
jected. Likewise, a similar situation 
exists in the House of Representatives 
where the arguments have been made 
and the decision made to close the 
bases along the lines recommended by 
the committee. 

I think it is rather interesting in 
that, as far as I know, the GAO found 
some possible shortcomings with the 
recommendations, but the GAO did 
not come forth with offsets in bases 
that should be closed if the bases spe­
cifically alluded to as passed by the 
Senate and House of Representatives 
are not forthcoming. 

Therefore, I recognize and realize 
that if we accept the recommendation 
by the Appropriations Committee, we 
do not necessarily in and of that fact 
itself unravel the whole package. I 
simply say that unraveling has begun. 

If we are making a mistake, which I 
suggest is not the case, in closing four 
of these bases, then let us err for once 
on the side of what is constructive, 
what is conservative, and what makes 
sense with regard to the dollars invest­
ed in our very important national se­
curity program. 

Mr. President, the facts are we have 
far too many military bases to meet 
current needs. We have developed over 
a period of years a set of circum­
stances where it is impossible to knock 
out the broad scope of defense wel­
fare, but military bases in and of 
themselves are an important part of 
defense welfare that may well be good 
when you look at it from the social 
impact of the areas that would lose 
their bases. 

I do not mean that I am glad that 
has happened. I am only saying that is 
a necessary step if we are going to 
streamline our overall national de­
fense policy and have a reduction in 
the total amount of taxpayer money 
going to that end. 

I think it is rather interesting, Mr. 
President, right at this time when the 
authorizing committees and the House 
and the Senate have previously spoken 
in support of the proposition of clos­
ing these bases as recommended by 
the Commission and endorsed by two 
Secretaries of Defense and two Presi­
dents of the United States, here we 
are worrying about this when we are 
trying to find some money principally 
out of the military budget to finance · 
the all-out war on drugs. 

As a strong supporter of national de­
fense, which my record indicates, Mr. 



21606 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 26, 1989 

President, I still feel that if we are 
going to continue to spend about $300 
billion per year on national security, 
somehow, somewhere we could take 
one-half of 1 percent or 2 or 3 percent 
of that $300 billion annual appropria­
tion for national defense and transfer 
it to the war on drugs. I think that 
kind of cut in national security policy 
and shifting it to the war on drugs is 
not only legitimate but is demanded 
under the circumstances. 

Therefore, I think it is very proper 
that the defense budget take the hit, 
if you will, the very small hit in com­
parison to all of the other programs 
that we finance to eliminate these un­
necessary military bases which can be 
justified only from the standpoint of 
defense welfare or social assistance to 
an individual community and not from 
the overall standpoint of what is best 
for the national defense of the United 
States of America. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re­
mainder of my time and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the Sena­
tor from Indiana [Mr. CoATS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. COATS. I thank the chair. 
Mr. President, I stand here as one 

who has strongly advocated and sup­
ported the base-closing measure when 
it came through the House of Repre­
sentatives as a Member of the House. 
It was an idea that made a lot of sense. 
I still think it does. I still support the 
idea of giving the Department of De­
fense the flexibility needed to bring 
about effeciency and savings in our ex­
penditure of Federal tax dollars. It 
makes a great deal of sense and it is 
something we should have done a long 
time ago. Nevertheless, we are here 
today; we are moving forward; and we 
are making some tough choices. Tough 
choices have been faced and made. 
Many of us have to live with those 
consequences. 

Having said that, I want to bring to 
the attention of the Senate and to my 
colleagues a fact that I think also 
ought to be examined and that is the 
case that not all of the decisions that 
were made are perfect decisions. I 
think the Commission has mentioned 
that. Statements have been made on 
the floor of the Senate to that effect. 
It is clear that in a few selected in­
stances the criteria that were estab­
lished by the Commission were not 
either correctly laid out or correctly 
applied to specific situations. 

In one particular base closing an­
nounced for Jefferson Proving Ground 
in southern Indiana, we clearly face a 
dilemma. I am frustrated in my at­
tempt to get the Department of De­
fense to directly address the dilemma 

that not only I face as a Senator rep­
resenting my State and the people of 
the community who are affected but 
the Department of Defense faces be­
cause they have a problem on their 
hands that I think they would certain­
ly privately acknowledge but are fear­
ful of publicly acknowledging because 
they are afraid that the Base Closure 
Act might come unraveled and any de­
viation from the proposed plan will be 
seen as a chink in the armor, perhaps 
a political favor to someone, which is 
not the case at all, or some beginning 
of a process of unraveling the whole 
concept of base closure. 

Mr. President, I want to tell you 
that the people of Madison, IN, in 
southern Indiana, do not object to the 
decision of the Department of Defense 
to bring about more efficiency, and if 
that means closing the base, they will 
accept that. What they are concerned 
about-and what they have every 
right to be concerned about-is the 
fact that we face a unique situation 
with Jefferson Proving Grounds. Since 
World War II it has been used as an 
area for testing of munitions. More 
than 23 million rounds of ammunition 
have been fired on this proving ground 
and the Department of Defense esti­
mates that at a minimum 900,000 of 
those are unaccounted for, unexplod­
ed. We do not know exactly where 
they are. 

Clearly, in an area of 55,000 acres of 
prime land in southern Indiana, lit­
tered with buried munitions approach­
ing 1 million shells, you cannot turn it 
over to farmers and say go ahead, 
plant soybeans, plant corn, plant 
wheat; go ahead, use it as a nature 
preserve, use it as a hunting area, use 
it to develop industry. We have to 
close this base for efficiency purposes 
in the Department of Defense, and 
that may be true, but it is of no value 
to the community or for the State left 
in its current state. Nor are there 
funds available for cleanup of this fa­
cility. The funds available through the 
Department of Defense will not even 
begin to touch the cost necessary to 
address the cleanup of these 900,000 
shells and make this land habitable. 

So the community and the State are 
presented with a dilemma. Yes, they 
want to support good government, ef­
ficiency, and serve our tax dollars but 
they would also like the land back or 
like to do something with it. Simply 
throwing a fence around it, and post­
ing a sign saying "no trespassing" is 
hardly a way of assuring the commu­
nity that this closing of the base 
which is going to cost several hundred 
jobs in the community and devastates 
a rural area is an acceptable solution. 

So we have been pleading with the 
Department of Defense and others to 
give us some relief, some basic pro­
gram or formula in which we can move 
forward and address this. 

I wonder if the chairman would 
allow me 3 additional minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS] is 
recognized for 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. COATS. So we are today faced 
with a situation where there is a way 
to address clear mistakes that have 
been made by the Commission, by the 
Department of Defense in terms of a 
few selected bases that do not meet 
the criteria. In the case of Jefferson 
Proving Ground the 6-year payback 
period is ludicrous. It is based on the 
assumption that the land will be sold 
for farming. I have yet to find a 
farmer in the State of Indiana that is 
willing to run his plow over ground 
that has 900,000 unexploded shells. I 
doubt that we will. Therefore, the cri­
teria that are established for a deter­
mination that this makes sense to 
close this base because we can get a 
payback in 6 years is criteria that just 
simply does not match the facts. 

So I reluctantly come forward today 
to vote for the committee amendment 
and against the amendment of my 
chairman who I deeply respect be­
cause I think the overall purpose of 
what the Base Closing Act attempts to 
do and what the chairman's amend­
ment attempts to do is the right pur­
pose. It is the one that I wish I could 
support. I have gotten no answer from 
the Department of Defense. The Gen­
eral Accounting Office has given us an 
estimate that the payback period is 
more like 100 years, not 6 years. We 
have had no answers to what we can 
do with this land and what availability 
it will have for the community and for 
the State. 

Until I get the answer, it is impossi­
ble for me to oppose a provision in the 
committee bill that says, look if the 
Commission made a mistake, if it is an 
egregious error, if it is clear that it 
does not fit the criteria, let us at least 
pull out these few exceptions and put 
them back on the drawing board. 

I would be happy to accept the pro­
vision that said we can go ahead and 
close them as long as we can come up 
with an acceptable way to do it. I do 
not necessarily demand that this base 
be kept open if it does not meet the 
needs of the taxpayer and the needs of 
the military. Neither do the people of 
the community. 

But they are saying at least give us 
something that makes sense in terms 
of our ability to close it and utilize the 
land for other purposes. We are a 
rural community. We need to be able 
to use it. It is devastating what is 
going to happen. We will accept it as 
good Americans, but at least give us 
the opportunity to take that asset and 
do something with it instead of having 
this albatross sitting at our hands for 
the next century. 

So reluctantly I am going to go for­
ward and support an amendment be-
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cause that amendment is the only way 
that I can express my frustration and 
my indignation over the fact that I 
just cannot get anybody to give me 
any answer as to what to do with this. 
As I said privately, they will tell you, 
you are right. You are exactly right. 
We blew this one. But we cannot 
remedy it because it will send the 
wrong signal, and other people will 
come along and say, "You gave them a 
special favor, what about my base?" 

Well, when you make a mistake, let 
us admit you made a mistake. Let us 
take the necessary steps to correct the 
mistake. Let us sit down and work to­
gether. Let us honestly lay the prob­
lem on the table, and let us find the 
solution. That is what I want to do. 
That is what the community wants to 
do. That is what the State of Indiana 
wants to do, and that ought to be what 
DOD wants to do. Until they are ready 
to do that and admit that, I am going 
to support the amendment. I thank 
the chairman for the time. 

Mr. President, I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? The Senator from Hawaii 
controls the time on one side. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, at 
such time as it is convenient, the Sena­
tor from Virginia would like to have 
further time, but I want to consult 
with the chairman of the committee 
so that our remarks are coordinated. 
As yet, we have not had that opportu­
nity. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I sug­
gest the absence of a quorum, and I 
ask the time to be charged equally. 

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. INOUYE. 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. INOUYE. Mr. President, while 
we are waiting for another speaker, 
may I just comment on the measure 
before us? 

Mr. President, there are 145 bases in­
volved in this base closure; 86 are for 
closing and 54 for realignment. Of the 
145, this U.S. Senate is discussing the 
possibility that this distinguished 
panel of American citizens made mis­
takes in four of them. The action sug­
gested by the Appropriations Commit­
tee is not inconsistent with the action 
taken by the Armed Services Commit­
tee, the authorizing committee. The 
authorizing committee in action 331, 
because they had doubts about this 
Commission, directed the Comptroller 
General to analyze the findings of this 
Commission. 
If the Armed Services Committee 

was so certain about the Commission's 
findings, why would they have the 
Comptroller Gen~ral analyze it? We 

just went one step further. Under the 
Armed Services Committee bill, if the 
GAO analysis indicates that errors 
have been made-and GAO has al­
ready indicated that errors have been 
made-we do nothing about it. We just 
tell the folks in Chanute, in Hua­
chuca, and Dix, "Sorry, folks, we made 
an error, but we are closing up the 
place anyways and you are all going to 
lose your work." What we are saying, 
if errors were made, let us rectify 
these errors. I think the taxpayers and 
the citizens of the United States would 
expect that much, that little bit from 
us. 

And to listen to the Armed Services 
Committee, one may get the impres­
sion that the Congress has never acted 
against the Commission. 

I would suggest that we inspect the 
bills that were passed by the Armed 
Services Committee this year and in 
past years. This year they have pre­
vented the Secretary of Defense from 
reducing any Army brigades at Fort 
Carson. In 1988, they prevented the 
closure of an Air Force wing at Nellis 
Air Force Base in Nevada. 

So it has been done before. We are 
not taking such site specific action. We 
are just asking that the Comptroller 
General analyze the Commission's rec­
ommendations and tell us about them. 
If the errors were made, we can have 
another look at it. Otherwise, Mr. 
President, these communities and 
bases have no appeal open to them. 
There is no supreme court. This is the 
supreme court for these bases. 

Mr. President, I yield 20 minutes to 
my colleague from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
want to thank the distinguished chair­
man of the Subcommittee on Appro­
priations on Defense for his work in 
this area, and many others. We have 
had many, many chairman of this sub­
committee since I have been here, and, 
I have not seen anybody put more 
time into it-taking away nothing 
from the other distinguished chair­
man of this subcommittee-than the 
Senator from Hawaii. 

He has worked so closely with the 
authorizing committees, that just the 
other day-a little anecdote-in a 
meeting we were having regarding ad­
ditional drug money, he offered at 
that meeting to include the ranking 
member and the chairman of the au­
thorizing committee to sit in the meet­
ing, in the event there was any agree­
ment where there would be any reduc­
tions in defense over and above what 
had already been agreed to. 

So I thank him sincerely, not be­
cause he has just taken the lead in the 
area of this amendment, but for what 
he has done to bring about a working 
relationship, second to none, between 
the authorizing committee and the 

Appropriations Subcommittee. I hope 
that those on the authorizing commit­
tee, and others who oppose the lan­
guage in the bill, would take a strong 
look at it and then look at the whole 
picture. 

What the chairman and the Appro­
priations Committee have done is not 
reverse in any manner whatsoever the 
Base Closing Commission report. We 
merely provide merely an opportunity 
to review those very few particular 
cases that may cost the Government a 
lot of money, if they go through, out 
of the total 140 bases to be closed or 
realigned. So this is not trying to undo 
what has been done. 

I rise in strong opposition to the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Georgia. I supported the base 
closing bill passed by the Senate last 
year. I did so because of the recogni­
tion that many bases in the United 
States have clearly outlived their 
value as assets. I might add, paren­
thetically, that I think we should 
review and close some overseas bases 
as well, but those were not included 
for one reason or another. Some of 
these bases are obsolete, underutilized, 
or inefficient. They just do not oper­
ate well. 

I believe most of my Senate col­
leagues felt that substantial money 
could be saved if such bases were to be 
closed or realigned. The condition we 
agreed on, however, was an important 
one. There were nine specific points in 
the Commission's charter I under­
stand, but the one that sticks out so 
strongly was the goal of saving money. 
The conditions for this base closing 
were specific. History shows that the 
Secretary of Defense for years, under 
Democratic and Republican adminis­
trations, has tried to close bases in 
order to save money and transfer 
bases and unite bases to save money. 

As we know, history showed that 
closing bases was impossible to 
achieve. We could not get through 
Congress a single, solitary base closing. 
So instead, the Commission route was 
appointed. We focused for a long time 
on how to put this toegether. What 
was important was that there be a rea­
sonable payback period in which to re­
cover the costs of consolidating a base 
or closing a base. 

We accepted-everybody accepted, 
the Commission accepted, the charter 
accepted, Defense Department accept­
ed-6 years as a reasonable criteria for 
a cost savings. This was not cast in 
concrete. As the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia has pointed out, it was a 
guideline for the Commission, and it is 
one which they used in their analysis. 

Maybe the numbers should have 
been 7 years; I do not know. The exact 
number really does not matter. I do 
not believe it was a critical factor in 
most of the cases they considered. A 
guideline was needed, and the time 
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period was set at 6 years. That seemed 
reasonable, and it does today. If it 
were 7 or more or less, I would not 
argue. 

The problem we are faced with is 
not that of accepting or rejecting the 
Commission's report. It is a situation 
of what to do with specific cases if it is 
found that mistakes were made in the 
analysis, and in the determination of 
what bases should be closed or consoli­
dated, due to incomplete or inaccurate 
data. 

This is not an indictment of the 
work or the integrity of the Commis­
sion. They did an incredible job, con­
sidering the complexity of the prob­
lem and the short time they had to 
work at it. The issue is one of review 
and what happens if some few mis­
takes are uncovered as a result of that 
review. 

The Office of the Secretary of De­
fense had only a few days to read the 
report and has admitted accepting it 
without any serious evaluation. Those 
affected by the outcome clearly stud­
ied it in detail, and did their best to 
find fault with it. 

In all of the 140 bases recommended 
for closure or realignment, three par­
ticular grievances have been identi­
fied: Fort Huachuca, AZ, Fort Dix, 
and Chanute Air Force Base. This is 
an extraordinary achievement from a 
Commission, if only 3 facilities out of 
140 feel that they were incorrectly 
evaluated. 

The question now is what to do 
about these particular facilities. In the 
case of Fort Huachuca, the citizens of 
the nearby community, Sierra Vista, 
studied the Commission's report and 
sent a delegation here to Washington, 
DC, to report on its findings. 

They maintain that the commission 
did not have all t he facts needed t o 
evaluate completely the costs involved 
in moving the Army's Information 
Syst em Command from Fort Hua­
chuca t o Fort Devens, MA. They 
present a very strong case, a case 
which paints a very different picture 
of the cost of this move. 

Even using the same analysis 
method used by the Commission. Are 
these citizens correct? What forum do 
they have t o present their findings 
and seek some redress? We do not 
know if they are correct. We do know 
that there is a fallacy as it relates to 
saving at this fort. 

The intent of the bill language is to 
offer some form of redress if a mistake 
was made. We are not predetermining 
that they must reverse anything 
within the Base Commission's recom­
mendations. It does not overturn the 
Commission's findings, nor does it de­
stroy the ability of the Department of 
Defense to implement base closings or 
realignments as they are set and 
scheduled to occur. It asks the GAO to 
investigate particular cases where it 

appears that a costly mistake might be 
made in closing or realigning a base. 

In the case of Fort Huachuca, the 
cost not only involves the uprooting of 
almost 2,000 families, most of whom 
are civilians, and moving them across 
country, but at a cost to the American 
taxpayer, who may find that no sav­
ings are going to be realized by this 
action. 

While the GAO cannot measure the 
human costs of the move, they can 
review all available data, including 
some which the Commission did not 
have before it, and make a judgment 
on the economics of this particular re­
alignment. I believe we owe this to the 
American taxpayer, to the dedicated 
personnel in the Army Information 
Systems Command, and to the citizens 
of Sierra Vista, AZ. 

I ask my colleagues in the Senate to 
reject the proposed amendment and 
sustain the language that has been 
put together carefully and competent­
ly. This is a fair way to approach a dif­
ficult situation without uprooting and 
changing in any way whatsoever the 
entire Base Closing Commission. 

Yesterday there was discussion on 
the floor about the nine points exam­
ined by the Commission. Charges were 
raised by opponents of the bill that 
committee is only focusing on one of 
the criteria examined by the Commis­
sion, mainly saving money. 

At the Defense Subcommittee hear­
ing April 6, Sandy Morris, a Sierra 
Vista council person, detailed each of 
the nine points examined by the Com­
mission and refuted each point. Her 
testimony was placed in the RECORD on 
May 2, 1989, and the Defense Depart­
ment has not refuted her statements 
to date. 

One point was the impact on readi­
ness. General Rogers, the commander 
of the Information System Command 
at Fort Huachuca, conducted a survey 
which indicat ed that between 50 and 
75 percent of the senior engineers and 
scientists will retire early rather than 
move to Fort Devens. This will have a 
negative effect on readiness because 
replacements will have to be hired 
from the Fort Devens area where 
wages are, on the average, 65 percent 
higher than those in similar positions 
in Fort Huachuca. So readiness is 
going to be affected by such a move if 
you lost 50 percent of your people who 
are already part of this. 

Another point is the availability of 
land and facilities. Fort Devens is lo­
cated in Ayers, MA, near the high-cost 
Boston, MA, area. It is a landlocked fa­
cility with no room for growth whatso­
ever. 

I welcome people to come to south­
ern Arizona to see Fort Huachuca. 
There are hundreds and hundreds of 
acres and ample land in which to 
expand. 

Another point was the potential to 
accommodate contingency mobiliza-

tion. Again Fort Huachuca has plenty 
of area in which to expand. It is one of 
the largest bases and has hundreds of 
acres that can be utilized very easily. 

Another point was cost and manpow­
er implications. At the end of 1988, the 
Commission originally estimated the 
realignment of the ISC to be approxi­
mately $218 million. This cost esti­
mate, as of April of this year, has now 
risen to at least $500 million to realign 
this one base. 

There is only $300 million proposed 
to be appropriated in the bill for the 
entire closure activities next year. 

Six years saving payback is the key 
one, I believe, but just one of the nine 
criteria. Earlier this year, the Army 
itself stated that there would never be 
a payback for the alignment of this 
base. Should we move ahead? I do not 
think it is wise. In fact, the Army 
stated there would be recurring costs 
of an estimated $18 million per year. 
These costs could be revised upward to 
nearly $30 million a year. Based on the 
Army's data. this is the military saying 
that this is not a wise move. 

Economic impact on the community. 
Because it was originally assumed that 
Fort Devens would be closed, there 
was not a study done on the economic 
impact to Sierra Vista, AZ. There was, 
however, one done at Ayers, MA, and 
the impact of closing the base was 
found to be minimal. 

I am not suggesting they close Fort 
Devens. There may be ample reason to 
keep it open, but certainly not at the 
expense of closing another base which 
has a negative economic impact as well 
as these other problems. 

I can assure you the realignment at 
Fort Huachuca will be more than just 
minimal. 

The seventh point was th e communi­
ty support. Commission members trav­
eled to Fort Devens to assess the com­
munity support for the base. They did 
not, h owever, travel to Fort Huachuca 
and give the residents there an oppor­
tunity t o explain to the Commission 
the depth of community support. 

Eight is the environmental impact, 
what an important subject for us to be 
discussing today. A study was done at 
Fort Devens because it was assumed 
that the fort would be closed. The 
EPA announced in July of this year 
that there are at least 24 sites at Fort 
Devens which are possible for listing 
on the national priority cleanup list. 
No study has been done at Fort Hua­
chuca and I have seen no indications 
that there would be any dramatic 
effect environmentally. 

And No. 9 is the implementation 
process of making the move. The ISC 
will be moving thousands of people 
across the country. Yet the command­
ers at Fort Huachuca were not asked 
by the Commission for their input on 
the implementation process. Obviously 
a rationa-l reading of the nine criteria 
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has the affect Fort Huachuca demon­
strates that none of the nine fit the 
needs established by the Commission 
charter. It even appears as though the 
decision, as they affect Fort Hua­
chuca, were made during the Commis­
sion's final week of deliberations. 

During an earlier hearing before the 
Defense Subcommittee I asked the 
chairmen of the Commission, Repre­
sentative Edwards and Senator Ribi­
coff, if errors could have been made. 
They agreed that errors could have 
been made. 

Clearly, if the Defense Department 
had only 2 days to examine the Com­
mission's findings, and the Commis­
sion has this much material on only 1 
of the 140 bases to be closed or re­
aligned, perhaps mistakes were made. 
If we have sold the base closure proce­
dure and process to the American tax­
payer as a money saver-and, believe 
me, I think every Member has done 
so-then we must ensure that savings 
will be realized and will be real. 

As the amendment adopted by the 
committee states, these bases that 
meet the monetary saving criteria 
should be closed. They will be closed. 
If errors have been made, let us cor­
rect the errors before we waste tax­
payers' dollars in order to save taxpay­
ers' dollars. 

Those actions that are questionable 
should be reexamined by an independ­
ent source. That is all that is proposed 
by the committee amendment. 

It seems so clear to me, Mr. Presi­
dent, that the chairman and the Ap­
propriations Committee have done a 
thorough job in reviewing this issue. 
When we had the Defense Depart­
ment before the subcommittee, the 
chairman permitted all of us to ques­
tion the witnesses. The Assistant Sec­
retary of Defense for Installations, 
Mr. Stone, was there. I would like to 
just go over a little bit of his testimo­
ny. I asked Mr. Stone: 

"Now, given the case, when the Com­
mission report was referred back to 
the Department of Defense, within a 
limited period of time, 3, 4, 5 days, or a 
week, it had to review the Commis­
sion's recommendations, is it possible 
the situation that I am discussing with 
you today was not reviewed carefully 
to see ·whether or not it really made 
sense economically as well as strategi­
cally?" 

Mr. Stone said: 
It is possible that the Commission reached 

a conclusion that is not called for, I suppose. 
Judging from the people who worked on the 
Commission, it is hard for me to accept that 
they did that, but it does seem possible. 

Senator DECONCINI. Going a step further, 
when it came back to the Department of 
Defense for its certification and review proc­
ess, with the short period of time that was 
given for this, is it possible that the Defense 
Department did not have enough time to 
review carefully that particular realign­
ment? 

Mr. STONE. My own review, Senator, con­
sisted of reading the report and talking to 
some people who had worked on the staff, 
and judging that the package was sensible. 

So even the Army says, even the De­
fense Department says, they did not 
do much to review the report. All they 
did is read the report. They did not go 
back and look at the statistical data. 
They did not check on point 9, or 
point 5, or point anything, on whether 
or not they had complied with the 
Commission's Charter. 

I think it is important, Mr. Presi­
dent, to conclude here today that 
nobody is asking us, by the committee 
amendment being debated here, to re­
verse what the Base Closing Commis­
sion has recommended. What we have 
are 140 bases that are going to be 
modified, realigned or closed. I sup­
port that. As a matter of fact, in Arizo­
na, just to demonstrate how much I 
support it, there is a base there called 
Davis Monthan Air Force Base. One 
unit there is recommended to be 
phased out; affecting about 750 mili­
tary personnel and civilian personnel. 
This Senator is not objecting to that 
because it makes sense and because 
the Base Closure Commission looked 
at it carefully, reviewed all the as­
pects, all nine of then, and came to a 
conclusion with which I cannot dis­
agree. 

But that is not the case as it con­
cerns these other three bases and I 
speak particularly of Fort Huachuca 
in Arizona. 

It is time, Mr. President, for us not 
to just accept everything as cast in 
concrete and as being absolute and ir­
reversible. We debate in this Senate 
today what the Appropriations Com­
mittee has carefully constructed. The 
chairman of the subcommittee has 
said on a number of times, we are not 
trying to play God. We are not trying 
to reverse the Commission's recom­
mendations at all. What we are doing 
is asking the Defense Department and 
the GAO to look at these few cases 
where there is a strong discrepancy be­
tween the nine points that have been 
established and the reality of the sta­
tistical data supporting it. 

Is that asking too much? It seems to 
me that it is not. It would be very 
unwise for us not to go ahead and 
adopt the committee amendment and 
merely ask the GAO to review this; to 
make a determination whether or not 
the costs are recovered. If it is paid 
back, then this base that I am talking 
about, as well as the others, will be 
closed and properly so. It is not the 
intent of this Senator to forestall clos­
ing of a base that makes sense. In all 
but three or so of these cases, there is 
no question any longer about those 
bases. 

It is agreed that they must be closed. 
But here we have a base that I have 
talked about at some length that does 
not make a lot of sense to realign. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a number of 
memorandums from the Department 
of Defense and the Department of the 
Army that go into the rationale 
behind my statement and why the 
Army itself cannot support the modifi­
cation and realignment and the 
change of this particular base. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Fort Huachuca, AZ, September 22, 1989. 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR OF INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS FOR COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNI­
CATIONS, AND COMPUTERS 

Subject: PBC, Council of Colonels <COC> 
Follow Up. 
1. Reference memorandum DISC4, SAIS­

PPP, 22 Sep 89, SAB, received by facsimile 
at 221150T Sep 89. 

2. Your request in referenced memoran­
dum is overwhelming. We feel that we have 
been tasked to select a club with which we 
will be beaten and then asked to reveal all 
the benefits that we will derive from the 
beating. We are further advised that we will 
probably have to pay for the beating and 
the resulting medical bills. 

3. The consolidation of HQ, USAISC and 
its engineering and project management ac­
tivities is a good idea; but, we can offer no 
justification for the move specifically to 
Fort Devens, other than that it is one of the 
Army's available alternatives for keeping 
Fort Devens open. The question of benefits 
of the move have been evaluated in depth, 
without success, ever since the surprise an­
nouncement of the move on 29 Dec. 88. The 
cost of consolidating the USAISC activities 
at Fort Devens is not cost-effective in and of 
itself. The move was justified by the DOD 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
by including it in a package that relies on 
the sale of 9,000 acres of land at Fort 
Meade, MD to offset USAISC's realignment 
costs. The move to Fort Devens will put the 
command in the same time zone with 
HQDA and its major operations and mainte­
nance subordinate command <the 7th Signal 
Command>, but it will also move it farther 
away from some of its other subcommands 
in other time zones. 

4. Answers to the questions posed in para­
graph 2 of referenced memorandum will be 
submitted separately. Most of the research 
required to answer your questions has been 
done as part of the Base Realignment im­
plementation planning and costing. 

5. USAISC POC is Mr. G.R. King, ASTT, 
A V 879-8840. 

JACK B. AVANT, 
Colonel, GS, 

Director, USAISC Transiton Team. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, OFFICE 
OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, DC, September 22, 1989. 

MEMORANDUM FOR USAISC, BASE CLOSURE AND 
REALIGNMENT OFFICE, FT. HUACHUCA, AZ 85613. 

Subject: PBC, Council of Colonels <CoC> 
Follow Up. 
1. Request your organization prepare by 

COB today, a short explanation on why the 
consolidation of ISC activities at Fort 
Devens is a good idea. This input will be 
used by the SECDEF Mr. Cheney when he 
meets with interested members of Congress 
to discuss the rationale for this move, which 
does not seem to be cost effective. 
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2. Also, provide the following, by 8:00 AM 

EST on 25 September 1989: 
a. Make adjustments to costs for the Fort 

Devens move, caused by improved efficiency 
of operations in administration functions 
such as, personnel, public affairs, EEO, etc. 
These separate functions performed at 
ISMA/ISSC/ISEC should be consolidated 
at Fort Devens. 

b. Identify the hire lag that ISC organiza­
tions have experienced historically. Was 
this factor considered in ISC's 1 September 
submission? If not, then adjust costs of dual 
staffing to account for the historically expe­
rienced hire lag. 

c. Identify the current baseline skills for 
ISC. Specifically, your training and educa­
tion costs for new people need to be adjust­
ed to those ba.Seline skills within your cur­
rent organizations. 

d. Critically evaluate all IMA equipment 
costs (identified separately or as part of the 
MCA project>. Examine opportunities to 
meet minimum essential levels of service. 

e. The perception of the PBC CoC was 
that the Army will be forced to constrain its 
budget submission to the HAC data call. If 
we exceed this number, then DOD most 
likely will tell the Army to fund the cost out 
of Army TOA. Therefore, ISC most likely 
will be told to absorb the cost differential 
between the HAC data call and MACOM 
scrubbed figures. 

3. The POC for this headquarters is Helen 
Letmanyi, Autovon 224-5005. 

JEREMIAH C. MoLL, 
Colonel, GS, Chief, Plans Division. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 

Washington, DC, September 20, 1989. 
MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR OF THE ARMY 

BUDGET 

Subject: Base Realignment and Closure 
<BRAC> Costs and Savings. 
Reference the BRAC cost and savings 

data recently submitted by MACOMs for in­
clusion in the special exhibit due to OSD on 
29 September. 

Although we have not had the time or the 
expertise to validate the O&M costs and 
savings, following are areas which could 
generate additional "savings" and permit us 
to come closer to the estimate we previously 
provided <HAC data call). This should be 
consolidated with other FM input and given 
to the BRACO: 

a. Environmental: 
Remove all environmental clean-up costs 

from the O&M line and identify separately 
as a non-add entry. These costs were not in­
cluded in the Commission estimate. 

Eliminate USACE support-related costs 
for environmental clean-up projects. 

b. Manpower Costs: 
Eliminate all dual staffing. If we deter­

mine later that some dual staffing is re­
quired, it should be addressed as an Army 
problem and not a BRAC requirement. 

Check FYSS for MACOM civilian person­
nel reductions done in anticipation of base 
closures; garner any such spaces as savings 
forBRAC. 

Staff at current MACOM level of effort, 
not Installation of Excellence standards. 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATIONS 

Commission Macom 

c. Construction: 
Eliminate new commissaries, PX's in the 

National Capital Region. 
Eliminate increase for barracks construc­

tion for BT due to Dix phase-out. 
Identify MCA Army took in ABS in antici­

pation of base closure actions. 
Eliminate dual funding <OMA/MCA>, if 

any, for Bldg. 1 at Fort Ben Harrison. 
d. IMA Costs: DISC4 should further scrub 

and validate IMA and equipment upgrade 
costs. 

e. Huachuca-Devens BASOPS Costs: 
Eliminate recurring costs in excess of sav­
ings-should net to zero. 

JOSUE ROBLES, Jr., 
Brigadier General, GS, 

Director for Operations. 

FORT HUACHUCA/FORT DEVENS 
Macom measures to prevent degradation 

of mission are costly and cannot be validat­
edbyBRACO: 

Transition costs <overhires, TDY, interns, 
etc.> 

Recruiting/retention costs. 
Dual staffing requirements. 
Premium pay <recurring). 
Contract support costs <recurring). 
IMA recurring costs. 
Recurring costs exceed savings at both 

Devens and Huachuca. 

Delta HQOA Scrub Delta 

Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 

AMC......................................................................................................... ................. ............................ 3 1,082 6 591 +3 - 491 ............................. .. ........................ ...................................... . 
Forscom .................................................................................. ....... .. ................................. 280 1,658 947 1,361 +667 - 297 ································· ··· ................... ......... ·························· 
ISC ........................................................................................................................................................ 0 0 0 0 ················································· ···························· ..................................................... ......... . 
MOW............................................................... ...................................................................................... 0 189 2 114 +2 -75 ...... .......................... ....................... .......................... ............ . 
MTMC ................................................................................................................ :.................................. 0 6 0 6 ·············································································································································· 
Tradoc................................................................................................................................................... 1,306 861 607 -69 -669 -930 .. ............. ................. ...................... .. ......................... ............ . 
West com ................................................... .............................................................................. .............. 0 0 0 0 ................. ..................... ........... ································ .............................. . -------------------------------------------------------------------

Total... ............................................................................ . 1,589 3,796 1,562 2,003 -27 -1,793 .................... .............................. ................... . 

Notes.-Cornmission total for Forscom includes 200 military and 112 civilians at Fort Devens; Commission total for MOW includes 81 NAF spaces; Forscom total includes 211 milit~ry at Fort Devens; MOW total does not include 61 NAF 
spaces eliminated. 

COMMENTS ON BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLO­
SURE [BRAC] COSTS AND SAVINGS MEMO­
RANDUM, UNSIGNED, DATED 20, SEPTEMBER 
1989 
1. Re second paragraph, basic document, 

HQDA appears to have imposed an absolute 
requirement for current BRAC estimates to­
match the estimated submitted to the HAC 
in May, Why? Those estimates were clearly 
caveated by the MACOMs as being incom­
plete when they are submitted. The BRAC 
plans had not been finalized in May conse­
quently estimates made without plans to 
base them on had to be inaccurate. Both DA 
and the HAC knew this. Why should the 
Army now force numbers to meet an errone­
ous estimate? 

2. Re environmental costs, basic docu­
ment. It is true that the Commission was 
not to consider environmental costs in their 
decision process. This was to preclude sites 
being eliminated due to major environmen­
tal problems. Nevertheless, it is still incum­
bunt upon the federal government to clean 
up what it has contaminated. To delete 
these costs from current estimates is an at­
tempt to hide from Congress the true costs. 

3. Re dual staffing basic document. Dual 
staffing is a technique used to begin hiring 

at the gaining site while drawing down at 
the losing site. It's intent is to provide conti­
nuity of operations at all times. That is, if 
an organization is necessary to the Army, it 
is assumed that it cannot be brought to a 
halt during the months required to make a 
major move and then brought to life again 
without endangering national readiness. 
Dual staffing is non-optional to delete it 
from the cost estimates is again an attempt 
to hide from Congress the true costs of the 
BRAC. 

4. Re FY 88 Manpower savings, basic doc­
ument. To utilize savings from years prior 
to BRAC to offset BRAC costs speaks for 
itself. 

5. Re MCA cuts, basic document. See para­
graph 4. 

6. Re Huachuca-Devens BASOPS costs, 
basic document. The suggetion that these 
costs be zeroed out is in blatent disregard 
for the truth as validated by a separate DA 
element, USAFISA. 

7. Re degradation of mission, Forst Hua­
chuca/Fort Devens chart. BRACO is unable 
to validate these costs but neither does it 
deny them. The cost analysis contained in 
the USAISC Transition Plan contains clear 

discussions of each of these costs. BRACO 
has chosen to ignore that analysis. 

Transition costs: Touched on earlier as 
part of the dual hire issue. 

Recruiting/retention costs: These are 
based on a study by the Boston area Federal 
Executive Board. BRACO's refusal to use 
these figures can only be explained by their 
wish to hide from Congress the true costs of 
the swap. 

Dual staffing requirements: Discussed ear­
lier. 

Premium pay: Premiun pay is an existing 
authorization at Devens for GS-8s and 
below. The only premium pay in the analy­
sis is the authorized preimum pay for scien­
tists and engineers. To claim that these 
cannot be validated is a distortion of reality. 

Contract support costs: Massachusetts is a 
high cost area. It will cost more to hire con­
tractors in a high cost area, due to their 
overhead, than it does to hire them in a low 
cost area like Arizona. 

IMA recurring costs: See contract support 
costs. 

8. Money to make the swap. It is our un­
derstanding that money for the Huachuca/ 
Devens swap would come from the sale of 
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Fort Meade. FORSCOM has made a strong 
pitch to retain Meade. If they are success­
ful, where will the money come from for the 
move? 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, what 
time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii has 2 minutes 
and 46 seconds remaining. The Sena­
tor from Georgia has 45 minutes. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, may I 

speak on behalf of the Senator from 
Georgia since we are cosponsors of the 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, the Senator may pro­
ceed. The Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from Georgia 
and myself, we yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island is recog­
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Virgin­
ia. I wholeheartedly support the 
amendment that he and the Senator 
from Georgia have offered. I think 
anybody would have to believe in the 
tooth fairy to think that this provision 
in the appropriat ions bill does not 
really derail the base closing measure. 

There was a measure that the Con­
gress stepped up to the plate and said 
we are going to face up to base closing. 
We are going to do something about it. 
Year after year, the Congress had 
fought about any base closing. Every­
body with a parochial interest rose on 
the floor and valiantly defended a 
base in his or her State. No bases were 
closed. Indeed there was legislation on 
the books that said no base could be 
closed. 

So we set up a Commission with 12 
individuals. They came back with a 
report that I must say I thought was 
rather modest. What did the report 
do? It affected 145 defense installa­
tions. A defense installation does not 
mean a base. A defense installation 
can be really a very small entity. I sup­
pose in the Nation there are some­
thing like several thousand, probably 
as much as 10,000, installations, if you 
take them under that category. 

Of these 145 defense installations af­
fected, 86 were to be clrsed. What a 
modest number. Five were to be closed 
in part and 54 were to be either re­
duced or increased when units were re­
located. So 54 does not mean all went 
down. Some of those went up. So of 
the 145, it does not mean 145 were 
closed or nearly closed or even 144 or 
reduced. Some of those 145 went up. 

After that modest effort that was 
agreed to by both Houses of Congress 
in setting up the Commission-and 
really I think it was one of the great 
steps by this Congress since I have 
been here, t o face up to these parochi­
al concerns and try to get a handle on 

military spending. As a result of that, 
we demonstrated the will to save this 
Nation, it is estimated, some $5.6 bil­
lion over the next 20 years. So that 
was successful and so it seemed. 

Now comes this step in the Defense 
appropriation bill that would delay it. 
It would delay it 3 months and set up 
a series of hoops that would have to be 
gone through. So I sincerely hope that 
our colleagues here on the floor will 
support the Nunn-Warner amend­
ment, which would revoke that provi­
sion of the Defense appropriations bill 
and get on with the closing of these 
bases as was originally expected when 
we gave approval to the Base Closing 
Commission. 

And I might say this: All of us recog­
nize that this was not all solved when 
we set up the Base Closing Commis­
sion. Everybody said, "Now, we have 
got to stick to it because there will be 
attempts to undermine this at differ­
ent stages of the proceedings." So I 
hope we can stick by our guns and see 
that this modest step is followed 
through. The Nation will achieve 
greater efficiency and save some 
money. 

I thank the Chair, and I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia. 

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

Before my distinguished colleague 
leaves the floor, I would like to revisit 
a little bit of history at the time he 
was Secretary of the Navy and I had 
the privilege of serving as his chief 
deputy. We, too, as members of the ex­
ecutive branch were then faced with 
decisions to close bases. I recall so viv­
idly that after the departure from the 
post of Secretary of the Navy of the 
distinguished Senator from Rhode 
Island, when I had the opportunity 
and did succeed him, I was given the 
tough choice of closing the destroyer 
base in Rhode Island. The Senator re­
members that chapter, does he not? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I have borne those 
scars for many years. I clearly remem­
ber. The Senator did not stop there. It 
seemed to me he laid into the job with 
a vengeance. He not only closed the 
destroyer base, he closed the Quonset 
Naval Aircraft Overhaul Facility with 
1,500 jobs. He was not to be dissuaded. 
And I must say at that time I was un­
enthusiastic, to put it mildly, about 
that base closure. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I did 
not mean to pull the cork in the 
bottle. But the Senator is correct. And 
I also closed the Boston Naval Ship­
yard. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes, that is r ight. I 
wish you would not use the word "we" 
closed it. I was gone by that time. I do 
not want anybody in Rhode Island to 
believe that I had any part in the clo­
sure of those bases, because I did not. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President , I 
simply bring up this chapter of histo­
ry--

Mr. CHAFEE. Painful chapter. 
Mr. WARNER. Yes. To indicate how 

difficult it is to make these decisions 
and to get them to stick. 

Following those decisions, I was then 
brought before the Senate of the 
United States and indeed the Congress 
as a whole in the caucus room. I re­
member it very well. I faced a formida­
ble array of Members of Congress 
from those States that were affected. I 
think today there remains my distin­
guished colleague, the senior Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] 
who stared at me across the table at 
that time. But finally, the decision 
stuck. Hearing after hearing, but the 
decision stuck because Members of 
Congress recognized that once you 
take a base closure package and you 
reopen it, every Member is then really 
saddled with the responsibility to open 
that decision up for his or her State. 
And that really in general is what we 
are faced with here today. 

The Secretary of Defense, when he 
gave directions to this Commission, 
cited nine criteria to be followed in 
making the determination as to 
whether or not to include a base or in­
stallation. I think it is important that 
we pause a minute to review these 
nine criteria, because this particular 
measure in the appropriation bill sin­
gles out but one of the nine criteria. 

1. The current and future mission require­
ments and the impact on operational readi­
ness of the military departments concerned. 

2. The availability and condition of land 
and facilities at both existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

3. The potential to accommodate contin­
gency, mobilization, and future force re­
quirements at receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 
5. The extent and timing of potential cost 

savings, including whether the total cost 
savings realized from the closure or realign­
ment of the base will, by the end of the 6-
year period beginning with the date of the 
completion of the closure or realignment of 
the base, exceed the amount expended to 
close or realign the base. 

Fifth is the one we are discussing 
here, the 6-year period, and I will 
return to that. 

6. The economic impact on the community 
in which the base to be closed or realigned 
is located. 

7. The community support at the receiv­
ing locations. 

8. The environmental impact. 
And very little has been said as to 

whether or not environmental costs 
should be considered here. 

9. The implementation process involved. 
Mr. President, the provision in this 

bill which Chairman NUNN and I seek 
to amend comes down to the 6 years. 
If I could gain the attention of the dis­
tinguished manager of the bill, the 
Senator from Hawaii, I would like to 
propound a question. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin­
guished manager. 



21612 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 26, 1989 
In drawing up this particular provi­

sion my colleague seized upon the 6 
years that was but one of the nine cri­
teria. Supposing a GAO report came 
back and said: Within 6 years there is 
not a cost saving, but in the seventh 
year there will be a significant saving? 
As we here in the Congress constantly 
seek to remove the waste, fraud and 
abuse from the Department of De­
fense and to challenge the decisions of 
the Secretary of Defense, be it on this 
provision of base closure or the V -22 
or the Grumman aircraft program, all 
of these decisions that have taken a 
measure of courage and determination 
to make, I come back to this one: Sup­
posing in the seventh year the GAO 
said there will be significant savings? 
What do we say to our colleagues 
then, that just one more year beyond 
this rigid 6 would have made the dif­
ference? 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if I 
may respond, the committee amend­
ment speaks of cost savings. We are 
also cognizant of the fact that in each 
of three cases: Chanute, Huachuca, 
and Dix, points included in the nine 
criteria were not fully followed. 

For example, in the case of Chanute, 
if I recall, they were rated No.7 in pri­
ority as being necessary for training 
areas, but then a reassessment by the 
GAO together with the Air Force con­
cluded that they should have been 
number 1. Not based upon savings. 

It was the same thing with Hua­
chuca. Huachuca was given the lowest 
category in priorities but then, after 
reassessment by the Army-and it 
should be noted that the U.S. Army 
appealed and was opposed to the Hua­
chuca decision. We are not doing this 
to undermine the Commission process. 
Out of 145 bases we are suggesting 
that the Commission, a very distin­
guished panel, may have made errors 
in three of them. 

Our question is, Should we, knowing 
that errors were made, disregard these 
errors and tell the folks in Chanute, 
Dix, and Huachuca: "Sorry folks, you 
are out of work, you cannot pay your 
mortgages". Is that the American 
way? 

I do not think, I say to my colleague, 
that is the American way. The Ameri­
can way should be one that provides 
redress and relief. And that is all we 
are trying to provide. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, again, 
supposing in the 7th year there was a 
cost saving? 

Mr. INOUYE. If the Comptroller 
General so indicated that the 7th year 
savings would be a massive one, I 
would say that follows the spirit of the 
requirement. 

Mr. WARNER. So the distinguished 
Senator is indicating, Mr. President, 
that six is not. rigid? Is that correct? 

Mr. INOUYE. Of course, that is not 
current law. It is an administrative 

standard that was set to follow as a 
guideline. 

Mr. WARNER. I realize it is not the 
law. 

Mr. President, I would address one 
more question to my distinguished col­
league and indeed he, for many years, 
participated in defense decisions in the 
appropriation cycle where I think 
there is a very special obligation on 
that committee. They pursued that 
obligation each year to determine 
wherein there is some waste or ineffi­
ciency in the defense budget and then 
make a reallocation of priorities. 

Would my colleague indicate his 
thoughts on whether or not there still 
remain in the defense structure, bases 
which are inefficient and could possi­
bly meet this criteria? Maybe today or 
tomorrow, in the future? 

Mr. INOUYE. If I may respond, Mr. 
President, I have been advised that 
the Department of Defense is pre­
pared to have another commission or a 
committee look into base closures. So I 
think the U.S. Senate should be pre­
pared to consider another report. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that is 
precisely the point I wish to make. I, 
likewise, have heard that. We will, 
again, as a legislative body, be faced 
with the challenge of trying to devise 
the charter by which that Commission 
works. It we set a precedent now that 
we can reopen these packages after 
they are put together by a commis­
sion, I am fearful that a future com­
mission cannot be as successful as the 
one we are now examining. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, may I 
ask my distinguished friend from Vir­
ginia a question? Will my colleague 
yield to a question? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes, of course. 
Mr. President, that should be on this 

Senator's time. 
Mr. INOUYE. The Senator's bill has 

a provision that calls for an assess­
ment and analysis of the Commission's 
findings after the decision has been 
implemented. Did my colleague come 
across with this provision because he 
was not quite certain as to the validity 
of the Commission's recommenda­
tions? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
question is well taken. Our committees 
was faced with several of its members 
who were acutely affected by the deci­
sions of this Commission. As I stated 
yesterday, they fought vigorously and 
hard to try to reverse the very decision 
we are thinking about today. The com­
mittee, however, did not support them. 

But, as a means to assure that 
future actions-basically we are look­
ing to the future-future actions by a 
future commission can learn from the 
experience of this one. We wanted the 
benefit of the GAO review. That is the 
reason for it. 

Mr. INOUYE. One of the GAO re­
views indicated that massive errors 

had been made. Shall we just tell the 
folks "too bad"? 

Mr. WARNER. That is a subject the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
and I were talking about a few mo­
ments ago. If there were an egregious, 
massive error made, it seems to me it 
would be incumbent on this institu­
tion, the Congress, to get the Secre­
tary of Defense to redress that and re­
store that decision. It seems to me 
that would be by separate legislation, 
rather than by tinkering with this bill 
which has passed both Houses, which 
has now gone to almost finality. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KERRY). The Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

Mr. WARNER. I yield to the Sena­
tor from Rhode Island on my time. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, this is 
the point I would like to make. At 
some point, we have to say enough is 
enough. We set up the Commission. 
Everybody in this U.S. Senate clearly 
recognized there is an excess number 
of military installations in this coun­
try. 

We recognized we were desperate to 
try to save some money. We set up a 
Commission of as wise people as could 
be gathered. Did everybody agree with 
every decision that that group made? 
No. 

I do not know why suddenly GAO is 
considered gods, that their bolts from 
on high, from Mount Olympus will de­
termine what is right and what is 
wrong, but that seems to be the senti­
ment on the floor here: If GAO says 
that money will not be saved in the 
first 6 years, therefore the entire proc­
ess should be reversed as far as base A, 
B, or C goes. To me that is just turn­
ing over our responsibility to another 
group. 

We have made the decision. We have 
backed it up so far. We have come a 
long distance. It had to pass the 
House; it had to pass the Senate origi­
nally; the Commission had to be set 
up. 

I believe this measure has passed the 
House already. Am I correct on that? 
Has this measure passed the House, 
the DOD appropriations bill? 

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Without a provision 
such as this on it? 

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. CHAFEE. We are coming up to 
the 1-yard line with a chance to make 
a significant achievement that this 
Congress has not been able to do cer­
tainly since the end of the Korean 
war. Well, I will backtrack on that; in 
1973 there were some base closures, 
and I am painfully aware of those. 
That was 15 years ago. 

So I think it would be a tremendous 
damage to the Military Establishment, 
to the credibility of this Senate, to the 
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credibilty of any further effort to fur­
ther close bases, to reverse gears now. 
So I hope the amendment of the Sena­
tor from Virginia and the Senator 
from Georgia will be supported in this 
body. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
again to draw something to the atten­
tion of the distinguished manager of 
the bill, and then I would be happy to 
yield such time as may be required by 
the distinguished Senator from Texas. 

Mr. President, I say to my good 
friend from Hawaii, we entered into a 
little colloquy here on the hypotheti­
cal: Supposing in the seventh year, the 
GAO indicated there could be a sav­
ings. I understood the Senator to say 
in that case there would be some flexi­
bility. 

I draw to the attention of the Sena­
tor page 18, line 16. I shall read from 
that point: 

That none of the funds made available in 
this act shall be obligated or expended to 
implement any base realignment or closure 
recommended by the Defense Secretary's 
Commission on Base Realignment and Clo­
sure in his report of December 29, 1988, 
unless the Compt roller General of the 
United States has certified to the Congress 
that, in accordance with generally accepted 
Government auditing standards, he esti­
mates that the total cost savings for that 
base realignment or closure will, within 6 
years after each base or installation has 
been closed or realigned, exceed the amount 
expended to close or realign the installation. 

I do not see the flexibility in there. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if I 

may respond, I would be pleased to 
accept an amendment for 7 years. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we 
will take that under advisement. I 
yield such time as the Senator from 
Texas requires. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas is recognized for 
such time he may need, with the 24 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, there 
are a lot of issues involved here. Sena­
tor RuDMAN yesterday outlined the 
fact that by giving these unilateral 
powers to GAO, we get into exactly 
the problem we were in on the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law and the 
court ruled in Bowsher versus Synar 
that that was unconstitutional, to give 
a legislative branch agency control 
over the decisions of the executive 
branch. 

Second, Mr. President, I think that 
we have gone beyond the limit of what 
GAO is capable of doing. I think in 
doing so, we force GAO more and 
more every day into the political 
sphere. I think we have lost sight of 
what this audit agency is basically ca­
pable of doing. If you find barrels in a 
warehouse and you want to know if 
whiskey is in them, you can send GAO 
out there, they can break one open, 
stick their finger in, taste it and come 

back and tell you. But to try and get 
GAO to come in and do a study as to 
whether the warehouse is run effi­
ciently is, I believe, in many ways 
beyond the scope of their capabilities. 
I think giving them the mandate to go 
in and try to second-guess a distin­
guished bipartisan Commission that 
had tremendous resources to under­
take a very difficult study is a misuse 
of GAO. But these two reasons I have 
outlined are not the real telling rea­
sons I am against this amendment. 

For 15 years, we have been trying to 
close military bases. We know we have 
too many military bases. We know 
that many of our military bases were 
established when we faced the threat 
of the War of 1812. It is unlikely the 
Canadians are going to become bellig­
erent again, and yet we continue to op­
erate all these military bases at a time 
when defense is being cut, when Ivan 
is at the gate, when the wolf is at the 
door, in terms of budget problems. We 
continue to operate all these military 
bases because almost any Senator or 
any House Member, if they feel very 
strongly about it, and when the rest of 
the Congress is not terribly concerned 
about it, has been able to stop base 
closings. 

So we came up with an idea after 15 
years of frustration to have a biparti­
san Commission, let them go in and 
pick out bases that could and should 
be closed. We all knew when we voted 
for it that we faced danger in our own 
State. We basically concluded that the 
only way to do it was to have an as­
sessment and then make a decision 
based on that assessment. 

Mr. President, if we come in now and 
start to second-guess that Commission, 
if we establish a political principle 
that we are going to override their de­
cision, then this whole process, which 
is moving to close 86 military bases, is 
going to come to a screeching halt. 

Basically, what this allows us to do is 
to create a political situation where 
any House or Senate Member can go 
out and say, "Do not close this base." 
He can lie down in front of the main 
gate as the bulldozer is churning, the 
dust is flying, and the TV camera is 
rolling and, he can have his trusty 
aide come in, drag him out, dust on his 
face, and tears running down his 
cheeks. Yet we must get on with the 
business of the Nation. I think it is vi­
tally important that having undertak­
en this process, which was a new idea 
that was tried out of frustration, that 
we not come in and upset it. 

Do I believe every decision made by 
the Commission was right? No, and 
not surprisingly the ones made in my 
State are the ones I am most con­
vinced were not right. But, on the 
other hand, there was a problem. We 
had to come up with a practical way to 
deal with it. I think it is vitally impor­
tant in this era of tight budgets that 
we not now come in and inject politi-

cal decision back into the process and 
inject the GAO into an activity that 
they do not have the real capacity to 
perform. 

I am not saying that the Commis­
sion was perfect in all of its decisions. 
I do not agree with all of them. But we 
set up the procedure; it is a reasonable 
procedure. There is excess capacity in 
military bases. Everybody agrees in 
the aggregate that we need to close 
bases. We came up with a rational 
way-not perfect-but rational way of 
picking the bases to be closed. The de­
cision has been made, and I think it is 
vitally important, in terms of an order­
ly governmental process, that we allow 
that decision to stand. That is why I 
intend to vote for the pending Nunn 
amendment, and I urge my colleagues 
to do the same. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator from 
Virginia yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
be happy to yield for a minute and a 
half. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, it is 
really asking him to comment on 
something that troubles me. I, like the 
Senator from Virginia and the Senator 
from Georgia, am troubled by the 
breadth of the committee language. It 
is overly broad, but I am also troubled 
by the rigidity, the inflexibility of the 
current process. 

If there is a clear mistake which has 
been made, the way to remedy it 
seems very, very difficult. So we are 
caught in a dilemma where we want to 
process this as clean and clear. The 
proposal of the Appropriations Com­
mittee to build in some flexibility, I 
think, is overly broad. But I must say 
the current situation is overly rigid. 

My question of my good friend from 
Virginia is, where there is a clear mis­
take, should there not be authority to 
the Secretary of Defense, if he is satis­
fied following the receipt of the Comp­
troller General's report or other, if he 
is satisfied that there has been a clear 
mistake which was likely to have af­
fected the recommendation of the 
body that made the recommendation, 
should the Secretary of Defense not 
be authorized in that case at least to 
withhold obligation of funds for the 
closing of such a facility? 

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

My good friend who serves on the 
Armed Services Committee brings up a 
valid point. It touches on what we call 
the two law and what people view as 
equity and fairness. If these decisions 
result in a set of facts that are clearly 
on their face established that the 
Commission erred, in good faith, but 
erred nevertheless, perhaps facts that 
were not available at that time, 
change of circumstances or whatever 
the case may be, if there arises a body 
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of fact with respect to one of these ac­
tions which justifies a correction for 
equitable reasons. then there is noth­
ing to prevent the Secretary of De­
fense. on his own initiative. to come 
forward and petition the Congress for 
such relief as he deems appropriate in 
a timely way. 

That is the avenue in the judgment 
of the Senator from Virginia that 
should be followed because if we frac­
ture this law. which has been passed 
by both Houses. I daresay we will 
never again be able to try to structure 
a base closure package that will pass 
this body. 

We looked at that very question of 
equity exhaustively at the time this 
package was devised and brought to 
the Congress. 

I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if my friend 

will yield for one more question? 
Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. LEVIN. The problem. as he 

pointed out to me before. cuts the 
other way as well. If we put together a 
process which results in a clear mis­
take and a clear injustice where a base 
is closed because of a mistake-! think 
both of us realize there is that possi­
bility for mistake-we may have grave 
difficulty in putting together a process 
in the future because it would lack 
credibility and fairness. 

Somewhere in this process I believe 
we should allow and authorize the Sec­
retary of Defense not to obligate funds 
to close a base if he becomes satisfied 
following the receipt of the Comptrol­
ler Generars report or otherwise that 
there was a mistake which affected 
the outcome. Somehow or other in a 
process which had no possibility for 
input from people on the ground, at 
these bases. no opportunity for them 
to have a voice. to be heard. and where 
there was no personal visit to the base 
on the part of the Commission or its 
staff. and therefore you have that lack 
of the usual process that we cherish in 
this country, it seems to me there is 
nothing which would weaken this 
package if we at some point authorize 
the Secretary not to proceed to obli­
gate funds if he reaches the conclu­
sion there has been a substantial mis­
take that was the basis of the Commis­
sion's recommendation. 

So again I agree with my friend that 
the language in this bill is overly 
broad because there is a delegation to 
the GAO. I would like that to be possi­
ble but we lost that case in the Su­
preme Court. On the other hand, 
there has to be some way to correct 
mistakes and to authorize the Secre­
tary not to proceed if he reaches the 
conclusion there is a mistake. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President. first. 
a parliamentary inquiry as to the 
schedule of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia has 14% min­
utes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President. by 
pure coincidence, less that an hour ago 
I was with the Secretary of Defense. 
The President had convened a group 
of Senators and Members of the 
House to discuss his progress in the 
arms control arena. which I might say 
is a very favorable report. 

The Secretary of Defense. when 
called upon to make comments, indi­
cated that just this morning he was on 
Capitol Hill at the request of six Mem­
bers of Congress. each of whom is af­
fected in their States by this base clo­
sure package. He was petitioned to re­
consider, withhold, abstain, or take 
anything to prevent the decisions from 
taking effect. 

He just mentioned that to the Presi­
dent and the group assembled as an in­
dication of the difficulty of getting fi­
nality of action. If he is to get the 
waste. fraud. and abuse out of the De­
partment of Defense, and if Congress 
gives him the legislative authority to 
do so, and he takes those actions. then 
it seems to me we have an obligation 
to support him. It would be a never­
ending process of personal appeal to a 
Secretary of Defense. As I mentioned 
to Senator CHAFEE, recalling on our 
own modest experience some 15 years 
ago, I know this is difficult for Mem­
bers of the Senate and indeed the 
House and for their constituents. but 
it is that type of tough decision he has 
to make. 

I will come back to the Senator's 
point. The Senator is saying, should 
there not be a Supreme Court some­
where. 

Mr. LEVIN. Should he at least be 
authorized not to proceed if he thinks 
there is a mistake. 

Mr. WARNER. I say to the Senator 
he has right now the authority to 
come to the Congress at any point in 
time and say to us--

Mr. LEVIN. Of course. 
Mr. WARNER. Where there has 

been a mistake or change of circum­
stances. I as Secretary of Defense say 
in our national interests the decision 
should be reversed. 

Mr. LEVIN. There is nothing in this 
bill, though, in the processes which we 
establish which would encourage him 
to do that because everything we put 
in place says it is an unbreakable pack­
age, it is all or nothing. There is noth­
ing in that process which allows for 
any flexibility even if the Secretary 
himself reaches a conclusion there has 
been a mistake. 

Let me reiterate a key point. We 
have had no possibility for people who 
are at these bases to be heard, and we 
have had no personal visits. In that 
situation-and I am not trying to un­
ravel the package, and I understand 
what my friend is after. and I think he 
is basically right-1 think we have to 
make some tough decisions. But some­
where there should be just a modicum 
of flexibility. a statement to the Secre-

tary of Defense that if you reach the 
conclusion there is a mistake which 
was the basis of a recommendation. we 
would authorize you not to proceed. I 
do not think that unravels anything. 
We want some finality, yes. We also 
want some fairness. at least the poten­
tial of some fairness. and I think we 
can achieve both. 

I thank my friend. I have used too 
much of his time already. 

Mr. WARNER. No. Mr. President. 
my good colleague from Michigan 
knows we have been here together for 
11 years. Since we came. we have 
worked together on many common 
problems. He stands as a man of cour­
age to fight for those who could be 
trampled on. and I respect the judg­
ment of the Senator. I say in response 
if we in this Senate twist the screw­
driver one fraction to make it a provi­
sion for a court of appeals to the Sec­
retary of Defense. there will be an 
endless stream of petitions to his 
office. 

Mr. LEVIN. Did not my friend say 
he is always open to petitions anyway. 
that he always has the authority to 
come to Congress? 

Mr. WARNER. Which friend is the 
Senator talking about? 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator from Vir­
ginia. 

Mr. WARNER. I am always open. 
Mr. LEVIN. Did not the Senator say 

the Secretary could, of course, come to 
the Congress? 

Mr. WARNER. Absolutely. 
Mr. LEVIN. And therefore. he is. 

under your process. open to be peti­
tioned to do just that? 

Mr. WARNER. That gives him that 
delicate measure of his taking the ini­
tiative as opposed to the Congress di­
recting him. And you have to assume 
that the Secretary of Defense. irre­
spective of the politics, the administra­
tion. the President. is a man or women 
of good and fair conscience. 

Mr. LEVIN. He is open to appeal. 
Mr. WARNER. He is open to appeal. 

So on his own initiative he can come 
forward. 

Mr. LEVIN. And we would encour­
age him, indeed, if he reached a con­
clusion that there was a mistake 
which affected the outcome, to come 
forward? 

Mr. WARNER. I dare say the collo­
quy we are now having would provide 
a legislative history to the effect that 
while the Senator from Michigan and 
I may have a difference of weight to 
our language, I would not want to put 
in anything to encourage him there 
because I want to see finality. He 
clearly has the right to come forward 
if there is brought to his attention a 
body of fact. 

Mr. LEVIN. Would the Senator, as 
the kind person we know he is, encour­
age him in those circumstances to 
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come forward if he knew there was a 
mistake? 

Mr. WARNER. I would simply say 
we are fortunate our country has men 
and women of good conscience in 
those positions and let it go at that. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum with the time not being 
taken away from either side. 

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. 

Mr. INOUYE. 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. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Virginia yields such time 
as the Senator from Minnesota may 
require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of amendment 844, 
which strikes the language enabling 
the Comptroller General to review the 
findings of the Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure. I have 
spoken several times on this floor of 
the role of Congress in managing the 
Department of Defense and about 
military base closures. 

Last year at about this time I rose in 
support of the measure that author­
ized a nonpartisan panel of experts to 
prepare a list of truly obsolete bases 
that could be closed. That legislation 
passed, and I am happy to say that the 
Commission on Base Realignment and 
Closure was created. After surveying 
3,500 bases, the Commission came up 
with a list of 86 unneeded bases. Clos­
ing these bases could save American 
taxpayers hundreds of millions of dol­
lars a year. 

At least that is the way it is sup­
posed to happen. The Congress voted 
on it. We passed it. The panel of ex­
perts prepared the list. The President 
and the Pentagon supported the idea, 
and certainly the American people 
have also been in favor. 

Not much has changed since then. 
The arguments for closing these bases 
are just as strong now as they were 
when we passed the initial legislation. 
However, now we have a different 
voice arising. A loophole has been pro­
posed that provides for the Comptrol­
ler General to review this Commis­
sion's findings to reopen the possibili­
ty that some of these bases remain 
open. 

This loophole should not be permit­
ted, and of course this amendment 
deals with closing that loophole. I rise, 
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as I say, in support of that amend­
ment. 

We all know how such things work 
around here. When we are dealing 
with a sensitive issue such as base clos­
ings and we allow a few exceptions, 
pretty soon everyone will have an ex­
ception to the base in their State. 
That is why we brought in a nonparti­
san panel in the first place, and that is 
why we accepted the Commission's list 
as a whole-to prevent Congress from 
picking and choosing. 

These experts choose the most un­
needed bases in the country. Congress 
has enough trouble closing military 
bases to begin with, and I forget how 
many years it has been, but 15 or 17 
years have gone by without our clos­
ing a base. As a matter of fact, I think 
the last one that was closed was in my 
State of Minnesota. 

I understand the concern of some of 
my colleagues about the economic 
impact of base closings in their States. 
As I have done in the past, let me 
again cite a very interesting study of 
the economic impact of base closings 
made by the Pentagon's Economic Ad­
justment Committee. 

This committee reviewed 100 major 
base closings that occurred before · 
1976. The study reported that 94,000 
Defense Department civilian jobs were 
eliminated, but that nearly 140,000 
new civilian jobs in the private sector 
were created in their place. 

This is because those bases were con­
verted into private facilities such as in­
dustrial parks and airports. I might 
say that the same thing has happened 
on the Duluth Air Base. The Duluth 
Air Base was closed, and we tried to 
reopen it. It was closed before I got 
here, despite the fact that we had a 
Vice President in office, and I tried to 
get it reopened and tried to interest 
the Air Force in having a base that is 
in a little northern climate, inasmuch 
as they perceive their principal oppo­
nent to be the Russians who have a lot 
of northern climate. But they were 
not interested. 

We put a lot of jobs onto that air 
base. We have done pretty well in find­
ing other things to do up there. So we 
are an example of that kind of success. 

So, Mr. President, today we have a 
chance to see that obsolete bases are 
closed for the first time in more than 
a decade, and that billions of dollars 
will be saved over a period of years. 
The closing of these bases initially had 
and continues to have strong biparti­
san support. Now once again we must 
rise above politics and summon the 
fortitude to reject these exceptions, 
and close this loophole. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
the amendment. I yield the floor. 

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

Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 

thank the distinguished Senator for 

his remarks. I wish to inquire, does the 
Senator from Minnesota desire to be 
listed as a cosponsor? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I believe I am a 
cosponsor. 

Mr. WARNER. Let the record re­
flect that I believe I made that request 
yesterday, but I reaffirm it today. I 
thank the Senator. 

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

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, parlia­
mentary inquiry as to the time re­
maining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia has 4 minutes, 
15 seconds; and the Senator from 
Hawaii has 2 minutes, 37 seconds. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com­
mittee indicated he might wish to 
have a few additional remarks. But 
others duties have detained him. 

The Senator from Virginia has made 
the basic point that he wishes to make 
on behalf of the chairman and others 
supporting this amendment. 

I would simply close by expressing 
my admiration for the distinguished 
Senator from Hawaii for valiantly 
fighting a tough issue with his custom­
ary fairness, and all the other charac­
teristics for which we admire him 
greatly. 

I have not as yet heard from the 
Senator from Alaska who is the co­
manager. But I presume the Senator 
has reflected his sentiments in one 
way or another on this measure. 

Mr. President, I yield. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would 

like to remind my colleagues that at 
the conclusion of this debate we will 
stand in recess, and we will return at 2 
o'clock at which time we will have a 
vote on the Nunn-Warner amendment. 

Mr. President, I listened to the collo­
quy between my friend from Virginia 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan. 

I would like to advise my colleagues 
that next year the Department of De­
fense will be submitting a new list of 
base closures. Keep in mind that the 
law that we have today which was 
passed by the authorizing committee 
will be the law if this amendment does 
not pass, will be the law to control the 
destinies of other bases. 

And the colloquy indicated very defi­
nitely that errors have been made, and 
the GAO will disclose these errors. 
The question arises, what do we do 
with those? 

We have no answer forthcoming. I 
would like to believe that we in the 
U.S. Senate are big enough to admit 
errors when errors are made and to 
assure the people of the United States, 
those people who live in villages and 
townships near these bases, that their 
rights and their futures are protected. 
I am sorry to say that the Nunn­
Warner amendment does not do that. 
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Mr. President, I am prepared to 

yield the remainder of my time. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, before 

we conclude and we will momentarily, 
I ask my good friend once again to re­
visit his statement to the effect that 
this law would apply to a subsequent 
base closure package recommended by 
the Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. INOUYE. It may not, but it will 
be the model I am certain. 

Mr. WARNER. Let us make that 
clear. This law establishes a precedent 
but only a precedent and Congress will 
consider such vehicle as they deem 
necessary for any future action insti­
tuted by this Secretary or a subse­
quent Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I know 
that base closings and realignments 
are a troubling issue. I know that 
many other members of this body 
have been affected by the work of the 
Base Closing and Realignments Com­
mission, and I know that many have 
accepted its recommendations even 
though they mean cutbacks in their 
States. 

In some cases, there is good reason 
to support the work of the Commisi­
son. It undoubtedly did identify many 
bases that should be closed. Like my 
colleagues, I believe that the Congress 
should do its best to stick to its bar­
gains with the executive branch. 

The problem in this case, however, is 
that the Commission's work has severe 
flaws in several individual cases that 
effectively mean that the executive 
branch did not keep its bargain with 
Congress. The transcripts of its meet­
ings clearly show that the Commission 
rushed to judgment for political rea­
sons and because of the biases of a few 
members of the Commission. Conse­
quently, the Commission overruled its 
staff experts, ignored its own cost cri­
teria and cost models, and took sudden 
and arbitrary actions in its final days. 

One of these cases was Fort Hua­
chuca in my State of Arizona. In fact, 
I invite every Member of this body to 
read through the full Commission 
record on this issue, and particularly 
those of my colleagues who have 
praised the Commission's operations 
without examining the specific cases 
at issue. 

The transcript of the Commission's 
treatment of the Army's Information 
Systems Command USCl, the person­
nel of Fort Huachuca, and indirectly 
of the people of Sierra Vista is grim 
reading indeed. Even allowing for the 
pressure the members of the commit­
tee were under, I do not believe there 
is a single Member of this body who 
would defend the Commission's deci­
sions relating to Fort Huachuca after 
reading the full record of what the 
members of the Commission said and 
did. 

I do not say this lightly. I helped 
lead our delegation's effort to require 
a GAO investigation of the Commisi-

son's recommendations relating to the 
move of the U.S. Army's Information 
System Command from Fort Hua­
chuca to Fort Devens, and I only did 
so after I satisfied myself that the 
Commission broke its own rules and 
failed to meet its own criteria. 

I had my staff meet at length with 
the staff of the Commission. I exam­
ined the transcript of the Commis­
sion's work, the materials it used, and 
materials provided by the command­
which as strongly opposed the move. 

As a result, I believe that the Com­
mission on Base Realignments and 
Closures has done a serious injustice 
to the U.S. Army Information Systems 
Command and the people of Arizona. 

In calling for the move of the Infor­
mation systems Command from fort 
Huachuca to Fort Devens, the Com­
mission made recommendations relat­
ing to the transfer of the Army Infor­
mation Systems Command from Fort 
Huachuca to Fort Devens that neither 
the Commission's staff nor the com­
mand supported at the time. 

Let me repeat information that I 
have already provided to this body on 
a previous occasion. My office met on 
March 4, 1989, with members of the 
Commission staff. The most senior 
member of the Commission staff then 
made it clear that members of the 
Commission twice overruled the staff's 
recommendations to close Fort 
Devens, and did so in total disregard 
for cost and impact on the taxpayer. 
The rationale was that a few commis­
ioners believed that the Army's only 
major east coast base with large scale 
training facilities should not be closed 
as a matter of national priority. 

Rather than use the kind of inte­
grated model and systematic approach 
to analysis presented in the Commis­
sion's reports and testimony, the Com­
mission made its judgments as part of 
a package that was justified largely on 
the basis that the consolidation of 
command functions was a proper end 
in itself. Further, these decisions were 
made during the last days of the Com­
mission's activity, and as part of a 
large package of decisions. 

The GAO is already investigating 
whether any of the Commission's con­
clusions relating to cost-benefits were 
accurate. It has long been clear, how­
ever, that the U.S. Army Information 
Systems Command has concluded that 
the move will not benefit the U.S. 
Government. 

General Rogers, the former com­
mander of ISC, told my office that 
executing the Commission's recom­
mendations will disrupt the operations 
of ISC for years because they failed to 
take into consideration a host of oper­
ational and cost factors. 

For example, the staff of ISC put 
the true cost of military construction 
for moving the intelligence school and 
ISC at $92.15 million for Fort Devens 
and $162 million for Fort Huachuca. 

This compares with cost estimates by 
the Commission of $45 million for 
Fort Devens and $56 million for Fort 
Huachuca. 

The Army officers in charge of the 
move, which are based at Fort Hua­
chuca, told my staff that the Commis­
sion ignored many of the real-world 
support and infrastructure costs neces­
sary to make such a move feasible, and 
that these costs include changes in 
medical facilities, roads, service facili­
ties, Corps of Engineers costs, and a 
number of other areas where the 
Army does not yet have even prelimi­
nary cost estimates. Further, the Com­
mission seems to have used a wrong 
area factor for Fort Devens, using a 
factor of 0.9 rather than 1.3. This 
sharply understated the true cost of 
relocating in the Fort Devens area. 

General Rogers told my office that 
neither he or the Commander at Fort 
Devens were ever explicitly consulted 
about the merits of moving ISC to 
Fort Devens, and that if he had been 
consulted, he would have stated that 
Fort Devens would be the least desira­
ble facility for the consolidation of 
ISC on the east coast. 

These cost issues may stem in part 
from the Commission's use of the 
dated and inaccurate information in a 
study called the Facilities Vision 
Study. In any case, the working data 
provided to me by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense indicate that the 
Commission seems to have rushed this 
particular recommendation through 
without adequate validation of its cost 
estimates. 

Further, I believe that the GAO will 
find that the Commission used a much 
longer payback period in this case 
than for other closings and realign­
ments. In fact, I believe the GAO will 
find the Commission used a paycheck 
period that seems to have been de­
signed to find a cost justification, no 
matter how forced and artificial, and 
used manpower numbers that are in­
ternally inconsistent and disagree with 
those that would have been provided 
by ISC. 

ISC also indicates that at least 80 
percent of its best trained and most 
skilled personnel will not make the 
move to Fort Devens, and that the end 
result will disrupt ISC's operations for 
years. It has concluded that it cannot 
hope to attract the skills and quality 
of personnel it needs with existing sal­
aries and grade structures because of 
the higher costs in the Fort Devens 
area. 

The Com.rilission even called for the 
relocation of people at Fort McPher­
son that do not even belong to ISC, 
and for the move of personnel at Fort 
Belvoir that perform vital service 
functions in the Washington area-a 
move that will cost ISC virtually all of 
the software writers now in the area 
because they will not move. 
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Finally, my office found that there 

are a wide range of important costs 
that the Commission chose not to ex­
amine. These include the community 
impact costs, retraining costs, infra­
structure costs, and the true costs of 
obtaining and maintaining a suitable 
technical staff in an area with much 
higher living costs and housing costs 
that are two to three times higher 
than in the area around Fort Hua­
chuca. 

These findings were the reason I 
previously joined Senator DECONCINI 
and Congressman KoLBE in asking for 
an investigation of all these issues and 
of the merits of the Commission's rec­
ommendations relating to the realign­
ments affecting Fort Huachuca and 
Fort Devens. 

These findings are why I supported 
the amendment to the Department of 
Defense appropriations bill that will 
limit the actions taken in response to 
the Commission's recommendations to 
those which actually do produce a 
saving to the taxpayer. The last thing 
on Earth we need is to waste money on 
closings and relocations when we face 
major cuts in readiness and force 
structure. The last thing we need to do 
is blindly accept the recommendations 
of a Commission who's mission was to 
save money, but which failed to carry 
out that mission in at least one impor­
tant instance. 

As I have stated before, there simply 
is no point at a moment when we face 
a crisis in defense outlays in wasting 
money to "save" money. There is no 
point in rushing toward relocations 
and command changes based on yes­
terday's military needs, and a force 
structure that will soon have to be 
changed. The end result will be noth­
ing more than the waste, fraud, and 
abuse of the taxpayers' dollars. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I rise to point out a grave injustice 
that is being done to Fort Dix in New 
Jersey. 

The Base Closing Commission decid­
ed that Fort Dix should be reduced to 
semiactive status. However, the GAO 
has informed me that two errors were 
made in deciding to reduce Fort Dix to 
semiactive status. 

During phase I of the analysis, when 
bases were rated on military value to 
determine candidates for base closure, 
the Commission failed to incorporate 
corrected information from the Army 
reflecting the conditions of facilities at 
Fort Dix. The information showed 
that Fort Dix facilities are in better 
shape and require less maintenance 
than the Commission believed in 
making its analysis. We have spent 
over $160 million to modernize basic 
training at Fort Dix in the last 8 years. 

Again during phase I, the Commis­
sion made a clerical error indicating 
that Dix received only a marginal 
rating on the base's relationship to re­
serve forces, when in fact, it had re-

ceived an acceptable rating, the high­
est rating available. The error was 
made during transcription of Dix's 
rating from one set of documents to 
another. 

Those errors resulted in Fort Dix 
being ranked seventh in military value 
out of eight bases considered for possi­
ble closure under the training func­
tion. Had the analysis been done cor­
rectly, Fort Dix would have been 
ranked No. 1 or 2 in military value. 
That puts Fort Dix higher than five 
bases not slated for closure or realign­
ment. 

Since the Commissioners stressed in 
their testimony before the Defense 
Subcommittee that military value was 
the prime consideration in deciding 
which bases to close, Fort Dix prob­
ably would not have been a candidate 
had these mistakes not been made. 
Only Fort Dix and Fort Jackson in 
South Carolina, the bases rated seven 
and eight in military value, were con­
sidered and analyzed during phase II 
of the Commission's analysis, when 
the options were analyzed to see if 
they would pay for themselves within 
6 years. 

If mistakes were made in the Com­
mission process, as they were at Fort 
Dix, constituents should not have to 
suffer. More importantly, we hurt the 
Armed Forces by closing valuable 
bases. 

When the Congress approved the 
law setting up the Base Closing Com­
mission, it said that Congress could 
either accept or reject the findings of 
that Commission in total. It did so to 
try to insulate Members of Congress 
from the political pressures they have 
always faced when Congress attempt­
ed to cJ.ose military bases. 

But, Congress assumed that the 
Commission would do its work accu­
rately and base its decisions on correct 
information. 

Assuming that, the law made no pro­
vision for rejecting the recommenda­
tion to close a particular base where 
real mistakes were made in analyzing 
the data that led to that decision. 

No one in Congress, no matter how 
ardent an advocate of base closures 
can wish to have bases closed where 
those decisions were made on the basis 
of significant and inaccurate informa­
tion. I believe that Congress never 
meant to empower the Base Closing 
Commission to close down bases like 
Fort Dix, which is among the most 
militarily valuable basic training base 
of all the eight basic training bases in 
our Nation. 

I am sure that it did not mean to 
close down bases when such closure 
was based on inaccurate information 
and clerical errors. However, that is 
what the Commission has done. 

Mr. President, this morning I met 
with Secretary Cheney to bring these 
errors to his attention again and to 
seek reconsideration of the decision to 

realign Fort Dix. I cannot say that I 
was encouraged by the Secretary's re­
action. He is under pressure to reduce 
spending. But, closing or downgrading 
a facility based on erroneous informa­
tion doesn't make sense. My colleagues 
should not allow it. 

Because of the mistakes I have ad­
dressed, I sought report language di­
recting the Secretary to review the 
errors and to justify any base closings 
or realignments on the basis of accu­
rate information. 

Mr. President, I would like to ad­
dress a question to the distinguished 
chairman of the Defense Appropria­
tions Subcommittee. It is my under­
standing that the amendment that is 
before us refers only to the language 
requiring the GAO to certify that 
bases slated for closure or realignment 
will pay for themselves in 6 years. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. INOUYE. Yes it is. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. So the amend­

ment does not cover the report lan­
guage on page 77 of the committee 
report on military value. 

Mr. INOUYE. That is correct. Re­
gardless of the disposition of the 
amendment by Senator NuNN, we still 
expect the Secretary of Defense to 
comply with the report language and 
report to Congress as to whether he 
agrees or disagrees with the decision 
to close or realign certain bases where 
significant errors were made in the 
Commission's phase one determina­
tion of Air Force and Army training 
bases. In cases where the Secretary 
agrees that significant errors were 
made, we still expect him to provide a 
justification as to why the bases 
should still be closed. In cases where 
he disagrees that significant errors 
were made, we still expect him to 
report the bases for his disagreement. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. McCLURE. I rise in strong sup­
port for the amendment to the com­
mittee provision on base closures. 

Mr. President, I think it is useful at 
this time to reflect on the history of 
this base closing issue and how we got 
to where we are today. We have 
known for years-the Congress has 
known, the Defense Department has 
known-that we have more military 
bases than we need. Some of them 
were built more than 100 years ago for 
the Indian wars. Some of them were 
built even before that, to fight the 
British. Some of them are a little more 
modem but simply no longer make 
sense, either because the mission has 
changed, or because of limited air 
space, or urban congestion, or some 
other reason. But the net result is, we 
are spending more money than we 
need to, and we are not defending our­
selves as efficiently as we could be. 

The trouble has always been, that 
whenever the Defense Department 
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tried to close a base in a particular 
State, that State's congressional dele­
gation stepped in, with a variety of in­
genious devices, to keep the bases 
open. 

This state of affairs continued for a 
long time, at great expense to the tax­
payers, to the point where Congress 
had shown itself pretty well incapable 
of closing a military base in anybody's 
State or district. However, the need to 
close some bases did not go away, and 
in fact, as a result of budgetary pres­
sures, became more acute. 

Finally, through the dogged efforts 
of Congressman DICK ARMEY, and 
with the strong support of the Reagan 
administration, the Congress came up 
with a solution. The Congress voted to 
create a Commission to study the 
problem, and to report to the Congress 
and the Secretary of Defense which 
bases should be closed. Let me empha­
size, the Congress voted, both House 
and Senate, to create this Commission. 
The Congress also gave itself the 
option of rejecting the Commission's 
recommendation with a joint resolu­
tion of disapproval. But the way the 
law was written, the Congress could 
not nibble away here and there at the 
Commission's recommendation. It was 
all or nothing. We had to either abide 
by the report, or reject it in its entire­
ty. And the Congress, the House and 
the Senate, voted for this formula too. 

Then the Commission went out and 
did its report, and came back, and said 
here's your report, here's what to close 
and what to realign. And the Congress 
has a chance to review the results, and 
to reject them. The House voted on 
whether to accept or reject the report, 
and it ended up accepting the report, 
by a rather overwhelming margin. A 
margin of about 9 to 1, in fact. 

And what did the Senate do? The 
Senate did nothing. The Senate had 
the opportunity to express its disap­
proval of the base closing report, and 
it did nothing. Maybe the opponents 
of the Commission's recommendations 
looked at the size of the House vote in 
favor of the recommendations, and de­
cided they didn't have the votes. 
Anyway, we need to make it clear 
here, that when base closings oppo­
nents had the chance to vote on this 
issue through the front door, they 
ducked. 

And here they are coming in 
through the back door. Make no mis­
take about it. The language in this bill 
isn't a good government exercise in ac­
counting. It's an attempt to unravel 
the whole base closing procedure. It's 
an attempt to shut the whole thing 
down, and go back to the days when 
individual Members of Congress held 
individual veto power over what 
should have been military and budget­
ary decisions. 

Mr. President, I don't intend to deni­
grate my colleagues who want to save 
their bases. I know the political pres-

sures they are under, and I sympa­
thize with them. But the fact is, the 
Congress has already voted on this 
issue, not once but several times. The 
House and Senate voted the Base Clos­
ing Commission into law. And they 
voted, once through an actual vote 
and once through inaction. to abide by 
the results of the base closing report. 

I've lost a few fights here on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate, probably 
more than I care to think about. I lost 
them because I didn't have the votes. 
And that's the democratic way. A lot 
of them I'd like to revisit, but I think 
we all learn very soon that sometimes 
you have to live with the will of the 
Congress. And despite our individual 
frustrations when we lose on an issue, 
I think that's the way we all want it to 
be. 

Finally, I would like to commend my 
friend and colleague on the commit­
tee, the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. RuDMAN], for his statesmanship 
on this issue. He took a reasoned look 
at the situation, came to the conclu­
sion that the only military base in his 
State was no longer needed, and then 
took a lead in helping the affected 
area to manage the transition. That 
took political courage, and I applaud 
him for it. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
the amendment and the defeat of the 
committee provision. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, the 
DOD appropriations bill's provision on 
base closure verification is essential to 
protect the integrity of the base clo­
sure process. It provides for the GAO 
to evaluate the Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure recommen­
dations and to certify to the Congress 
that total cost savings for such actions 
will exceed the expenditures within a 
6-year period. The GAO must transmit 
each base evaluation as soon as it is 
completed and all review must be sub­
mitted to Congress by March 30, 1990. 
Since the GAO already has the Com­
mission's recommendations under 
review at the request of the chairmen 
and ranking members of the Senate 
and House Armed Services Commit­
tees, the required GAO certifications 
will be transmitted to Congress quick­
ly. Therefore, most realignment and 
closure actions would be delayed by 
fewer than 3 months. Only where the 
GAO disagrees with the Commission's 
recommendations, will the Senate pro­
visions deny funding of the realign­
ment or closure. 

The Senate provision is crafted spe­
cifically to avoid undercutting the 
work of the Commission on Base Re­
alignment and Closure which conduct­
ed an objective, independent process 
for streamlining U.S. military installa­
tions. The Commission's formation 
broke a decade-long stalemate between 
Congress and the administration and 
acknowledged that an independent 
evaluation of bases would prevent po-

litical and geographic concerns from 
interfering with the streamlining of 
U.S. military installations. The bipar­
tisan support for such an evaluation 
process is now at risk, however. The 
GAO has found significant errors and 
omissions in the Commission staff's 
data evaluations. The Senate provision 
will serve to verify and protect the in­
tegrity of the base closure process. 
This will be critically important to any 
future efforts to close additional bases 
if we continue to reduce the size and 
configuration of our force structure 
overseas and at home. If the Senate 
provision is not enacted, the premise 
of the Base Closure Commission-ob­
jective evaluation-will not be verified. 
Consequently, the validity of base 
evaluation will always be subject to 
challenge, and Congress will be unable 
to rely on the base closure process now 
or in the future. 

Although the Commission per­
formed its responsibilities in exempla­
ry fashion and drew little criticism on 
most of its decisions, there is substan­
tial doubt about the methodology used 
by the Commission as a basis to rec­
ommend closure or realignment of a 
few bases. The preliminary findings of 
the GAO, requested by the Armed 
Services Committees, demonstrate 
that validation of the Commission's 
methodology is both necessary and 
valuable. 

Thus far, for example, the GAO 
found that the Commission may have 
made several critical errors in its data 
evaluation and method of ranking the 
technical training center at Chanute 
Air Force Base in central Illinois: 

The Commission relied on outdated 
information which failed to fully re­
flect new construction and other im­
provements to its facilities; 

The Commission double-counted the 
requirements for maintaining Chanute 
as a technical training center, and 
thereby greatly overstated those re­
quirements while understating Chan­
ute's military value; 

The Commission weighed all defi­
ciencies in facilities at technical train­
ing centers identically regardless of 
the actual size of the deficiency. Thus 
a 4-percent deficiency in one criterion 
at one base was evaluated as equal to 
an 18-percent deficiency in the same 
criterion at another base; 

The Commission found that closing 
Chanute would have only a moderate 
adverse economic impact even though, 
as the GAO notes, a recent University 
of Illinois study concludes there will 
be a significant decline in population, 
employment, sales, income, and prop­
erty values. 

The GAO's preliminary review dis­
covered similar flaws in the evaluation 
of the Army training center at Fort 
Dix, N J. Specifically, the Commission 
employed inaccurate data in scoring 
Fort Dix on the criteria of condition of 
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facilities and amount of reserve train­
ing accomplished. 

The GAO has concluded tentatively 
that had the Commission employed 
the correct data and methodology, 
Chanute and Fort Dix would have re­
ceived substantially higher rankings 
among the bases in their respective 
categories. The GAO is reviewing addi­
tional bases, but preliminary findings 
indicate that only a few additional 
bases may have undergone significant­
ly flawed evaluations. 

To avoid unraveling the base closure 
process, the Senate provision would 
allow realignment and closure deci­
sions to stand if they meet the 6-year 
pay back requirement. Funding for a 
realignment or closure will be denied 
only if savings will not be realized in 6 
years. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Virginia yields the re­
mainder of the time remaining on this 
side. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, before 
yielding back the time, I would like to 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays are requested. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield 

the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 

time is yielded back. 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until the hour of 2 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate at 12:46 p.m., 
recessed until 2 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
SANFORD]. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1990 

The Senate continued with the con­
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
vote on amendment No. 844. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

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

the roll. 
The result was announced-yeas 86, 

nays 14, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 201 Leg.] 

YEAS-86 
Adams Burdick Domenici 
Armstrong Bums Duren berger 
Baucus Chafee Ex on 
Bentsen Cochran Ford 
Biden Cohen Fowler 
Bingaman Conrad Gam 
Bond Cranston Glenn 
Boren D'Amato Gore 
Boschwitz Danforth Gorton 
Breaux Daschle Graham 
Bryan Dodd Gramm 
Bumpers Dole Grassley 

Harkin Levin Riegle 
Hatch Lieberman Robb 
Hatfield Lott Rockefeller 
Heflin Mack Roth 
Heinz McClure Rudman 
Helms Metzenbaum Sanford 
Hollings Mikulski Sarbanes 
Humphrey Mitchell Sasser 
Jeffords Moynihan Shelby 
Johnston Murkowski Simpson 
Kassebaum Nickles Specter 
Kasten Nunn Symms 
Kennedy Packwood Thurmond 
Kerrey Pell Wallop 
Kerry Pressler Warner 
Kohl Pryor Wirth 
Leahy Reid 

NAYS-14 
Bradley Inouye McConnell 
Byrd Lauten berg Simon 
Coats Lugar Stevens 
DeConcini Matsunaga Wilson 
Dixon McCain 

So the amendment <No. 844) was 
agreed to. 
EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT BEGINNING 

ON PAGE 18, LINE 10, THROUGH PAGE 19, LINE 
11, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on agreeing to the 
first excepted committee amendment, 
as amended. 

So the excepted committee amend­
ment beginning on page 18, line 10, 
through page 19, line 11, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 825 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
next order of business is amendment 
No. 825. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this 
amendment allocates $8,791,650,000 
for conventional forces and for other 
initiatives. 

Mr. President, the committee has en­
dorsed this amendment and we offer it 
today, instead of including these items 
in the bill as reported, because they 
are not specifically authorized for 
fiscal year 1990. I believe this is the 
best allocation of funding which can 
be made in light of the severe con­
straints placed on the Appropriations 
Committee by the overall budget proc­
ess. 

Let me take a few moments to dis­
cuss the reasons for this amendment, 
before I describe the individual items 
involved. 

The Appropriations Committee was 
provided unrealistic targets for nation­
al defense by the summit agreement. 
The President submitted an amended 
budget, which the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget contended complied 
with the summit agreement of $305.5 
billion in budget authority and $299.2 
billion in outlays. However, the Con­
gressional Budget Office and the 
Senate Budget Committee disagreed 
with calculations made by the OMB. 
CBO says the President's budget ex­
ceeds the outlay target by $3.8 billion. 

Mr. President, the Appropriations 
Committee is bound by the Budget Act 
to follow the scorekeeping established 
by the Budget Committee regardless 
of the position of OMB. Therefore, 
the committee was faced with an un-

tenable position of reducing outlays by 
$3.8 billion, without reducing budget 
authority-in accordance with the 
summit agreement. 

Mr. President, this is my first year 
as chairman of the Defense Subcom­
mittee, but I have learned this is not 
the first time the subcommittee has 
been faced with this situation. In fact, 
it is very unfortunate but true that 
this procedure has become the norm 
rather than exception. Nearly every 
year, the amounts included in the 
President's budget and the congres­
sional budget resolution produce a 
mismatch in budget authority and out­
lays. The executive branch wants to 
increase the budget authority for de­
fense, and Congress wants to cut out­
lays, to minimize the deficit. The out­
come is a compromise which promises 
high budget authority, but sets unrea­
listicly low outlay levels. 

The amendment offered is how the 
committee believes it can best serve 
this process. An amendment would not 
have been necessary under the rules of 
the Senate, but the Appropriations 
Committee believed it is important to 
maintain comity with the Armed Serv­
ices Committee. Therefore, we left it 
to the Senate to decide this matter, 
rather than incorporate all these 
items within the appropriations bill as 
reported. 

There may be some who question 
why a $9 billion package of items not 
specifically authorized is necessary. 
Why did the Appropriations Commit­
tee deviate by so great a margin from 
the Defense authorization bill passed 
by the Senate last July? The answer is 
twofold. First and primarily, the 
reason is outlays. The Senate-passed 
authorization bill did not have to 
comply with the outlay targets. The 
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee 
had to reduce defense outlays by $2.3 
billion from the bill as passed by the 
Senate. This mandated that wholesale 
changes had to be made in the author­
ization bill. Second, the committee is 
bound to comply with the summit 
agreement. That is, it had to cut 
spending to comply with the outlay 
limit, but $9 billion had to be added to 
reach the summit level for budget au­
thority. 

The Appropriations Committee 
needs flexibility restored to this proc­
ess. It should not be saddled annually 
with unrealistic outlay targets, and it 
should not be subject to summit agree­
ments which require allocating funds 
to reach a ceiling. My friend Senator 
NuNN, argues that his Defense author­
ization bill should be a ceiling, and I 
agree with that view. However, for us 
the summit agreement has taken on 
the characteristics of both a ceiling 
and a floor. It has perverted the proc­
ess of Government spending. 

This is not good for the Senate. The 
Senate needs to be able to review ap-
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propriations bills on merits; it should 
decide how much to spend for national 
defense, and not because of a summit 
agreement. The Armed Services Com­
mittee should provide policy guidance 
on defense requirements and the Ap­
propriations Committee allocate funds 
consistent with that policy. We are far 
from that process. The fact that the 
committee is offering an amendment 
here to provide $9 billion of additional 
budget authority is a sign that we 
need to reconsider the congressional 
budget process. Mr. President, this is a 
good amendment, we have made the 
best of a bad situation, but it is a very 
bad way for the Senate to conduct its 
business. 

In this amendment, the committee 
has attempted to provide funds that, 
while not considered by the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, are in the 
spirit of the authorization bill. For ex­
ample, the Senate voted overwhelm­
ingly to support conventional improve­
ments. This amendment provides an 
additional $1.7 billion to buyout the 
Apache Program. The language specif­
ically provides that this will be the 
final purchase of Apache helicopters. 
In this manner, the committee is not 
violating the termination of the 
Apache Program approved by the 
Senate after fiscal year 1991, and it 
may be of interest to all of us here 
that by this procedure we will save the 
taxpayers $900 million. 

The committee is recommending a 
$1-billion purchase of sealift ships. 
The Defense authorization bill took 
the lead in directing the Navy to re­
dress this Nation's shortfall, by au­
thorizing funds for research and devel­
opment and advance procurement for 
sealift. The committee's allocation ex­
ceeds the amount authorized, but it is 
clear that both committees recognize 
the need to improve sealift. The Ap­
propriations Committee was able to 
provide the funding necessary to carry 
out the policy of the authorization 
bill. Virtually every field commander 
as well as the Army Secretary and 
Chief of Staff testified to the commit­
tee that additional dedicated sealift 
ships are required to meet the Na­
tion's requirements to support its 
forces in the event of hostilities. Fur­
ther, we recognize that in order tore­
establish the country as a viable com­
mercial shipbuilding industry, it needs 
Government intervention to pump 
business into the sector. Mr. President, 
we see the funding for sealift as a way 
to help out an ailing shipbuilding in­
dustry. 

However, industry must respond 
with a creative approach to sealift. If 
these funds are used only to build 
ships of current design, we will have 
done little for the industry. The ship­
builders seeking to build sealift ships 
must offer new designs which are ca­
pable of moving large cargo at high 
speeds. The committee believes the 

Navy should consider allocating these 
funds to purchase ships of entirely 
new design, ships that can reinvigorate 
the domestic shipbuilders, ships that 
will lead to designs which are commer­
cially viable, and become the envy of 
the world. The Navy should place con­
siderable emphasis on incorporating 
new technologies into these sealift 
ships to increase speed and hold down 
operating costs. If these twin objec­
tives can be obtained, the shipbuilding 
industry could be given that boost it 
needs to regain its commercial viabili­
ty. 

It might be interesting to note, Mr. 
President, at this juncture, that it was 
not too long ago, after the end of 
World War II, we, the people of the 
United States, controlled the seven 
seas. The navies and commercial ship­
ping of all other countries rested on 
the various ocean floors. We were the 
only ones with ships. We were No.1. If 
you wanted to do business anywhere 
in the world and wanted to ship goods, 
the chances are you shipped them on 
American ships. 

Today we rank. No. 14-No. 14. There 
are 13 countries ahead of us. Obvious­
ly, the Soviets are ahead of us. In fact, 
American ships carry less than 5 per­
cent of our foreign cargo. Even our 
foreign aid is carried by foreign ships, 
and if that does not embarrass Ameri­
can taxpayers, I do not know what 
will. 

Mr. President, the third item in this 
amendment is also in the spirit of the 
authorization bill. That bill consolidat­
ed funding from several appropria­
tions accounts for the Enterprise refu­
eling and modification into the Navy 
shipbuilding and conversion appro­
priation. 

The committee supports this effort. 
However, the amounts consolidated 
only represent a partial funding of the 
Enterprise cost. The defense budget 
incrementally funded the Enterprise. 
Traditionally, the committee has op­
posed incremental funding of ship con­
version programs. Therefore, it has in­
cluded funding of nearly $1.3 billion to 
fully finance the cost of the Enter­
prise Program. 

In similar fashion, the authorization 
bill proposed a change in financing the 
installation of modifications. Previous­
ly, modifications have been budgeted 
in procurement accounts, and the cost 
of installing the modifications have 
been funded in the operating accounts. 

The authorization bill directs that 
the installation charges be funded in 
procurement accounts. The amount 
authorized provides the funding for 
those items which were bought 1 or 
more years ago which are planned for 
installation in fiscal 1990. 

The Appropriations Committee sup­
ports the intent of the authorization 
bill but believes the cost of installing 
the kits purchased in fiscal year 1990, 
as well as all other previously funded 

kits, should be fully funded in this 
coming fiscal year. Therefore, the 
committee recommends adding $3.4 
billion to fully fund the cost of this 
change in modification financing. 

The committee amendment includes 
$33.6 million to procure trucks, vehi­
cles, and other support equipment for 
the national training center. This 
equipment is currently shipped by rail 
to Fort Irwin, CA, for each rotating 
unit costing over $14 million per year 
in operation and maintenance. 

This committee initiative simply 
makes good sense. It allows annual 
training costs to be reduced. If we 
were to strike this initiative, operation 
and maintenance costs will increase by 
$70 million during the 5-year defense 
plan. 

The amendment also provides fund­
ing proposed for reimbursing space 
shuttle operations. The committee 
proposed to add $485 million to offset 
these costs. This would then allow for 
other necessary civilian space pro­
grams to be funded instead of forcing 
NASA to pick up the additional cost 
associated with DOD payloads. 

So, Mr. President, I urge the Senate 
to support this committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend­
ment? 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I be­
lieve the Senator from New York has 
an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York. 

AMENDMENT NO. 854 

<Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 
regarding the joint DOD/NASA manage­
ment of the National Aerospace Plane 
program) 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment and other committee 
amendments be temporarily laid aside 
for consideration of an amendment 
which I now send to the desk and ask 
for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from New York [Mr. 

D' AMATO], (for himself, Mr. BOND, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. GARN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. GRAMM, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. McCLURE, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
and Mr. STEVENS) proposes an amendment 
numbered 854. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 
that reading of the amendment be dis­
pensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 108, between lines 4 and 5, insert 

the following new section: 
SEc. . It is the sense of Congress that­
<1> the recommendations of the National 

Space Council, as approved by the President 
in July of 1989, for the development of the 
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National Aerospace Plane represent an im­
proved and more affordable strategy for the 
United States; and 

(2) if funds are made available for the Na­
tional Aerospace Plane program for fiscal 
year 1990, the National Space Council 
should submit to Congress, not later than 
January 31, 1990, a report assessing the ex­
isting arrangement between the Depart­
ment of Defense and NASA for manage­
ment of the National Aerospace Plane pro­
gram and should include in that report rec­
ommendations for such changes in the man­
agement arrangement as the Council consid­
ers necessary to increase the effectiveness 
of the National Aerospace Plane program 
and ensure the achievement of the goals es­
tablished for such program. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, this 
amendment expresses the sense of the 
Congress that the recommendations of 
the President's National Space Coun­
cil regarding the development of the 
national aerospace plane represent an 
improved and more affordable strate­
gy. In addition, this amendment di­
rects the National Space Council to 
report to Congress on changes to the 
NASP management structure which 
may be needed to ensure the achieve­
ment of the program goals. 

Mr. President, I offer this amend­
ment on behalf of Senators DoDD, 
GRAHAM of Florida, GRAMM of Texas, 
HARKIN, McCLURE, LIEBERMAN and STE­
VENS. 

Mr. President, this amendment has 
been agreed to by the floor managers 
on both sides. 

Mr. President, I ask for unanimous 
consent that the National Space Coun­
cil memorandum regarding the N a­
tiona! Aerospace Plane Program, 
dated July 20, 1989, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

NATIONAL SPACE COUNCIL, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, DC, July 20, 1989. 
Memorandum for: Ms. Emily L. Walker, Ex­

ecutive Secretary, Department of Treas­
ury; Mr. J. Stapleton Roy, Executive 
Secretary, Department of State; Col. 
George P. Cole, Jr., Executive Secretary, 
Department of Defense; Mr. Craig R. 
Helsing, Chief of Staff, Department of 
Commerce; Ms. Ruth Knouse, Director, 
Executive Secretariat, Department of 
Transportation; Capt. Anthony Maness, 
Executive Assistant to the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; Mr. Frank Hod­
soil, Associate Director, Office of Man­
agement and Budget; Mr. G. Philip 
Hughes, Executive Secretary, National 
Security Council; Dr. Thomas Rona, 
Acting Director, Office of Science and 
Technology Policy; Mr. H. Lawrence 
Sandall, Executive Secretary, Central 
Intelligence Agency; Mr. Henry E. Cle­
ments, Executive Officer, National Aero­
nautics and Space Administration. 

From: Mark J. Abbrecht. 
Subject; Presidential Decision on the Na­

tional Aero-Space Plane. 
The President has approved the following 

policy with regard to the National Aero­
Space Plane <NASP) program. 

"The United States will continue the 
NASP program as a high priority national 
effort to develop and demonstrate hyper­
sonic technologies with the ultimate goal of 
single-stage-to-orbit. The government will 
complete the Phase II technology develop­
ment program and plan to develop an exper­
imental flight vehicle after completion of 
Phase II, if technically feasible. Perform­
ance of the experimental flight vehicle will 
be constrained to the minimum necessary to 
meet the highest priority research, as op­
posed to operational, objectives. Unmanned 
as well as manned designs will be considered 
and the program will be conducted in such a 
way as to minimize technical and cost uncer­
tainty associated with the experimental ve­
hicle." 

The President also approved the following 
actions to implement the policy decision. 

Retain an appropriate joint DOD/NASA 
management structure. 

Restructure the NASP technology pro­
gram to focus only on research and technol­
ogy objectives. 

Extend the technology development phase 
of the program approximately 2lfz years and 
plan to begin experimental flight vehicle de­
velopment in early 1993. The Space Council 
will review the program prior to initiation of 
vehicle development. 

Within currently approved DOD budget 
levels, increase NASP funding by $27 mil­
lion in FY 1990, $158 million in FY 1991, 
$233 in FY 1992 and by appropriate 
amounts in FY 1993 and FY 1994. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, the 
goal of the National Aerospace Plane 
Program is to explore a region of high­
speed flight never before attempted by 
mankind. Two test vehicles will be 
built which will use supersonic ramjets 
to power them up to 25 times the 
speed of sound. At this velocity, the 
NASP will be able to escape Earth's 
gravitation and go into orbit. 

This research cannot be accom­
plished in laboratories or wind tun­
nels. The NASP goal is like that of 
going to the Moon-it defies simula­
tion-it simply has to be done. The 
payoff we can expect from the NASP 
Program also defines prediction. The 
data derived from the NASP Program 
will be the foundation for all future 
high-speed civilian and military air­
planes and space-launch vehicles. The 
technological leap into hypersonic 
flight will be more monumental than 
the leap from propeller driven air­
planes to jets. 

Mr. President, the most unique char­
acteristic of the national aerospace 
plane is that it will be a cross between 
an airplane and a rocket. Using super­
sonic ramjet technology, the NASP 
will be able to take off from an ordi­
nary airport runway, accelerate to 25 
times the speed of sound, and achieve 
low Earth orbit. It will have the flexi­
bility to return to any location on the 
globe, land on a normal runway, and 
be ready in a matter of hours for an­
other flight. 

Why would this kind of flexibility be 
important to the United States? Be­

. cause it would give private industry 
and the military the ability to launch 
satellites with only days or hours of 

preparation time thus cutting the 
costs to an estimated 1Vtoo of what 
they are today. 

In addition, the 33-month hiatus in 
the Space Shuttle Program, following 
the Challenger disaster, demonstrated 
America's disturbing dependency for 
space launch on an incredibly complex 
and fragile infrastructure, geographi­
cally limited to one vulnerable launch 
site on the east coast and one on the 
west coast. 

The U.S. civil sector will also benefit 
greatly from NASP technology. Hy­
personic passenger and cargo planes 
will revolutionize global travel and 
trade. Affordable access to space will 
stimulate the commercialization of 
space in ways we cannot even imagine. 

It should be noted that several for­
eign countries are mounting very seri­
ous efforts designed to take the lead in 
hypersonics away from the United 
States. These countries include the 
United Kingdom, West Germany, 
Japan, France, and the Soviet Union. 
The country that prevails in pioneer­
ing the application of this technology 
will be the key to the future-to busi­
ness opportunities around the globe 
and in our solar system. 

Mr. President, I urge the appropria­
tions conferees to provide the level of 
funding required to keep the NASP 
Program on track, as recommended by 
the National Space Council. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to add Senator BoND as an origi­
nal cosponsor. 

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

The Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am 

willing to accept this amendment from 
my colleague from New York [Mr. 
D'AMATol, who has been outspoken in 
his support of the National Aerospace 
Plane [NASPl. I must stress, however, 
that in the present climate of severely 
constrained defense budgets, the 
NASP Program was deemed a lower 
priority by the committee. 

The NASP Program is intended to 
develop a hypersonic-mach 25-
manned aircraft/rocket booster to 
launch payloads into orbit from con­
ventional runways. The Air Force and 
the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration [NASAl are developing 
the NASP in a jointly funded and 
managed program. As originally pro­
posed, the NASP Program was to 
spend more than $3,400 million be­
tween fiscal years 1986-94 to develop 
and fly two experimental flight test 
vehicles. 

The program is considered to con­
tain high technological risk, and to 
have limited military applications. In 
recognition of these concerns, and in 
view of the need to fund much higher 
priority programs with more demon­
strated military benefits, the Air Force 
proposed reducing N ASP funding by 
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50 percent in both the fiscal year 1989 
and fiscal year 1990 budgets. 

The high technical risk and costs, 
and marginal military utility of the 
NASP Program prompted the Defense 
Department early this year to recom­
mend that Air Force funding be re­
duced to only $100 million in fiscal 
year 1990, with NASA assuming full 
program responsibility in fiscal year 
1991. A review by the National Space 
Council resulted in this position being 
modified to maintain a joint program 
at somewhat reduced funding levels. 
However, the program now would be 
delayed by at least 2% years and be 
much reduced in scope and direct mili­
tary applicability. 

While the committee commends the 
executive branch's attempt to create a 
more affordable NASP Program, it re­
mains concerned that the program 
still is projected to cost at least $2,500 
million during the next 5 years. Since 
total funds available for the fiscal year 
1991-95 5-year defense programs are 
expected to decline significantly, even 
the revised NASP Program is unaffor­
dable. In addition, the Defense De­
partment has not yet even identified 
which other programs it will have to 
reduce in the near future to fund the 
National Space Council's NASP Pro­
gram. 

The likely budget environment for 
NASA seems no more promising in the 
future. The need to fund more impor­
tant military space launch and science 
and technology programs remains and 
will become more pressing. 

I am pleased to advise the Senate, I 
have had the opportunity to review 
the sense-of-the-Congress amendment 
that Senator D'AMATo proposed. We 
are in support of it. We will be very 
happy to accept it. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I urge 
the adoption of this amendment I 
thank the chairman for his support. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a sponsor of this amend­
ment expressing congressional support 
for the National Aerospace Plane Pro­
gram [NASPJ and the recommenda­
tions of the National Space Council in 
this regard. 

The United States holds a strong 
competitive position in many techno­
logical fields. We can be particularly 
proud of our leadership in the field of 
aviation technology. We enjoy a 75-
percent share of the international jet 
transport market. The $18.7 billion 
trade surplus in this industry is the 
largest surplus for any U.S. business 
sector. 

Since the 1940's the United States 
has aggressively embarked on long­
term aerospace research programs. Co­
operative ventures in research and de­
velopment between the private and 
public sector have put us in the fore­
front of aviation technology. 

The development of the national 
aerospace plane is one of today's most 

challenging and exciting ventures. The 
Air Force, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration and private 
contractors are cooperating to develop 
a hypersonic vehicle with significant 
commercial and national security ben­
efits. 

In order to realize these benefits and 
keep the competitive edge in aerospace 
technology, this joint public-private 
venture should be encouraged. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in expressing 
support for NASP through this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment. 

The amendment <No. 854) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 855 TO AMENDMENT NO. 825 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and Senators 
WARNER, DOLE, WILSON, THURMOND, 
GORTON, COATS, LoTT, ARMSTRONG, and 
SIMPSON, I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid­
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
WALLOP], for Mr. WARNER, Mr. DOLE, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. THuRMOND, Mr. GoRTON, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. LoTT, Mr. ARMsTRONG and Mr. 
SIMPSON, proposes an amendment numbered 
855 to the amendment number 825. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike out all after the words "Title X", 

and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
For expenses not otherwise provided for, 

necessary for certain program improve­
ments, and for other purposes; 
$8,358,853,000, of which $1,293,000,000 shall 
be transferred to and merged with "EN­
TERPRISE refueling/modernization pro­
gram" under the heading "Shipbuilding and 
Conversion, Navy," to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 1994; 
$3,400,000,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with appropriations under title III, 
Procurement, for costs of installing modifi­
cations of equipment, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 1992; 
$290,000,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with "Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy," under a new sub-account "Icebreak­
er", to remain available for obligation until 
September 30, 1994; $959,900,000 shall be 
transferred to and merged with "LHD-1 
Amphibious Assault Ship" under the head­
ing "Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy", to 
remain available for obligation until Sep­
tember 30, 1994; $20,000,000 shall be trans-

ferred to and merged with "Sealift Ship 
Program" under the heading "Shipbuilding 
and Conversion, Navy", to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 1994; 
$279,600,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with "Missile Procurement, Army", 
to remain available for obligation until Sep­
tember 30, 1992, of which $89,000,000 shall 
be available only for the Stinger missile pro­
gram, $93,500,000 shall be available only for 
the Laser Hellfire program, $51,100,000 
shall be available only for the TOW II pro­
gram, and $46,000,000 shall be available 
only for the Advanced Tactical Missile 
System; $45,300,000 shall be transferred to 
and merged with "Weapons Procurement, 
Navy", to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1992, for the High­
Speed Anti-Radiation Missile program; 
$70,000,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with "Missile Procurement, Air 
Force", to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1992, for the High­
Speed Anti-Radiation Missile program; 
$775,771,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with "Aircraft Procurement, Army", 
to remain available for obligation until Sep­
tember 30, 1991, for the purchase of 66 
Apache helicopters after which the Apache 
program will be terminated: Provided, That 
the funds provided in this paragraph shall 
not become available for obligation until 
September 15, 1990, and pursuant to section 
202<b> of the Balanced Budget and Emer­
gency Deficit Control Reaffirmation Act of 
1987, this action is a necessary <but second­
ary) result of a significant policy change; 
$910,000,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with "Weapons Procurement, 
Navy", to remain available until September 
30, 1992, for the Trident II/D-5 missile pro­
gram: Provided, That none of these funds 
may be obligated until the Secretary of the 
Navy has notified Congress in writing that 
he has approved modifications or redesign 
of the D-5 missile needed to correct recent 
test deficiencies; $298,358,000 shall be trans­
ferred to and merged with "Research, De­
velopment, Test, and Evaluation, Defense 
Agencies" to remain available until Septem­
ber 30, 1991: Provided, That not less than 
$4,000,000,000 of the funds under the head­
ing of "Research, Development, Test, and 
Evaluation, Defense Agencies" shall be 
available only for the Strategic Defense Ini­
tiative program; and for the Space-Based 
Wide Area Surveillance Radar, $1,956,000 
shall be transferred to and merged with 
"Research, Development, Test and Evalua­
tion, Navy", to remain available until Sep­
tember 30, 1991, for the Tactical Space Op­
erations program, $4,968,000 shall be trans­
ferred to and merged with "Research, De­
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Air Force", 
to remain available until September 30, 
1991, for the Space Surveillance Technology 
program, and $10,000,000 shall be trans­
ferred to and merged with "Research, De­
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Defense 
Agencies", to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1991, for the Strategic 
Technology program. 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE FUND 

For the "Emergency Response Fund, De­
fense"; $300,000,000, to remain available 
until expended. The Fund shall be available 
for providing reimbursement to currently 
applicable appropriations of the Depart­
ment of Defense for supplies and services 
provided in anticipation of requests from 
other Federal Departments and agencies 
and from state and local governments for 
assistance on a reimbursable basis to re-
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spond to natural or man-made disasters. 
The Fund may be used upon a determina­
tion by the Secretary of Defense that imme­
diate action is necessary before a formal re­
quest for assistance on a reimbursable basis 
is received. There shall be deposited to the 
Fund: <a> reimbursements received by the 
Department of Defense for the supplies and 
services provided by the Department in its 
response efforts, and <b> appropriations 
made to the Department of Defense for the 
Fund. Reimbursements and appropriations 
deposited to the Fund shall remain avail­
able until expended. 

REDUCTIONS TO AUTHORIZED LEVEL 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
the Act, the amount on page 20, line 2, is re­
duced by $68,100,000 from the UH-60 Black­
hawk helicopter program; the amount on 
page 32, line 14, is reduced by $49,000,000 
from the F-15/F-16 engine upgrade pro­
gram; and the amount on page 36, line 3, is 
reduced by $50,000,000 from the B-1B pro­
gram. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Virginia, the chief spon­
sor of the amendment, is at this 
moment introducing the first female 
judge for the State of Virginia. He in­
tends to be on the floor in a few min­
utes. 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. WARNER. 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. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 
my apologies to those Senators 
present and others for the delay in the 
appearance of the Senator from Vir­
ginia. I thank my distinguished col­
league from Wyoming for sending up 
the amendment which has been out­
lined in terms of the sponsors. This 
Senator, if I may say, was proudly de­
tained in the Senate Judiciary Com­
mittee where I had the privilege of in­
troducing Mrs. Smith, the nominee for 
a Federal district court appointment 
which I made some months ago to the 
President in the formal recommenda­
tion, and if confirmed by the Senate 
Mrs. Smith will be the first woman to 
be appointed to the Federal judiciary 
in the history of the Commonwealth 
of Virginia. So it was an important oc­
casion for both myself and my col­
league, Senator RoBB. 

Mr. President, the proposed substi­
tute to the Appropriations Committee 
amendment adopts several of the ini­
tiatives suggested by the Appropria­
tions Committee-not several, indeed 
in my judgment many-and provides 
funding for several defense programs 
which the sponsors believe have a 
higher priority than some of the pro­
grams funded by the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment is made 
necessary by the mismatch in budget 
authority and budget outlays agreed 

to in the budget summit agreement. 
The sponsors of the substitute do not 
fault-and I reiterate, do not fault-in 
any way the Appropriations Commit­
tee in its attempt to meet this mis­
match targets in the committee 
amendment. 

In the several years that I have had 
leadership responsibility on the Armed 
Services Committee I have not known 
a year in which the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, the rank­
ing member and others have had a 
higher degree of cooperation, a spirit 
of togetherness, so to speak, with the 
members of the Appropriations Com­
mittee than this fiscal year. That is 
owing to the distinguished chairman, 
the Senator from Hawaii, and the dis­
tinguished ranking member, the Sena­
tor from Alaska. It has been a very 
harmonious working partnership. 

With that background I raise this 
amendment to point out only that we 
feel strongly about several priorities 
stated in the amendment. It in no way 
is a criticism of the work performed by 
the Appropriations Committee. 

The sponsors believe they are sug­
gesting a different mix of programs 
that will be better in both the short­
term and the long-term, for the health 
of our national defense, and in con­
trolling the budget deficit. 

The proposed substitute provides 
full funding of the Enterprise over­
haul and full funding in the various 
accounts of costs associated with modi­
fication of weapons systems. These 
two initiatives contained in both the 
committee amendment and the substi­
tute account for $4.7 billion of the $8.5 
billion funding in the substitute. That 
is, the substitute in these two initia­
tives adopts more than 55 percent of 
the committee's recommended fund­
ing. 

In the same vein, the sponsors of the 
substitute amendment agree with the 
concept of a revolving emergency re­
sponse fund to cover the cost of DOD 
responding to emergencies such as 
forest fires, oilspills, and other natural 
disasters-indeed, the one that our 
country has most recently witnessed, 
primarily the damage in South Caroli­
na. However, the sponsors believe that 
such a fund should initially be estab­
lished at a level of $300 million, rather 
than the $100 million contained in the 
committee amendment. 

In the ship building area, the substi­
tute will fund one icebreaker for the 
Coast Guard, rather than the two, as 
recommended by the committee 
amendment. One icebreaker was au­
thorized in the DOD authorization 
bill. The Appropriations Committee 
amendment would provide $1 billion 
for fast sealift ships. While this pro­
gram is authorized in both the House 
and Senate defense authorization bills, 
it is authorized only at the level of $20 
million. The sponsors of the substitute 
believe modest funding for this pro-

gram is more appropriate at this time 
while it is being examined by the ap­
propriate authorities. 

The substitute amendment would, 
therefore, provide an appropriated 
level of $40 million, representing an 
additional $20 million. 

Next, a substitute amendment fully 
funding the munitions enhancement 
program initiated by the Armed Serv­
ices Committee and adopted by the 
Senate during debate on the defense 
authorization bill during this summer. 
That program enhanced the number 
of Smart munitions programs by au­
thorizing funding for them at efficient 
rates. The substitute amendment pro­
vides $395 million in appropriations at 
those authorized rates for the Stinger, 
Laser Hellfire, TOW II, ATACMS, and 
HARM programs. 

In the strategic area, the substitute 
funds an additional $298 million for 
SDI, bringing the total appropriations 
for that program to $4 billion, more in . 
line with the previously approved 
Senate authorization of $4.3 billion. 
Additionally, the substitute provides 
$17 million for R&D for the space­
based, wide area surveillance radar, a 
small but very important research 
effort. 

Finally, the substitute rejects the 
Appropriations Committee approach 
of totally deleting funds for procure­
ment of the Trident II D-5 missile. 
The request of $1.8 billion for the pro­
curement of the missile in the fiscal 
year 1990 budget was zeroed by the 
committee because, presumably, a 
recent test failed. 

While the sponsors of the substitute 
share the committee's concern about 
these failures, the sponsors believe a 
better approach is to fund a major 
portion of the procurement request 
with fencing language limiting its obli­
gation pending resolution of the tech­
nical problems. This approach pro­
vides the opportunity to go forward 
with this extremely important pro­
gram in fiscal 1990, if the problems 
can be resolved. As the Chief of Naval 
Operations and others in the Depart­
ment of Defense have stated, it will be 
likely that the problems will be re­
solved. 

Finally, in order for the amendment 
to be fiscally sound, minor reductions 
have been made in the UH-60 Black­
hawk, an unrequested add on for F-
15/16 engine upgrade programs and in 
an unrequested increase involving the 
B-1B R&D. These reductions result in 
appropriations for each of these pro­
grams equaling the Senate authorized 
level. 

Mr. President, I will have further to 
say on this amendment. 

At this time I yield the floor. I wish 
to acknowledge again the very impor­
tant support the Senator from Wyo­
ming has given this Senator and 
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others in the preparation of this pack­
age. 

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

Senator from Wyoming is recognized. 
Mr. WALLOP. I thank our able 

ranking member. I thank him and his 
staff for being flexible, as we tried to 
fashion an amendment which we feel 
is a more responsible reflection of the 
priorities of the authorizing commit­
tee. 

I would say again that with Senator 
WARNER we do not have a quarrel. We 
have a complete understanding of 
what the Senate appropriations sub­
committee has done here, and I could 
not agree more with the Senator from 
Hawaii, that the budget process is out 
of whack when outlays and authoriza­
tions cannot be matched in any kind 
of a responsible way because of the 
agreements of the budget summit. 

I would also quote my friend from 
Hawaii, in which he said in his open­
ing remarks a little while ago-and I 
am paraphrasing. I tried to write them 
down but I was not fast enough. He 
said that the Senate Armed Services 
Committee should allocate policy re­
quirements and priorities. And the 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
should direct itself toward as much 
support of the SASC's policy require­
ments as they can. So this amendment 
is not a quarrel with what they sought 
to do, but rather it seeks more to 
prioritize the actual defense require­
ments of the United States in a real 
world in which dangers, despite the 
soothing rhetoric of the Soviet Union, 
still confront us; in the real world 
where, despite the soothing rhetoric, 
Third World threats exist; a real world 
in which tight dollars, potential se­
questers, and automatic blanket reduc­
tions confront the best judgment of 
those whose responsibility it is to 
defend this Nation. And often, Mr. 
President, they are faced with choices 
that they know to be outside the needs 
and requirements of the defense of 
the United States. 

For example, in the area of the AH-
64 helicopter, the Apache, I under­
stand the hometown requirement to 
vote for that. But I do not understand 
how we can supersede the judgment of 
the Army, which has not only tailored 
its new force to the requested number 
of the President, but which has said, 
in effect, that it cannot use the 
Apache helicopter and that this priori­
ty would deny it some things that it 
needs for flexibility in the future. 

So I believe that what we need to do 
in this time of tight budgets and a 
fourth consecutive real reduction in 
defense spending, is to set aside the 
hometown projects which are over and 
above the services' judgment, to set 
aside national pet rocks, and to try 
and address, to the best of our ability, 
the defense needs of the United 

States, both in the near term and in 
the long term. 

The Senate Appropriations Commit­
tee, Armed Services appropriations, 
has said that their proposal gives 
them flexibility. I have no quarrel 
with the argument that it gives them 
flexibility, but there are phantom 
fundings in here which do not neces­
sarily reflect the judgment of the au­
thorizing committee and would there­
fore seem to run contrary to the sug­
gestion and statement of the distin­
guished Senator from Hawaii, as to 
what the two appropriate roles are. 
This amendment restores money to 
SDI, as it should. However, it is still 
well below the request of the Presi­
dent, well below the request of the 
Secretary of Defense, well below the 
stated needs, and is a real reduction 
from current efforts. 

As we approach the possibility of a 
START Agreement, it may be the only 
verification tool that is of genuine 
value to the United States-a defense 
against any potential violations. In an 
op-ed piece in the Washington Times 
this morning, I suggested that where 
the House was going with SDI was an 
astonishing act of dissembling with 
the public of the United States. 

Not wishing to be blamed for the 
demise of SDI, the House funds SDI, 
but to the extent that it cannot func­
tion, cannot sustain its scientific re­
search, and cannot allow us to make a 
deployment decision. But they can 
always argue that, "Oh, I voted for 
SDI. I always have voted for SDI." 
What they are doing to the American 
people is essentially lying. We cannot 
have it and they know we cannot have 
it at the level that they have suggest­
ed we fund it. 

As in the past, the conference figure 
will be somewhere between the figure 
of the Senate Appropriations Commit­
tee and the House. And that, too, re­
quires the dismantlement of scientific 
staffs. That, too, requires the post­
ponement of any possibility of a de­
ployment decision in the President's 
first term, which he promised both in 
his campaign and in his inaugural ad­
dress. 

What we are suggesting is barely a 
minimum to sustain competence on 
the road to a deployment decision. 
And it is barely the minimum to sus­
tain the accomplishments that has 
been achieved over the last few years. 

We restore money to the space-based 
wise area surveillance radar, some­
thing that is necessary for all three 
services. 

But I must say, Mr. President, that 
what we have tried to do is not to 
second guess the Appropriations Com­
mittee, but to offer the best judgment 
that we, the cosponsors in the Armed 
Services Committee and others, have 
as to what the near-term and the long­
term defense spending priorities in 
these areas ought to be. It retains the 

same level of outlays and the same 
level of authority which the Appro­
priations Committee has been saddled 
with. We understand that. We would 
like it differently, as would the Sena­
tor from Hawaii, as he so eloquently 
stated. 

But this is a result of a budget 
summit and a budget process gone 
haywire. We cannot change that at 
this moment in time. So our purpose is 
primarily to address what was in the 
Appropriations Committee's recom­
mendation with a reprioritization and 
not with a challenge to their figures of 
both outlays and authority. 

Mr. President, I, too, will have more 
to say on individual portions of this as 
the debate wages this afternoon. But 
suffice to say that this was not meant 
to second guess, but rather to reflect 
what the Senator from Hawaii meant 
when he said that the Senate Armed 
Services Committee should allocate 
policy requirements and the Appro­
priations Committee should, to the 
best of their ability, appropriate to 
those allocated priorities. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
<Mr. BRYAN assumed the chair.) 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, it is 

rare that an amendment is put in on 
the floor to a major committee's work 
that so completely rewrites the bill. 
This amendment takes what the Ap­
propriations Committee has done, 
indeed what the Senate Armed Serv­
ices Committee had done in many re­
spects, and completely rewrites it, 
which is not to say that on that role 
alone is it necessarily bad. It happens 
to be necessarily bad, what this 
amendment does, because it changes 
so many programs. 

It changes the Emergency Response 
Fund; the funds for Icebreaker; the 
funds for amphibious assault ships; for 
the AH-64 Apache helicopter, cutting 
that about in two; conventional muni­
tions; Trident II," D-5 missile; SDI, 
space-based wide area surveillance 
radar; Fast Sealift; National Training 
Center; Space Shuttle Operations; re­
ductions to requested/authorized level 
in the UH-60 Blackhawk helicopter, 
the F-15, F-16 engine upgrade, and 
the B-1B R&D. 

Mr. President, this amendment re­
writes the whole bill. As I say, that 
does not necessarily mean it is bad, 
but it does mean that Senators should 
be on the alert for something that is 
hashed out in some offices somewhere, 
no matter how well-intended the Sena­
tors or able the staff. The point is this 
amendment was not offered in-1 do 
not know whether it was offered in 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and rejected there, but it certainly was 
not offered in the Appropriations 
Committee. 

The Appropriations Committee, Mr. 
President, has 29 members. You would 
think an amendment that had merit, 
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that you would be able to find at least 
1 out of 29 members willing to put in 
such an amendment to be considered 
in the Appropriations Committee, who 
has responsibility for this area. You 
would think that they could find 1 of 
the 29 members. 

It may well have been, of course, 
that they could have found one 
member but that it was such a clearly 
losing proposition that they did not 
want to risk it and have to come to the 
Senate floor after it has been exam­
ined carefully there, where our excel­
lent staff on defense appropriations 
could take a look at it and where all of 
the various technical arguments could 
be considered and debated in the 
Senate Appropriations Committee. It 
may well have been that they figured 
they would get 2 or 3 or 5 to 1, which 
would be a very bad thing for an 
amendment if you tried to get it 
passed on this floor. 

So I say to my colleagues, be on the 
alert because this amendment has not 
had that kind of debate. 

I would like to focus in on just one 
of the changes here in an area I have 
been involved with a good bit, and that 

· is SDI. 
Mr. President, when the armed serv­

ices bill, the authorization bill, was 
here on the floor, I put in an amend­
ment to provide for a level of funding 
of $3.7 billion, which happened to be 
last year's level plus inflation. We lost 
on that amendment, as I recall, 50 to 
47. 

During the debate, however, Mr. 
President, many of the opponents of 
this amendment, time after time, 
would come forward and say: 

Well, we think you are right on the fund­
ing level. That is the appropriate funding 
level, but we want more money so when we 
go into conference with the House of Repre­
sentatives on the armed services bill that we 
will have some bargaining room. 

That was probably the most cogent 
argument they had to support it be­
cause it seemed to me, at least from 
listening to the debate on the floor, 
that they had no other cogent argu­
ments to make. 

Nevertheless, Mr. President, that is 
the level that the Senate Appropria­
tions Committee came out with, which 
is last year's level plus inflation. 

Mr. President, this is much better 
than most areas of the defense budget 
get treated. Most areas of the defense 
budget are not faring so well. There 
are cutbacks across the board. Our 
committee has, not by choice but by 
necessity, cut back in a whole range of 
weapons systems: The F-14, the F-15; 
the F-16 has received some cuts; the 
M-1 tanks are not being funded at the 
level that they should be funded at. 
Weapons systems across the board are 
being canceled, cut back, slowed down, 
but not SDI. SDI gets last year's level 
plus inflation. 

Mr. President, in case there are 
those who are concerned that SDI has 
not gotten sufficient money over 
recent years, let me tell my colleagues 
that with this year's funding already 
in the bill, SDI will have received ap­
propriations of $20 billion. 

You would think that the program 
would have gotten some form and sub­
stance at this point. $20 billion later, 
you would think they would be able to 
define a purpose of SDI or an architec­
ture. 

What is it you are trying to build 
and what is it that that is supposed to 
accomplish? Mr. President, they 
cannot to this day tell us what the 
purpose of SDI is nor what it will look 
like. 

Mr. President, initially we were told 
by President Reagan that SDI would 
give us a leak-proof system, an astro­
dome across the country which, in 
turn, inspired wonderful speeches and 
cartoons and school drawings by kids. 
My colleagues saw, probably, the tele­
vision ad which had the crayon and 
sort of a circus tent across the coun­
try, and the little girl saying: "My 
daddy thinks there is a better answer 
than getting blown up by nuclear 
bombs, and that is SDI." 

Of course, Mr. President, we know 
that the dream of an astrodome is no 
longer. There are some who still cling 
to that vaporous dream, but very few 
of those. The Vice President, who was 
one of the very strongest proponents 
of SDI, just recently made a statement 
to say that that statement about the 
astrodome was political jargon. We 
have another word for that down in 
Louisiana. But let us accept his word 
of political jargon. 

The point is, it is unrealistic. If it is 
not to be an astrodome, what is it, Mr. 
President? 

We are told it might have several 
purposes. It might be an accidental 
launch system, to protect against the 
nuclear weapons of Brazil or India. 
That was just given in a news article 
on Sunday, I believe, in this last week. 
The administration said we might use 
it for an accidental launch. 

Mr. President, I am concerned about 
India's nuclear program and about 
Brazil's nuclear program and about 
the ability of some of these countries 
to deliver such a weapon in a ICBM. 
We all should be concerned about 
that. But, Mr. President, to build a 
human architecture, costing hundreds 
of billions of dollars, to defend against 
that I think is hardly the right use of 
our scarce resources in this country. I 
personally am not worried about 
either India or Brazil at this time, at 
least compared to some other things 
we have to worry about. That is the 
least of our worries. 

An accidental launch system protec­
tion, I submit, Mr. President, ought to 
be well down the list of priorities in 

our defense budget as well as in our 
whole budget. 

We are told it might also be used to 
protect our missile silos, either our 
MX missiles or our Minuteman mis­
siles. That is the way the Russians use 
it. They use it both to protect Moscow, 
their system, as well as some of the 
weapons in the area. 

Mr. President, I think it is ridiculous 
to even think about doing such a thing 
in this democracy of ours. If we were 
to tell the American people that we 
were going to spend billions of dollars 
to protect nuclear weapons and not to 
protect people, I think the reaction 
would be not a good one and it would 
reflect the innate good sense of the 
American public, when and if they had 
such a reaction. Obviously, to say we 
are going to protect some cities, we are 
going to protect the Congress in 
Washington and not the people in 
Peoria, would have the same kind of 
reaction. That is out of the question. 

The one thought that they do come 
up with, Mr. President, as a use for 
SDI, is to interfere with the timing of 
the Soviet's attack. SDI is thought to 
be, or has been described as being, in 
three phases. Phase I has been defined 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and phase 
I would involve weapons in space, the 
current version of which would be 
Brilliant Pebbles. I say "the current 
version" because they have not picked 
a version. They have not picked an ar­
chitecture. Indeed, Brilliant Pebbles 
may not pass muster at all. There will 
be a report out on that in November, 
as to whether they think it will work, 
whether it is cost-effective, whether it 
can be defended, all of those vast ques­
tions as we have looked, seriatim, at a 
whole series of weapons systems to 
make up phase I. 

However, phase I is designed to 
intercept 16 percent of total Soviet 
weapons. That is the goal; 16 percent. 

The cost, Mr. President, of phase I, 
if it worked, Brilliant Pebbles, if it 
worked, is a very difficult thing to cal­
culate. At one time they put out a 
figure of $69 billion for phase I. Then, 
in questioning General Monahan 
about that, he said that does not 
count that which would have been 
spent up to the time the deployment 
decision was made. Keep in mind that 
there has been $20 billion spent. It 
also would not include that which 
would have to be spent on phase II, 
while we are spending money on phase 
I. In other words, phase II, which 
would involve the beam weapons, the 
so-called directed energy weapons, and 
which would have a greater capability 
than 16 percent of total Soviet war­
heads, would have to be, if not in 
place, in terms of research and devel­
opment, we would have to have a high 
enough degree of confidence in phase 
II in order to make the deployment de­
cision for phase I, because as General 
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Monahan has stated, phase I degrades 
rapidly. Well, to take my question to 
him from the hearing on May 11, 1989, 
I asked him this: 

General Monahan, because there is all the 
testimony from people like General 
Abrahamson, General Herres, and others, 
that it would not be feasible or proper to 
deploy Phase I without some degree of con­
fidence in Phase II and Phase III because of 
the degradation that everyone predicts for 
Phase I; isn't that correct? 

General MoNAHAN: I agree. Yes, sir. That 
is true. 

I go on to ask him, in lieu of that, 
what we would have to spend simulta­
neously on phase II, in order to bring 
phase I along? And the figure is also 
very sketchy but somewhere in the 
neighborhood of in excess of $25 bil­
lion. 

So what we are talking about is, in 
order to deploy a phase I, we are talk­
ing about a figure, using the very soft 
figures, well in excess of $100 billion. 
That is, if it works, again it gets 16 
percent of total Soviet warheads. 

The implications of that, Mr. Presi­
dent, are very stark. In the first place 
you do not have to be much of a math­
ematician to know that that violates 
the so-called Nitze rule. The Nitze rule 
is that in order to deploy SDI, it must 
be cost effective at the margin. 

What that means, of course, is that 
we cannot be spending more to inter­
cept a warhead than they spend to 
build a new one. That is only common 
sense because if it cost us twice as 
much to intercept one, then they just 
keep building and we spend ourselves 
into bankruptcy while they deploy 
more warheads at half the cost. 

As I say, we do not have to be gen­
iuses to figure out that over $100 bil­
lion, if it worked, in order to get 16 
percent of their warheads, they can 
build another 16 percent much cheap­
er than $100 billion. The actual figure 
is classified but suffice it to say that 
my own estimate is it would fail the 
Nitze test by a factor of about 10 to 1. 
In other words, it costs us 10 times as 
much to build this SDI system. 

Mr. President, there are a whole lot 
of arguments about the deployment of 
phase I of SDI that go to the question 
of whether we should or should not 
deploy an SDI system. But what we 
ought to do is get together on what 
the purpose of SDI is. And we have 
started that as a Congress. The Armed 
Services Committee has stated it. The 
virtual same language has been used 
by the Senate Appropriations Commit­
tee and it has been adopted as a reso­
lution. 

What that language says is this, Mr. 
President, and I am quoting now from 
the resolution which was adopted last 
year and also adopted the previous 
year. We have adopted this statement 
of policy each year, which states as 
follows: 

In matching research priorities against 
available resources, the primary emphasis. 

of SDI should be to explore promising new 
technologies such as directed energy tech­
nologies, which might have long-term po­
tential to defend against a responsive Soviet 
offensive threat. 

In effect, Mr. President, what we 
have said is that we need to think long 
term about SDI and not deal with 
trying to meet the artificial goal of a 
deployment by 1994 of phase I: Bril­
liant Pebbles. 

Again, Mr. President, Brilliant Peb­
bles, which is a whole series of thou­
sands of small independently targeted 
vehicles which are designed to crash 
into these ICBM's, that is a different 
version that we were talking about a 
couple of years ago. A couple of years 
ago we had the so-called SBI, or space­
based interceptor, which involved 
what they called a garage which-it 
was like a big revolver with a lot of 
bullets in it and the big garage · would 
handle the targeting, for the most 
part, and communication and the indi­
vidual interceptors would be fired 
from the so-called SBI. 

That proved to be too expensive in 
estimates, Mr. President. So they said, 
"Look, this is not going to work; we 
have to come up with something new." 
So they came up with this idea of Bril­
liant Pebbles. The idea-l guess if you 
do not look at it too strong-is good 
because it uses a lot of off-the-shelf 
technology, existing technologies, and 
puts them together in small intercep­
tors which are thought to-1 forget 
the number of thousands that would 
be necessary in phase I; somewhere on 
the order, I believe, of 10,000 of these 
things-8,000 to 10,000 would have to 
be orbiting the Earth at all times inde­
pendently targeted. It is a new idea, 
though, Mr. President. After $20 bil­
lion of expenditure, it is still a new 
idea. 

What does all this have to do with 
the funding level? 

Mr. President, it has to do with the 
fact that what we ought to be doing 
with SDI is a robust research and de­
velopment program designed to be 
able to respond to the Soviet Union. 
To take the sense-of-the Senate reso­
lution that I referred to earlier, I 
think this states it well: 

Therefore, it is the sense of the Congress 
that in order to maintain the basis for 
strong deterrent, the strategic defense initi­
ative, SDI, should be a long-term and robust 
research program to provide the United 
States with expanded options for respond­
ing to a Soviet breakout from the 1972 Anti­
ballistic Missile Treaty and to respond to 
other future Soviet arms initiatives that 
might pose a grave threat to United States 
national security. 

Mr. President, that language adopt­
ed by this Congress endorsed by the 
Armed Services Committee, endorsed 
by the Appropriations Committee says 
it all. 

What is the purpose of SDI? It 
should not be to rush toward deploy­
ment, which is exactly the direction 

that General Monahan has stated we 
are doing. He said he wants to be 
ready for deployment decision by 1994, 
rush to make that decision for deploy­
ment of phase I, I guess, Brilliant Peb­
bles, if it passes the test, which it has 
not yet, by 1994. 

That is a fundamentally different 
purpose than that stated by this Con­
gress. This Congress has stated that 
the purpose is for a long-term, robust 
research program to provide for a re­
sponse to a Soviet breakout from the 
1972 ABM Treaty. Mr. President, it is 
fundamental-fundamental. The next 
amendment will have to do with beam 
weapons as well. Fundamental. 

We hear that we are trying to micro­
manage this program. We are trying to 
manage the program, you bet, Mr. 
President, to bring it into line with the 
statement policy which this Congress 
has · adopted. This Congress has stated 
its long-term research to guard against 
a breakout by the Soviets. The Soviets 
are not so concerned about SDI any 
more. I think they realize, frankly. the 
scientific difficulties of deploying at 
any kind of reasonable cost on the SDI 
Program. So, in Wyoming last week 
they said we will withdraw our objec­
tion, keeping always the option of 
withdrawing from any treaty if you 
violate the ABM Treaty, but they said 
they would go ahead with START 
without a promise on our part to agree 
not to develop SDI. 

In effect, they are saying we will go 
ahead with the START Treaty, but if 
you violate the ABM Treaty by testing 
or deploying or going into production 
on any SDI system, then we will with­
draw from START. I think that is a 
recognition of the fact that they are 
not so concerned about the progress 
we are making. 

However, Mr. President, there is real 
reason for either party in this two­
power face-off, either the Soviet 
Union or the United States, to be con­
cerned about the other party having 
an SDI. The reason is that SDI en­
hances a first strike. President Reagan 
said that about our own program, if 
you will remember, back when he 
made his speech. He said, of course, 
when we develop SDI we will give it to 
the Soviet Union. Mr. President, he 
said that. I do not know whether my 
colleagues recall that or not. He actu­
ally said it. It was greeted with big 
laughs all around this Capitol, all 
around this town. The idea that we de­
velop something at a cost of hundreds 
of billions of dollars and turn it over 
to our adversary, the Soviet Union, 
was absurd on its face. 

Nevertheless, the President was re­
sponding to a very real problem, which 
was the question, Mr. President, does 
not SDI enhance a first strike? And 
the answer is, of course, it does. This 
16 percent of total warhead goal for 
phase I may not be, as I said earlier, 
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may not pass the Nitze test of cost-ef­
fectiveness at the margin. It obviously 
does not. But, Mr. President, if we put 
a first strike on the Soviet Union and 
took out most of their response ability, 
then the ability to take out, say, 1,600 
to 2,000 warheads would be tremen­
dous advantage because that might be 
all that they would have left to re­
spond with. The so-called ragged re­
sponse would be very much put in 
danger by a phase I architecture. 

So, Mr. President, the idea of us in a 
glasnost situation or, indeed, in any 
situation, save one in which we fear 
the Soviet Union breaking out of the 
ABM Treaty by developing their own 
effective SDI system, I think is mis­
placing priorities, misjudging science 
and misperceiving what the dangers 
are that affect this country. 

What we did in this bill, $3.7 billion 
for SDI last year plus inflation, first, 
treats the program better than most 
programs are being treated, because 
most programs are getting cut, some 
are getting terminated. 

Second, it is consistent with what we 
have adopted over and over again. I 
say over and over again. We adopted 2 
years ago congressional policy which 
is, it is the sense of the Congress there 
should be a long-term and robust re­
search program to guard against the 
Soviets breaking out of the ABM 
Treaty. That is what our level will do, 
Mr. President. That is what we ought 
to stick with in this Congress. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, will my 
friend yield for a question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Certainly. 
Mr. WILSON. I do not intend to 

delay this long because I know the dis­
tinguished manager has an amend­
ment he wishes to bring and set this 
aside for the moment. I had several 
points that I wanted to raise with my 
friend from Louisiana. 

Let me ask him first of all, he says 
that what he is proposing by way of 
funding for the SDI will impose some 
slight delay in a research progrm, if 
permitted, to be robust. At what point 
does my friend think the program as 
he has envisioned it under this level of 
funding that he is proposing would 
permit the decision to be made as to 
whether or not there should be de­
ployment? Can he give a date? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The first question 
you have to ask is, when you say de­
ployment, deployment of what? You 
should not, as General Monahan him­
self says, go over the deployment of 
phase I which is the kinetic kill vehi­
cles, unless you have well developed a 
phase II, which is directed energy 
weapons, because, as General Mona­
han himself says, the kinetic kill weap­
ons degrade so quickly. They degrade 
because they are slow-moving, relative­
ly speaking, so you have to have the 
directed energy weapons ready to go, 

and that means it is probably a long 
way out. It is well beyond 1994. 

The second answer is, nobody knows 
when and if these directed energy 
weapons can be made to work. I think 
they can, but it is probably sometime 
in the next century. 

Mr. WILSON. Let me rephrase my 
question. It is clear that General Mon­
ahan has in mind a research program 
to permit the President of the United 
States to make a decision about de­
ployment. If you take the program 
that is being offered by General Mon­
ahan and the Strategic Defense Initia­
tive Office and apply to it not the 
funding levels he has sought for it but 
those instead which my friend from 
Louisiana proposes, at what date in 
the future would that same decision 
be possible with the delays on the 
same research program? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The answer is that 
you cannot tell and we should not 
have a schedule-driven R&D program. 
It ought to develop when it is ready. 
This will not be ready by that time. 

In order to reach the ability to 
deploy by 1994, you would have to 
have funding of $9 billion, according 
to their estimates, in 1994. If anybody 
thinks that this Congress is going to 
go from $3.7 billion or even $4 billion, 
if we adopt this amendment, up to $9 
billion by 1994, they have been talking 
to different Members of this Senate 
than I have. 

So what I am saying is the Monahan 
schedule of appropriations is unrealis­
tic to begin with. The assumptions on 
technology are unrealistic after that. 

Mr. WILSON. Let us leave SDI 
alone. Let me ask a different question 
of my friend. As he has noticed from 
the amendment that is being offered 
by the Senator from Wyoming, it has 
many parts and seeks to restore, or to 
increase the level of funding for con­
ventional munitions, specifically for 
the Stinger, for the Hellfire, for the 
TOW II, for the ATACMS, for the 
HARM missile. 

Let me ask my friend who has had 
long experience, many hours spent 
trying to decide how defense dollars 
ought to be spent, would he not agree 
that we have experienced over the 
recent years, if we are speaking of real 
dollars, those adjusted for inflation, a 
deficit reduction dribble, a decrease in 
actual defense spending? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator says 
does our amendment or does his 
amendment? 

Mr. WILSON. I say is it not an accu­
rate statement that we have in terms 
of real spending, with dollars adjusted 
for inflation, over the past 3 years 
seen a decline in the growth of spend­
ing for defense? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. WILSON. Is it not, in the Sena­
tor's judgment, also reasonable to an­
ticipate that those pressures will con-

tinue and that we will be driven as a 
result to make decisions that require 
us to cut back on the request from the 
services, from the administration? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator is 
correct, and that was, in fact, the very 
point I was making, which is one 
reason why you should not increase 
SDI more than inflation, because to do 
so takes from these other weapons sys­
tems. 

Mr. WILSON. Let me ask the Sena­
tor if agreeing as he has with those 
points, he would agree with General 
Powell, the newly appointed Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who at his 
confirmation hearing, responding to a 
similar inquiry was asked where he 
thought we should come down on 
these very difficult questions. 

When he was asked, if we are com­
pelled by deficit reduction pressures to 
choose among the lesser of evils, 
which is to say to choose the less 
unwise of options that we would not 
choose but for those pressures, is my 
friend aware that he said "I would 
have to advocate end strength reduc­
tion, force structure reduction"? 

In other words, in lay language, 
what he was saying, which I think is 
extraordinary and for which I com­
mend him, is that we need to reduce 
the number of people in uniform lest 
we repeat the tragic era of the seven­
ties, when we had what was termed a 
hollow Army, and I might add, a 
hollow Air Force, Navy, and Marine 
Corps. 

What he was saying was that we 
should come to grips with reality and 
understand that our choice is to have 
more people in uniform than we can 
adequately train or equip, or provide 
the kind of ancillary services that pro­
vide them and their dependents decent 
compensation, decent benefits, decent 
morale. 

Would my friend agree with that? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

very much agree with the general, 
General Powell, and with Senator 
WILSON. I think we have to look at 
force structure. Beyond that, I think 
we need to look at our overseas de­
ployments, which I have been harping 
on for a long time, and later on in the 
consideration of this bill we will have 
a modest beginning in bringing some 
troops home from Korea. 

Mr. WILSON. Let me just say to my 
friend that we can bring troops home, 
but that will not cut the manpower ac­
count. In some cases, it may result in 
lessening costs of operation and main­
tenance. In other cases, it will increase 
it. But it will not do anything about 
the numbers in uniform just to bring 
them home. All that does is move the 
players to a different point on the 
table. 

What General Powell was saying is 
that we are confronted with a much 
more fundamental question, and we 
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have to come to grips with the reality 
that the most expensive thing we do in 
defense, as in everything else virtually, 
is to pay people, pay them compensa­
tion, pay them benefits, and the only 
significant way that we can really 
expect, in the short-term and the long, 
to reduce outlays, not just budget au­
thority but outlays, is by cutting the 
number of people that we have in uni­
form. 

That is not something that many of 
us think wise, but it is less unwise 
than keeping them in uniform without 
adequate training, without adequate 
compensation, without adequate 
equipment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, the 
Senator makes a good point. I agree 
with him. I hope he would add to that 
the number of dependents and civil­
ians overseas as well. We have 350,000 
of those in NATO alone-350,000. 

Mr. WILSON. I say to my friend the 
general was thinking not only of the 
dependents, but he was thinking even 
about the operation and maintenance 
costs that necessarily would increase 
as a result of having a smaller force. 
He was thinking of all of those things. 

He was also thinking, Mr. President, 
of the fact that we are compelled to 
make a choice, and that if you are 
compelled to make a choice between 
accounts in the defense budget, it is a 
much wiser thing, as unwise as it may 
be, to cut the number of people in uni­
form, because if the balloon were to go 
up in some unpleasant fashion, we can 
mobilize and train manpower a great 
deal more rapidly than we can conduct 
research and development. 

You cannot buy back the time. Once 
it is lost, it is gone. If you want to test 
a wing or an airplane engine, you 
cannot do it in one-fifth the time by 
putting the wing into five different 
wind tunnels. That does not work. You 
simply cannot foreshorten research 
and development beyond a certain 
period of time. 

What General Powell was saying is 
that he has no eagerness to cut the 
strength levels in the Army or the 
Navy or the Air Force or the Marine 
Corps that he thinks unwise, but if he 
is compelled to cut then what he is 
saying very simply is that we can 
afford that cut far better by reducing 
to a smaller number of troops who will 
be adequately trained, adequately 
equipped, and that we should not 
savage the research and development 
accounts. 

What we are doing in this amend­
ment being offered by my friend from 
Wyoming is to try to restructure to 
meet the target levels for both budget 
authorization and outlay that will 
permit us to do so in the wisest possi­
ble way, in the way consistent with 
the wise counsel of the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General 
Powell, and in a way that does not 
savage research and development so 

that we lose time, precious time, that 
we cannot buy back. 

Mr. President, I thank my friend 
from Louisiana for his courtesy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

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

Senator from Wyoming is recognized. 
Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I yield 

to the distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we temporari­
ly set aside the pending amendment in 
order that we may consider a special 
amendment requested by the Presi­
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
their objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 856 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and Senator STEVENS, 
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 Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] 

for himself and Mr. STEVENS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 856. 

Mr. INOUYE. 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: 
At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
SEc. . Up to $20 million of funds available 

to the Department of Defense in fiscal year 
1990 may be transferred to, and consolidat­
ed with, funds made available to carry out 
the provisions of Section 23 of the Arms 
Export Control Act and may be used for any 
of the purposes for which such funds may 
be used, notwithstanding Section 10 of 
Public Law 91-672 or any other provision of 
law; Provided, That funds transferred pur­
suant to this section shall be made available 
only for Jordan to maintain previously pur­
chased U.S.-origin defense articles; Provided 
further, That funds transferred pursuant to 
this section shall be available to Jordan on a 
grant basis notwithstanding any require­
ment for repayment; Provided further, That 
for purposes of section 10 of Public Law 91-
672, funds so transferred shall be deemed to 
be authorized to be appropriated for the ac­
count into which they are transferred; and 
Provided further, That the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the President 
of the Senate and the Committee on For­
eign Affairs of the House of Representa­
tives, the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives, the Commit­
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate, and 
the Committees on Appropriations and 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives shall be notified through 
regular reprogramming procedures prior to 
the transfer of funds pursuant to the au­
thority granted in this section. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this 
amendment was requested by the 
President of the United States in 
direct conversation with many of us. 
Although it would technically violate 

the budget summit agreement in that 
it shifts funds from the 050 budget 
function, the national defense, to the 
function 150, international affairs, I 
will support this amendment at the 
specific request of our President. 

This amendment has been reviewed 
by the Director of OMB, Mr. Darman, 
and it has been approved by the chair­
man and ranking minority member of 
the Foreign Operations Subcommit­
tee. It has been cleared on both sides 
of the aisle. 

Mr. President, this amendment pro­
vides special appropriations for a good 
friend and ally of ours, the Hashemite 
Kingdom of Jordan. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend­
ment? If not, the question is on agree­
ing to the--

Mr. INOUYE. 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. INOUYE. 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. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all the mat­
ters pending be temporarily set aside 
so to accommodate a special request 
made by my dear friend from South 
Carolina, Senator HOLLINGS. 

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

The Senator from South Carolina is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 857 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin­
guished manager, Mr. President, and 
the ranking member. 

We have prepared language which 
allows the Secretary of Defense to re­
place and repair the facilities lost in 
Hurricane Hugo, in my State of South 
Carolina and other areas where mili­
tary bases were damaged. I offer the 
amendment at this time. 

Let me give a huge word of thanks 
and admiration for the tremendous co­
operation and coordination they have 
had at the local level in my State, 
from Governor Campbell through our 
Mayor Riley in Charleston, and to a 
young lady named Linda Lombard, 
working at the emergency coordina­
tion center. 

We had some roadblocks here in 
Washington. But thanks to the Ma­
rines and General Gray, the Comman­
dant, and to Gen. Colin Powell and 
the Army out of Fort McPherson, we 
now have teams in the State helping 
clear the roads. They are supplying 
much needed generators. They are 
even providing a quartermaster group 
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to help in the distribution of supplies 
which we are receiving in the State. 

Sam Walton of Walmart is providing 
14 tractor trailers of supplies. The city 
of Wilmington has sent supplies; and 
we thank the AMOCO Corp., for their 
employees providing food. So it is a 
tremendous coordination job, and ev­
eryone has been doing an outstanding 
job. 

We have also had the help of the 
Coast Guard, and Secretary Sam Skin­
ner of the Department of Transporta­
tion is adding the move forward on a 
bridge to connect the barrier islands to 
the mainland. I have nothing but ad­
miration and thanks for all of this co­
operation, and particularly for our De­
fense Subcommittee under Chairman 
INOUYE, and Senator STEVENS, as rank­
ing member, in accommodating me on 
this particular amendment. This is a 
significant step in addressing the prob­
lems caused by Hugo. 

Senator THURMOND and I visited the 
Navy yard where damage may total at 
least $50 million and the Charleston 
Air Force Base, where damage may 
exceed $25 million. 

I appreciate my chairman for yield­
ing and accepting this amendment at 
this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair might inquire, has the Senator 
sent an amendment to the desk? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I send the amend­
ment to the Chair at this time. And, I 
might also point out that Senators 
INOUYE, STEVENS, BYRD, and THUR­
MOND join me in cosponsoring the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
HOLLINGS] for himself, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. STE­
VENS, Mr. BYRD, and Mr. THURMOND pro­
poses an amendment numbered 857. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. 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: 
At the appropriate place insert: 
SEc. . Funds available to the Depart­

ment of Defense during the current fiscal 
year may be transferred to applicable ap­
propriations or otherwise made available for 
obligation by the Secretary of Defense to 
repair or replace real property, facilities, 
equipment, and other Department of De­
fense assets damaged by hurricane Hugo in 
September 1989: Provided, That funds 
transferred shall be available for the same 
purpose and the same time period as the ap­
propriations to which transferred: Provided 
further, That the Secretary shall notify the 
Congress promptly of all transfers made 
pursuant to this authority and that such 
transfer authority shall be in addition to 
that provided elsewhere in this Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I 
strongly support this amendment 

which was just proposed by my dear 
friend from South Carolina. As we are 
all aware, many States and local com­
munities were tragically devastated by 
the recent Hurricane Hugo. As a 
result, DOD installations in Puerto 
Rico, South Carolina, and North Caro­
lina were severely damaged. 

While the full cost of repairing fa­
cilities, equipment, aircraft, vehicles 
and ships will not be known accurately 
for some time, we do know that the 
damage was most significant. In fact, 
the total damages now exceed $2 bil­
lion I believe. 

For example, in Charleston, SC, 
damage to family housing, medical fa­
cilities, shipyard, piers, cranes, and 
buildings at the Naval Shipyard is ex­
tensive. That I believe is an under­
statement. 

So this amendment will assist the 
Department of Defense in recovering 
from this tragic storm. It will enable 
our Secretary of Defense to repair 
family housing, at least to begin the 
process, and our immediate facilities. 
It will also help to ease the burden on 
our military personnel and families. It 
will enable our military installations 
to return quickly to full operating ca­
pacity. I commend my colleague from 
South Carolina for his initiative in 
this area, and I hope that the Senate 
will accept it. 

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

Senator from Alaska is recognized. 
Mr. STEVENS. I, too, commend the 

Senators from South Carolina for 
moving quickly in this area. I repre­
sent a State that has been very disas­
ter-prone, and I know that in the terri­
ble disasters that we have had, the 
military bases have been the key tore­
covery, and they certainly should be 
one of the first areas to get Federal at­
tention, and I think the Senator's 
amendment is well taken. I am pleased 
to support it. 

Mr. INOUYE. I urge the adoption of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from South Caro­
lina. 

The amendment (No. 857) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to reconsid­
er the vote by which the amendment 
was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 856 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on amendment 856 
offered by the Senator from Hawaii, 
Mr. INOUYE, and the Senator from 
Alaska, Mr. STEVENS, respectively. Is 
there further debate on the amend­
ment? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I join 
the Senator from Hawaii and com-

mend him for his prompt response to 
the request of the President. We now 
have the request not only from the 
President, but details provided by the 
Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget from the Executive Office 
of the President. I am confident that 
it does carry out the essence of the 
communication that the President had 
with the Senator from Hawaii on a 
personal basis, and I think it is essen­
tial that we act on this matter to 
assure that the commitments made by 
our President are promptly kept by 
the Congress. I commend the Senator 
for his action and support it. 

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

Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. I ask the distin­

guished manager of the bill, the proce­
dure that we are following here ap­
pears to be somewhat unusual. Does 
the authorizing committee have any 
voice in this matter? I notice that the 
last paragraph simply states that we 
should be notified of any reprogram­
ming or something. I am just wonder­
ing at what point-we are receiving 
amendment after amendment--

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is 
a reprogramming on the floor of the 
Senate, and the information we have 
received from the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget states that the 
Speaker of the House of Representa­
tives; the President of the Senate and 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, House 
of Representatives; Committee on For­
eign Relations, Senate; and the Com­
mittees on Appropriations and Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives shall be notified 
through the regular reprogramming 
procedure prior to the transfer of the 
funds covered by this amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, this amendment is 
budget neutral, deficit neutral. 

Mr. WARNER. Are the Senators at 
li'berty to advise the Senate as to what 
the funds are for? Are the Senators at 
liberty and able to advise the Senate 
of the purpose of the funds? 

Mr. INOUYE. 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. INOUYE. 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 PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Hawaii. 

The amendment <No. 856) was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 855 TO AMENDMENT NO. 825 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending question is No. 855, which is 
the Wallop amendment to the amend­
ment offered by Senator INOUYE, 
amendment No. 825. 

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

Senator from Wyoming is recognized. 
Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I re­

luctantly correct the Chair. It is the 
Warner amendment to which Senator 
WALLOP is a cosponsor. It is in fact the 
leadership amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
think it is clear that we are comanag­
ing, as it should be, and let the record 
remain as it is. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, one 
hardly knows where to begin to con­
front the arguments of my friend from 
Louisiana. He has made it out to be 
basically an SDI amendment, which it 
is not in its entirety. But in the begin­
ning he characterized the amendment 
as though the Senate Armed Services 
Committee had completely rewritten 
what the Senate Appropriations 
Armed Services Committee has done. 

I say, from the standpoint of the au­
thorizing committee, that we might 
have the same complaint. We recog­
nized very little out of what was 
brought back to us. What we did rec­
ognize was the problem, which you 
confronted, that was created by the 
budget summit and the budget proc­
ess. We have stayed within those fig­
ures. 

I also want to stress that this is not 
a Senate Armed Services Committee 
amendment but a leadership amend­
ment. Let me also reflect that the Sen­
ator's committee did not respond to 
several letters from the Senate Armed 
Services Committee-particularly with 
regard to the $400 million addition 
that was requested for munitions 
which is now in our amendment. We 
received no response to our specific re­
quests, on the subject of munitions 
initiatives, most specifically, the Sting­
er. Hellfire, TOW II, ATACMS, the 
HARM for the Air Force. 

We received no response to that, and 
we are still responding to what the 
able chairman has suggested is our re­
sponsibility-that being to allocate pri­
orities. 

Mr. President, let me talk on a 
couple of other things that are in 
here. One is the emergency response 
fund, which we move from $100 mil­
lion to $300 million. Let me suggest 
that this amendment takes care of one 
of the concerns that was recently ad­
dressed on the floor. This is in re­
sponse to Hugo. We increased by $200 
million the military's ability to re­
spond to emergencies such as oilspills, 
floods, hurricanes, plane crashes, et 
cetera. 

The fund is intended to reimburse 
DOD for the costs associated with 
military assistance during crises. The 
fund provides a short-term reimburse-

ment to avoid situations where any 
one of the services might be required 
to reduce current operations while 
awaiting reimbursement from outside 
agencies. That is just good responsible 
military planning. It should have been 
considered already, and it was not. I 
think to characterize this as some sort 
of devious assault on the judgment of 
the Appropriations Committee is just 
a mischaracterization. 

(Mr. ROBB assumed the chair.) 
Mr. WALLOP. We have tried to set 

down some priorities. Let me speak to 
the issue of the Apache helicopter, be­
cause I think it is important. 

The Secretary of Defense recom­
mended termination of the Apache 
following 1991 procurement. In other 
words, this allows for 66 aircraft in 
each of fiscal years 1990 and 1991. 
There were originally 72 per year in 
the Reagan budget. The Senate appro­
priators agreed with the requested 
levels and planned to offer a floor 
amendment which will add 17 4 air­
craft, bringing the total fiscal year 
1990 procurement to 240, and then 
would terminate it. 

Mr. President, in an era when we are 
trying to get the greatest effect from 
our defense dollars, it is 108 helicop­
ters more than was requested in 1990 
and 1991. The Army already has ad­
justed its force structure for 807 heli­
copters. There are 645 fielded plus the 
requested 66 in 1990 and 1991. 

Our action brings the funding for 
the requested 66 aircraft forward to 
buy out the total request, 142 of them, 
and yields a slight economy of scale­
saving over $1 billion in procurement 
which the Army has elected as unnec­
essary. 

Is this a responsible action on the 
part of those who offer this amend­
ment, or is it not? How can we begin 
putting things on the military which 
are inconsistent with its stated plans, 
and then say that we are responsible 
spenders of the taxpayers' hard­
earned dollar, that we are trying to 
achieve the best buy for the dollar? 

Getting to the issue of SDI, I would 
say the Senator from Louisiana makes 
his own argument on SDI. 

The Senate rejected the figure that 
the Senator from Louisiana offered 
during the authorization process. We 
sought to put it back at $100 million 
less than what we passed in the au­
thorization process. 

He may have been hearing some 
people saying some things to him that 
he wished to hear, but in fact the ar­
gument on the floor was made that we 
needed the money to carry on a robust 
program, and in fact that was the posi­
tion of the Senate. It was not a posi­
tion that it would make us better in 
conference. It was a necessary position 
for sustaining the research program. 

The Senator from Louisiana lost 
that fight, and now he brings it back 
through the appropriations process 

and in effect denies the will of the 
Senate. I think the Senate spoke for 
itself. I think it spoke for the Presi­
dent. 

Let me read a letter that I received 
from the President yesterday. It said: 

DEAR SENATOR WALLOP: Last July, YOU and 
several of your colleagues wrote to me high­
lighting a DOD pamphlet on the Strategic 
Defense Initiative which concluded that: 

"The combination of Soviet offensive and 
defensive developments, if unanswered, may 
provide the Soviet Union with a decisive 
military advantage in the near future." 

You also pledged your full support for 
proposals to address this grave danger to 
American national security, and raised sev­
eral questions regarding the Soviet threat. 

I agree completely with the essence of 
your concerns. If unanswered, Soviet mili­
tary developments pose the threat of a deci­
sive Soviet military advantage. Our answer 
is in the Defense Authorization Bill current­
ly under consideration by Congress. 

I need your help to ensure that Congress 
meets my request for SDI funding, modern­
ization of our ICBM forces, and continu­
ation of the B-2 program. 

We are responding to the President. 
We are responding also to what the 
Senate has already said it wished as a 
funding level. 

I would say to my friend that per­
haps he has read only the newspaper 
accounts of what the Vice President 
said in Los Angeles. But if that is all 
he read, I can assure him that the 
newspapers distorted it for their own 
purpose. I can give him, if he wishes, a 
copy of the Vice President's remarks 
and transcript, but suffice it to say it 
was not as the newspapers character­
ized it, and it did not represent a re­
treat from the previously held position 
of the Vice President of the United 
States that this program has been an 
evolutionary program, that phases I, 
II, and III were part of the achieve­
ments of our research and that these 
achievements were necessary to the 
defense of the United States. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALLOP. I yield for a question. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Did the Vice Presi­

dent say that the Astrodome was polit­
ical jargon? Did he use these words 
"political jargon?" 

Mr. WALLOP. In fact, he may have. 
I used that way back early on and it 
was one of my very specific criticisms 
of President Reagan. I did not have 
many, but I did have one on that issue 
because it carried with it the seeds of 
its own ridicule which the Senator 
from Louisiana has used many times. 

But the fact of it is, I say to my 
friend, that we have long since parted 
from that concept. That was the very 
purpose of the robust research and de­
velopment program. If with each new 
technological breakthrough and dis­
covery, the SDI program is accused of 
being unfocused, there is no point in 
our doing the research. If you are 
going to characterize it as it was first 
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conceived, and there has been no bene­
fit to us from the research we have re­
ceived, then there is no argument, and 
this is a silly exercise in historical se­
mantics. 

Because of how far the SDI has 
come we now have from the the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff a military requirement. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
further yield at that point? 

Mr. WALLOP. For a question. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, for a ques­

tion. 
If the Senator will listen closely to 

what I said, I was putting that in his­
torical context. I was quoting, I think, 
the Vice President correctly on politi­
cal jargon and pointing out that which 
was the initial goal of SDI, the Astro­
dome concept, has been relinquished 
or has been departed from long ago. 

But I also made the point that there 
is not a requirement now or a purpose 
now that has been decided upon 
among the various purposes like inter­
fering with the timing of Soviet at­
tacks and ballistic missile accidental 
launch system or protecting cities or 
protecting other missiles. They have 
not really defined what the purpose of 
SDI is. Does it know? 

Mr. WALLOP. My friend once again 
has failed to read the requirements of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. There is a 
military requirement now which pro­
vides-! do not have the precise lan­
guage here-for an initial phase of de­
fense. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Phase I, 16 per­
cent total. 

Mr. WALLOP. Sixteen percent is the 
figure the Senator from Louisiana 
dangles about but has nothing to do 
with the achievements and potential 
of phase I. I am sorry, but that is 
something that the Senator pulled 
from the sky. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. No; I pulled it 
from phase I requirements. 

Mr. WALLOP. The requirements are 
to intercept 50 percent of the SS-18's 
and 30 percent of all the other inter­
continental ballistic missiles in a first­
strike attack. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. How many does 
that total? I would suggest to the Sen­
ator that is 16 percent of the Soviet 
warheads? 

Mr. WALLOP. No. It cannot be that 
few. But the fact of the matter is that 
even if it were to be 16 percent of all 
Soviet warheads, would the Senator 
not agree that 16 percent denied 
access to the United States is of some 
benefit to us? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Not if you have to 
spend more money to stop 16 percent. 
I mean you have to spend 10 times as 
much to stop 16 percent as it would 
take them to replicate the 16 percent 
you lose. That is the whole purpose of 
the conference. 

Mr. WALLOP. The Senator is once 
again mixing apples and oranges in an 

attempt to defeat something he has 
not liked since the beginning. 

I am saying, Mr. President, if you 
are asking value for dollars, phase I 
gives us greater sure reductions in 
Soviet ICBM capability than B-1 orB-
2 or both B-1 and B-2 together. The 
fact of it is that all our forces work 
synergistically with one another. Each 
additional one makes this country less 
susceptible to a Soviet first strike, 
makes deterrence more secure. 

The Defense Intelligence Agency 
suggested there would be 8,000 incom­
ing warheads in a Soviet first strike. If 
we stop 50 percent of the SS-18's and 
30 percent of all the rest, it denies the 
initial objectives of a Soviet first 
strike. It makes it unwise and unwar­
ranted. 

The fact that we must keep in mind 
at this point is that the Soviet Union 
has spent $90 billion more than the 
United States has on strategic de­
fenses. The Senator quite correctly 
said we will have spent $20 billion, and 
I would say that the research program 
does have form and does have sub­
stance and does have a defined pur­
pose and that defined purpose is the 
military requirement of the Joint 
Chiefs. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield at that point? 

Mr. WALLOP. Not at this moment. 
No. I would like to finish my argu­
ment. 

The Senator suggested we will not 
protect people. Again, one of the rea­
sons this program is not as robust is 
because of the kind of activities going 
on on this floor right now, which have 
denied the United States the ability to 
develop fully the capabilities it has. It 
has been suggested that if the United 
States has such a capability it would 
be tempted to engage in a first strike. 
But has there ever been an indication 
that the United States had a desire to 
go to the first strike? No. The impor­
tant fact is that such a capability 
would deter most effectively the Sovi­
ets from considering a first strike. 

And that is the fundamental objec­
tive of the strategic defense initiative, 
is to deter that first strike. I have to 
tell you that it is far more likely that 
this country receives a first strike 
from the Soviet Union than we would 
ever initiate one on our own. We have 
had the opportunity, we have had the 
capability, and we have never once ex­
ercised that muscle or threat. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield? I do not mean. to interrupt his 
statement. 

Mr. WALLOP. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Is the Senator 
aware of the fact that the Joint Chiefs 
have urged restraint on SDI? Quoting 
from a June 1, New York Times story, 
which is headlined "Joint Chiefs Urge 
U.S. Constraint on 'Star Wars' in Stra-

tegic Talks." The article reads as fol­
lows: 

Recommending an important change in 
the American position in the Geneva talks 
on strategic arms, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have proposed that the United States no 
longer insist on the right to eventually 
deploy extensive anti-missile defenses. 

The position taken by the Joint Chiefs is 
a fresh indication that top United States 
military leaders are skeptical about the 
prospects of the "Star Wars" program 
begun in the Reagan Administration. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I sug­
gest to my friend that nobody is iden­
tified in that story and nobody has 
been since. The most recent word from 
the Joint Chiefs is the words of the 
new Chairman, Colin Powell, when he 
was questioned at his confirmation 
hearing but this past week, in which 
he strongly endorsed the concept of 
moving forward with a robust effort 
on SDI. And I might say that the deci­
sion to deploy made a significant dif­
ference to his ability to plan for the 
military security of the United States. 

And the Secretary of Defense, I 
hope you know, not only supports it 
but has endorsed this concept of rais­
ing this figure. I think it is unwise to 
teach the American people that some­
how or another there is an argument 
within the defense leadership of this 
country. We have the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, the Secretary of Defense, 
and the President of the United States 
within the last week give us each of 
their endorsements. 

But the problem that we get with 
the level of funding suggested in the 
Appropriations Committee is it denies 
us the ability to get to the phase II 
that the Senator says is important 
before you make the decision on phase 
I. You postpone the decision forever, 
the ability to make a decision, making 
it impossible for us to get to the deci­
sionmaking point. 

He speaks of degradation. There is 
no such thing as degradation to phase 
I in this century, were we to get in the 
early stage of this decade. No such 
thing. It requires a great deal of 
effort, both financial and technologi­
cally, on the part of the Soviet Union 
to get to the point where it degrades 
even slightly. 

It is cost effective at the margin. Let 
me suggest to you that the American 
people, knowing that we could defend 
them, would think that is a pretty 
good buy at almost any level, especial­
ly if their ability to deter a Soviet 
strike is within our reach and not 
within our will. And that is basically 
where we have been with SDI from 
the very beginning. It has been within 
reach but not within our will. 

We have been less technologically 
limited than we have been courage 
limited in the whole process. Brilliant 
Pebbles is a different concept of de­
fense because it is the result of re­
search. To deny us research and then 



21632 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 26, 1989 
tell us when we find something new 
and more effective it somehow or an­
other is at cross-purposes you are 
going to destroy it altogether. You 
cannot argue that we should not 
evolve and should research. The whole 
point of research is to evolve. And we 
have gone through the point where we 
have in hand the means to provide the 
American people significantly new and 
powerful capabilities in their defense 
designed to respond to the Soviet 
Union and yet you decry each ad­
vance. Every time we respond to the 
Soviet Union, you decry that advance. 

I am suggesting that the Senate has 
spoken on that. I am suggesting that 
that is not the meat and potatoes of 
this amendment anyway. We have a 
whole lot of other proposals that are 
in it. Some of these are plussed up; 
some of them are adjusted. But they 
represent a defense prioritization in a 
time of severe budget constraints, a 
time when we are undergoing the 
fourth consecutive real decline in de­
fense spending, a time when this 
Senate and this Congress have re­
moved money for drugs and for educa­
tion and for a number of other things 
and now have proposed that there be 
yet more money taken out of here for 
drugs. 

We are trying to say that there is a 
better way to prioritize and we ought 
to direct it to the things which the 
military services most declare are in 
their need. The judgment that we are 
reflecting is a military judgment. It is 
not a political judgment. It is an at­
tempt to get something for the poor 
American taxpayers' dollar that is 
really defense money and not home­
town projects. 

We do not need to buy more helicop­
ters than the Army suggested it can 
use. We do not need to buy things that 
cost us more money simply because 
they are built in a certain part of the 
country but do not add to our defense 
capabilities. 

That is what this amendment seeks 
to address. It does not, again I say, it 
does not confront the hard work and 
the cooperation that the Senate 
Armed Services Committee has had 
with the Appropriations Committee 
on this issue. 

I agree once again with the state­
ment of the Senator from Hawaii, that 
we are in an impossible situation with 
regard to the budget process, especial­
ly when that is contorted by a budget 
summit. But we have stayed within 
their outlay requirements and their 
authority requirements-not theirs. 
These were laid on them, as they were 
on us. And we understand what they 
have tried to do. 

We think that we have ordered the 
priorities more in the interest of the 
defense of the United States, both in 
the near term and in the long term. 
We think we have allocated more ap­
propriately to research and develop-

ment. We think that the only way the 
United States can continue to stay 
secure is by being able to develop the 
kind of weapons systems and the kind 
of capability that keep us on an even 
keel with a vastly more numerous and 
vastly more powerfully equipped 
Soviet military. 

We sit here today with the Soviet 
Union building a nuclear submarine 
every 7 weeks. They are building 4,000 
tanks a year, as opposed to those that 
we build. They are building SS-18's. 
They are building SS-24's and SS-25's 
unabated. And we sit here putting in 
hometown projects, which diminish 
the capability of the United States to 
deal with the objectives that are most 
necessary to us militarily. 

I do not think that is what the 
American people sent us here for, not 
hometown projects. It is important 
that we use defense dollars to buy the 
most productive defense that they can 
buy for us and that we rely on the 
judgment of the military. And our 
amendment reflects that more closely 
than does the list of priorities given by 
the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be temporarily set aside 
so that we may consider an amend­
ment by Senator JoHNSTON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, the pending amendment 
is set aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 858 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. JoHN­
STON] proposes an amendment numbered 
858. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. 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: 
SEc. . During the current fiscal year, the 

Secretary of Defense may transfer not more 
than $135,000,000 of funds available to the 
Department of Defense to the appropria­
tion "Atomic Energy Defense Activities," to 
be merged with and to be available for the 
same purposes and for the same time period 
as the appropriation to which transferred: 
Provided, That none of the funds to be 
transferred shall be from procurement or 
military construction appropriation ac­
counts. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
what this amendment does-and it is 
submitted at the request of the Secre­
tary of Energy, the Director of OMB, 
and the Secretary of Defense-is to 
transfer $135 million from the Depart­
ment of Defense to the Department of 
Energy which, together with $98 mil­
lion which is being reprogrammed, will 

give to the Department of Energy the 
ability to restart the three tritium re­
actors at Savannah River. As my col­
leagues know, those reactors have 
been shut down. 

Tritium is a relatively quickly de­
grading substance which is essential in 
all of our nuclear weapons, having a 
halflife, I think, of 8 years, if I recall 
correctly. So it is essential that we get 
this started and started now. For that 
reason, I have offered the amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been presented to 
both managers. We have reviewed it 
and we approve it, sir. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, as I 
understand this amendment, it will 
transfer funds within the 050 account 
within our national defense from the 
bill we are managing now, in effect, to 
the energy bill that the Senator from 
Louisiana managed. It is a transfer 
within function and, therefore, I un­
derstand because it is urgently needed 
for defense and is defense related, we 
support the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a letter 
from Mr. Darman be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

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

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 
Washington, DC, September 19, 1989. 

Hon. J. BENNETT JoHNSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR JoHNSTON: The mainte­
nance of our Nation's nuclear weapons 
stockpile depends upon tritium produced by 
the Department of Energy <DOE> in three 
nuclear reactors at the Savannah River Site 
near Aiken, South Carolina. The three reac­
tors have been shut down since April 1988 
while DOE has addressed a number of 
safety problems. Major progress has been 
made in addressing those problems. On Sep­
tember 6th, President Bush approved DOE's 
plan for correcting the remaining problems 
and restarting the reactors. 

The plan calls for low-power testing of the 
first reactor in the third quarter of FY 1990 
and powering up of that reactor in the 
fourth quarter. Startup of the other two re­
actors will follow at three-month intervals. 
It is vital for the integrity of our nuclear 
weapons stockpile that every effort be made 
to meet that schedule. 

In order to do so, DOE will have to spend 
at Savannah River $233 million above the 
amount appropriated in the FY 1990 Energy 
and Water Appropriations Bill, which was 
passed by Congress and is awaiting the 
President's signature. Once that bill be­
comes law, the Administration plans to re­
program $98 million for Savannah River re­
start activities from other DOE Atomic 
Energy Defense activities. No additional 
funds can be made available from DOE's 
Defense activities without jeopardizing 
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other vital nuclear weapons research, devel­
opment, or production projects. 

Under the Bipartisan Budget Agreement, 
any additional funds must come from within 
the National Defense Budget Function 
(050). I am therefore writing to request your 
support for an amendment to the Depart­
ment of Defense Appropriations Bill to au­
thorize the transfer of $135 million from 
the Department of Defense to the Depart­
ment of Energy for Atomic Energy Defense 
Activities. Enclosed is the proposed lan­
guage for the amendment. 

The two Departments will provide by sep­
arate letters the details of their amounts. 

I would greatly appreciate your prompt 
attention to this matter. 

With best regards, 
RICHARD G. DARMAN, 

Director. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there additional debate? If not, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Louisiana. 

The amendment <No. 858) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 855 TO AMENDMENT NO. 825 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment 855 to 
the amendment offered by the Sena­
tor from Hawaii, No. 825. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
great fondness for my friends from 
Virginia and from Wyoming. I am sad 
to be compelled to oppose the amend­
ment that they have offered as a sub­
stitute to the committee amendment. 

This amendment was brought out to 
the floor by our committee in order to 
comply with the summit agreement on 
budget outlays and budget authority. 
We had no possibility of doing other­
wise, since we had made an agreement 
with the Armed Services Committee 
that we would not seek to fund unau­
thorized accounts except here on the 
floor. This was a commitment made by 
the Senator from Hawaii, with which I 
concurred. The amendment that we 
have presented, the committee amend­
ment, achieves the goal of taking to 
conference the full amount of budget 
authority consistent with the budget 
summit while at the same time com­
plying with the outlay limitations that 
are imposed upon our committee. 

These outlay limitations were not 
met by the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. Indeed, they do not have 
to meet them under the Budget Act. It 
is our committee that has to meet the 
outlay limitations, and our bill does so. 

The amendment that has been pro­
posed would restore $1.4 billion in pro­
grams that will be in conference be­
cause they are items that are in the 
House bill. We need the flexibility to 
go to the House with the amendment 

as proposed by the Appropriations 
Committee because we seek to achieve 
the goals of the Senate with regard to 
the expenditure of defense funds for 
the year 1990. 

We want to have the opportunity to 
deal with the advanced tactical fight­
er, B-2, rail garrison MX, and other 
items. In order to do that we have to 
have the flexibility that we proposed. 

I, too, would support increased fund­
ing for the strategic defense initiative. 
I believe it is really the keystone of 
the whole approach that we have to 
the Soviets in our negotiations; indeed, 
in the overall negotiations in arms 
control that this country is now pursu­
ing. 

We have been, I think, initially suc­
cessful in that pursuit. However, the 
level of funding in the bill before the 
Senate today is $3.7 billion. That com­
pares to the $2.8 billion that is in both 
the House Armed Services Committee 
and the House appropriations bills. 

We have no indication that the con­
ference between the House and Senate 
Armed Services Committees will yield 
an authorization level higher than the 
$3.7 that is in this bill. 

I might state to the Senate that, 
should the authorization be completed 
before we get to conference on the ap­
propriations bill, and the level author­
ized be higher than $3.7 billion, this 
Senator will do everything in his 
power to see to it that we fully fund 
the amount that is authorized. 

We believe the amount in this bill 
before the Senate more than funds 
the amount that will come out of the 
authorization conference and, there­
fore, I hope that SDI will not be a con­
tentious issue here. Although, as I say, 
I do believe it still is the most signifi­
cant item in our budget so far as nego­
tiations with the Soviets are con­
cerned. 

We believe the committee amend­
ment has two great advantages. It 
lowers future outlays, because we 
transfer budget authority to NASA. 

We did that previously, Mr. Presi­
dent. It was very successful. Without 
the transfer of authority from defense 
funds to NASA, we would not have 
had the replacement to the space 
shuttle Challenger. 

We now have also proposed we buy 
out the Apache helicopter line. If we 
do that now, we will save $1 billion 
and we will avoid future budget prob­
lems, particularly in outlays in that 
area. 

Let me point out that the substitute 
that has been offered will require 
greater outlays in 1991. We have a ter­
rible problem with outlays, in terms of 
the appropriations process now, be­
cause of the bow wave that is coming 
at us due to the large systems that 
were authorized in the past that have 
to be funded in the future. Among 
those are, in particular, some of the 
naval vessels that we authorized. They 

are cruisers, aircraft carriers, and frig­
ates. They, I think, are very essential 
to our defense, but they cost very little 
in initial years, and they rapidly in­
crease in terms of outlays during the 
term of their construction. 

The impact of the substitute that 
has been offered would cause an addi­
tional outlay for 1991 of $492.8 million 
as compared to the provisions that are 
in the committee amendment that is 
before us as part of this bill. 

For instance, the conventional muni­
tions package will require $106 million 
more in 1991 than our proposal. 

The elimination of the NASA trans­
fer, I think is regrettable, as proposed 
in the substitute that is before us. And 
I would oppose the substitute, if for no 
other reason than that. I firmly be­
lieve those of us who support the ef­
forts of the Department of Defense 
and try to maintain the readiness of 
our defense forces must support NASA 
and must support the activities they 
are engaged in because of the spinoff 
effects on the defense efforts of the 
United States. 

Again, Mr. President, I cannot sup­
port this amendment. I hope that the 
Members of the Senate who might 
consider this will also deal with the 
basic problem that the substitute gives 
us. That is, it destroys the flexibility 
of the Senate in dealing with items 
that we have deleted that are in the 
House bill. We know full well we must 
restore a portion of those funds in 
order to achieve the objectives of both 
the Senate and the House in confer­
ence. But, if they are restored now, 
they are no longer in conference. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator entertain a question? 

Mr. STEVENS. I will once I finish 
this one statement, Mr. President. 

That $1.4 billion in this substitute 
that the committee amendment would 
restore would not be in conference. 
These are items in the House bill. If 
the Senate agrees to them, we no 
longer confer on them. They are not 
subject to our change. They will be in 
the bill. 

Therefore, it removes from us, from 
the Senator from Hawaii and this Sen­
ator in particular, the ability to deal 
with those items in the sense of the 
trades and comparisons that must be 
made in terms of objectives of the 
House on any one program, and those 
of the Senate. 

We know some of the items we have 
reduced we will restore partially. But 
we cannot go along with the high 
levels that the House has on those 
items. 

On the other hand, they have com­
pletely omitted several of the pro­
grams that are of high priority to the 
Senate, even to the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, in the House ap­
propriations bill. Therefore, we have 
added those, and we know we must 
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come down a little bit in meeting the 
House in terms of their objectives. 

We need the flexibility in the appro­
priations process even more than the 
Armed Services Committee does in 
their negotiations. 

I am happy to yield to my friend. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 

Senator needs this flexibility, and that 
is a good point. But let us take $1 bil­
lion in here for this fast sealift. Where 
is the flexibility in that program? 
There is $1 billion in the Senate and 
$1 billion in the House. It is not a con­
ferenceable item, and we do not even 
know what it is for. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
might answer the Senator from Vir­
ginia in this manner. Three times, 
now, the Senate has passed this bill to 
restore the sealift capability of the 
United States for defense purposes. 
On three occasions the money has 
either been reprogrammed or com­
pletely ignored. 

Today we have no sealift at all. In 
terms of flexibility, the sense is not in 
terms of negotiating with the House. 
It is trying to achieve the objectives of 
the Senate. It was the House that 
killed the Senate's program on three 
previous occasions. This time the 
House has put it in, and we are asking 
the Senate to once again seek to ac­
complish that objective. I know it was 
not an objective of the Armed Services 
Committee, but it has been an objec­
tive of three previous appropriations 
bills. We believe that this is a matter 
of flexibility, as far as the appropria­
tions process is concerned. 

Mr. WARNER. What are you going 
to buy with a billion dollars? Will you 
tell the Senate? Would you tell the 
American people what you are going 
to buy with a billion dollars? We are 
giving you $40 million in this amend­
ment to study it and come back with a 
precise program. 

Mr. INOUYE. If the Senator will 
yield? 

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to yield 
to my good friend. 

Mr. INOUYE. As the report will in­
dicate, four cargo ships and two tanks. 
If I may further respond, as my dear 
friend from Alaska pointed out, there 
was a time when we ruled the high 
seas. We were No. 1, numero uno. 
Today we are No. 14. We carry less 
than 5 percent of our international 
cargo. You can ask every commander 
in chief-European commander in 
chief, central command-and they will 
tell you that this is a concern of major 
proportions. How do we ship our men 
and supplies overseas? 

I recall there was a war not too long 
ago in the Middle East called the Yom 
Kippur war. At that time, when the Is­
raelis were taken by sudden surprise 
and they called upon the United 
States to resupply their requirements, 
we called upon ships in American reg­
istry. None were available because 

they were all on the high seas. We 
called upon American citizens with 
ships in foreign registry, but then we 
were told that to do so would consti­
tute a hostile act against the Middle 
Eastern countries. We had none avail­
able. We had to use the C-5's, and two 
of the C-5's got buzzed by Egyptian 
Mig's. We nearly got involved in this 
because we did not have American bot­
toms. 

At the present time, as the former 
Secretary of the Navy, you would be 
the first one to tell us that we do not 
have the ships necessary to keep 
Americans in Europe adequately and 
appropriately supplied. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if I 
might finish up on my item here since 
I believe I still have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Alaska has the floor. 

Mr. STEVENS. I do want to make 
this last point on flexibility, and then 
I will yield the floor. When I spoke of 
flexibility, I spoke of flexibility within 
the $1.4 billion in programs that is in 
the House bill and is in the substitute. 
Those items will no longer be flexible 
at all. It is true that we did have the 
amount for sealift in the House and in 
the Senate. That is the only item I 
know that is in that category in terms 
of this amendment. 

We had $7.8 billion of flexibility in 
this amendment. If we did not have 
this amendment and went according to 
the directions of the authorization 
committee, we would lose the flexibil­
ity on those accounts that are really 
critical to our negotiations with the 
House. They are similar negotiations, 
Mr. President, to the negotiations that 
are going on in the Armed Services 
Committee. But we have to be pre­
pared to meet the House in conference 
on this bill, and we believe this bill will 
go to conference and come out of con­
ference before the authorization bill. 
If the authorizers want us to live up to 
the authorization bill, they should get 
a bill to the President before we bring 
this bill to the floor. 

Every year we face this problem, and 
it is a difficult problem. We have given 
our commitment that if we have an 
authorization bill that complies with 
the Budget Act that is enacted before 
we bring an appropriation bill to the 
floor of the Senate for Defense, we 
will abide by that authorization bill. 
But we cannot do that. What the 
authorizers want us to do is to take 
their projection of what is going to 
survive the authorization conference 
and then take that projection to the 
House Appropriations Committee and 
tell them, this is what our authorizers 
tell us is going to come out of that 
conference and this is what you want 
to achieve, we want you to agree to. 

That is no way to confer with the 
House appropriators, and I will just 
make that as a flat statement because 
we have to deal with them in relation-

ship with the bill they have sent to 
the Senate, not the bill that may come 
to the House and Senate out of confer­
ence from Armed Services. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 

could get the attention of the manag­
ers again on this billion dollar item, I 
have had some modest experience in 
previous assignments with the U.S. 
merchant marine. I share fully the 
statements of the Senator from 
Hawaii that this Nation is in a deplor­
able state, and if someone could bring 
forward a legislative program showing 
how we are going to treat this thing in 
terms of the manning capabilities, in 
terms of the taxation, this would be 
one of the first Senators to leap to his 
feet and support it. 

The merchant marine program. I 
think it is one the Congress should 
consider as a separate entity and, 
indeed, fund it. But this mechanism I 
totally disagree with-a billion dollars 
under the guise of flexibility which no 
longer exists now acknowledged by the 
Senator from Alaska since it is in the 
figures in the House and the Senate. 

Here is the report, page 156: 
The committee intends to offer an amend­

ment on the floor of the Senate to increase 
funding for sealift by $1 billion. 

Neat round figure. 
The committee believes this amount 

should be used to build four cargo ships and 
two tankers. However, the committee is con­
vinced that in order to reinvigorate the 
shipbuilding industry, emphasis must be 
placed on designing high-speed vessels with 
low operating costs. 

My question to the Senator from 
Alaska: Are these to be naval ships, 
part of the Department of Defense? Is 
this money being expended for a De­
partment of Defense obligation, or is 
it, in effect, a transfer to the Maritime 
Administration? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is 
the same program we brought to the 
floor before. It is the old Eisenhower 
concept of building ships that we will 
lease out and operate during peace­
time to the extent that is possible. It is 
the mariner program, as we have 
known it. Its concept is to build these 
ships through the Defense Depart­
ment. They will be defense ships, and 
we hope that we will find a way to uti­
lize them partially in our economy. I 
really believe that once we have them, 
the Department of Defense will use 
them. Today we just do not have this 
capability. 

I have to state with great respect for 
my friend from Virginia, I am sur­
prised that this item has attracted the 
attention it has because when I was 
chairman of the subcommittee, three 
times we sent this item to the House 
and the House would not go along 
with it. This year they send it to us, 
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and we try to agree with it and it be­
comes an issue, as far as the Armed 
Services Committee is concerned. 

I do believe that it is a program that 
is of great urgency, as far as the de­
fense of our country is concerned, and 
the two tankers are absolutely neces­
sary. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if it is 
a program of great urgency, can the 
Senator from Alaska point to one 
single piece of documentation from 
the Secretary of Defense asking that 
this action be taken by the Congress? 

Mr. STEVENS. No; I cannot, Mr. 
President. We have had, I might say, 
meeting after meeting after meeting 
after meeting with the Department of 
Defense over the years gone by, par­
ticularly the people who are involved 
with shipping and with sealift, and 
they all recognize the need. But in 
terms of priority, as the bill is present­
ed to us, there is no room for this. 
Once reductions in the bill are made, 
from items such as the SDI-and 
again, as I said, I do not agree with the 
reduction-but once the reduction is 
made, there then becomes available 
the budget authority for programs 
such as this. Particularly programs 
that have a long lead time and do not 
impact the current year's outlays. 
That is why this program fits so well 
into the prioritization of defense funds 
this year. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
from Alaska yield for a question on 
that point? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 
the floor, and I will be delighted to 
yield in just a minute. 

Let me read one other point. 
"The committee is convinced that in 

order to reinvigorate the shipbuilding 
industry" -and it is really difficult for 
the Senator from Virginia to speak to 
this point because Virginia is privi­
leged to have one of the largest ship­
yards, several shipyards, for that 
matter, in our State. Needless to say, 
my constituents would be in favor of 
this action. It is with some trepidation 
that I oppose it, but I have to preserve 
as best I can the Department of De­
fense budget from this constant raid. 
But I go back to the question, "The 
committee is convinced that in order 
to reinvigorate the shipbuilding indus­
try, emphasis must be placed on de­
signing high-speed vessels." 

Question. Is there a single design out 
there to which the committee can look 
for a high-speed vessel? Has pen been 
put to paper to start this design for 
which we are allocating $1 billion, I 
ask the Senator from Alaska? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
cannot say that there is a design of 
that ready at this time. As a matter of 
fact, that is why there are so few out­
lays in 1990 under this amendment. It 
will take some time for this budget au­
thority to be used, and the outlays for 
the first year are estimated so that 

roughly 6 percent of the money would 
be spent in 1990. 

When the Senate looks at this 
budget authority-we have agreed we 
will hold the budget authority up­
and then looks at the fact we have to 
fund the ships and other systems that 
are coming to us as far as bills are con­
cerned from past years' budget author­
ity, I think they have to realize we 
have to take some of this authority 
and stretch out the outlays. 

That is what this amendment does. 
It says that we have a very vital need 
for sealift; start it, initiate it. We 
commit to you $1 billion over a period 
of years. We will fund that over a 
period of about 7 to 8 years. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, then I 
ask the next question to my distin­
guished colleague. "Emphasis must be 
placed on not only the design, but low 
operating costs." 

What is the plan by which you 
intend to have low operating costs? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
glad the Senator asked this question 
because obviously once the money is in 
place, the Armed Services Committee 
next year or the year thereafter will 
tell us how to spend it. 

If we look at the people who want 
this money, want this type of sealift, 
the commander in chief of Europe, 
commander in chief of transportation 
for Defense, commander in chief for 
the Central Command, the command­
er in chief of the Pacific, all of them 
set very high priority on getting sealift 
restored. 

I do not know the answers to that 
question. Obviously, the 6 percent 
that we spend of this $1 billion in the 
first year will achieve very little, other 
than answer the question the Senator 
from Virginia has just posed, and that 
is the proper design and the period for 
acquisition of the new vessels. 

The tanker design I think is pretty 
well known. On the tanker design, 
probably tankers could go to bid by 
the end of fiscal 1990. But as far as 
the sealift ships, I am not sure we 
could do it that fast. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sug­
gest that the $40 million which is allo­
cated under the amendment opposed 
by this Senator would be more than 
adequate to fund the necessary design 
work that can be done between now 
and the next fiscal year. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield for a question on that? 

Mr. WARNER. Certainly, I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. I wonder, if it is nec­

essary to have $40 million to design 
this sealift, why did we not then 
design the aircraft carriers or design 
the cruisers or design the frigates? We 
put the money up front when we start­
ed those ships. That is why we have 
them. 

The House in the past has refused to 
put up the money in advance, to 
commit the money for sealift, and that 

is why we do not have any. We have 
no sealift, I repeat. The Senator from 
Hawaii has said it. 

We had to go to the British to try to 
borrow a troopship. The former Secre­
tary of the Navy, Mr. President, knows 
that. We have no sealift. We either get 
it through this process or get the 
money up front or we will never have 
it. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I mo­
mentarily will yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana, but I think this $1 bil­
lion bogey is an example of what the 
amendment is by the Appropriations 
Committee. To me it exemplifies the 
whole amendment. I have selected 
that one, and the Senate has had the 
benefit of the debate and now can 
render its own judgment. 

I yield to the Senator from Louisi­
ana for a question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend from Virginia for 
yielding. 

We held hearings with General 
Galvin, who is the CINC-EUR, Com­
mander in Chief-Europe, and he 
talked about this requirements for 
bringing 10 divisions to Europe in 10 
days. We said he could not do it. He 
said they were six divisions short. In 
other words, only four-and I think he 
has all four of those right now. 
If I may state-and this was in testi­

mony earlier this year-I asked him 
this: 

Sealift is your biggest requirement, is it? 
Answer. Yes. It is the biggest single one, 

but it does not mean it is the only one by 
any means. When I go and talk to the JCS 
and the Department of Defense, I lay out 
about 10 areas that really need work. But of 
these 10 areas, the one that needs the most 
work right now is sealift. • • • 

My priorities as I would state them would 
say that I have a requirement for more sea­
lift right now. That is my top priority in 
order to get a better situation from what we 
have now. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, could 
the Senator state the document from 
which he is reading? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. These are 
hearings of the Defense Appropria­
tions Committee on February 21, 1989. 
The statement of Gen. John R. 
Galvin, commander in chief, U.S. Eu­
ropean Command. He spoke, as I say, 
about his requirement to get 10 divi­
sions or actually 93,000 troops to 
Europe in 10 days. And he says we just 
cannot do it, he would be six divisions 
short. That is why sealift is his biggest 
requirement. Not only his biggest re­
quirement but his most immediate. He 
says he needs that right now. Our pro­
vision is in response to that. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, my 
reply to my distinguished colleague is 
simply the following. First, the testi­
mony to which he has referred is from 
the committee hearings, is that the 
understanding of the Senator from 
Virginia? 
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Then why did not the precis, the 

condensation of that find its way into 
the report accompanying the bill if it 
is so vital and so important? Was there 
not a necessity to recite some of that 
in the document that is before the 
Senate today? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I say to my friend 
we do not need to repeat things. We 
read them once and that is enough. 

Mr. WARNER. I beg the Senator's 
pardon. I was thinking if that program 
is of such high priority to the CINC's, 
why there is not a mention of it in the 
report on the Senators' desk. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. It is in our hear­
ings and these are printed documents. 
We do not print these for nothing. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
think, if it is that high a priority to 
justify $1 billion, there should be some 
reference. If we are going to initiate a 
merchant marine program with three 
or four sentences at the bottom of a 
paragraph simply entitled "sealift," 
that to me is a very inconsequential 
way to start a program. We should 
have hearings. We should develop the 
concept. We should develop designs. 
We should develop a means by which 
we can economically operate these 
ships. Are they to be American crews, 
foreign crews? What are the tax bene­
fits? What are the tax incentives? 

There are a great many consider­
ations that go into a merchant marine 
program. I am prepared to participate 
with any of the Senators, with any of 
the committees in starting the rejusti­
fication of America's merchant marine 
program but I am dead set against 
doing it in this matter. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, if I may refer to 
Admiral Hardisty's testimony-he is 
CINC-PAC, Commander in Chief of 
the Pacific-he says: 

I do not have sufficient lift for a continu­
ing scenario of global conflict or sustained 
conflict. If we had conflict on the Korean 
peninsula, after a certain amount of time 
that reinforcement is going to depend upon 
sealift that I would not have. There is still a 
shortage of sealift. 

My integrated priority list which is sub­
mitted to the Secretary of Defense does in­
clude sealift as a high priority, one of my 
top 5 priorities. I think it is the same with 
General Galvin. 

Admiral Hardisty, in the Pacific, 
General Galvin, in Europe, both put 
sealift as a very high priority. It is in 
the hearings and it was certainly very 
public. I do not know what we did in 
the report. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if the 
Senators wishes to rely heavily on 
that testimony, would the Senator 
from Louisiana advise the Senate as to 
whether or not that is by law taxed 
with the transportation; namely, the 
head of the transportation command. 
What is the testimony from that com­
mander in chief on this point? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The commander of 
the transportation command? 

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I do not know that 

we had his testimony. 
Mr. WARNER. I do not think that 

testimony will be found. I am advised 
that he is not in favor of the program 

· that is in the Appropriations Commit­
tee amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I do not know. We 
did not try to avoid him. We wanted to 
get the military commanders with re­
sponsibility for fulfilling the defense 
requirements. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this 
Senator, as well as others on the 
Armed Services Committee, have the 
benefit annually of their advice, and 
some will not come before a congres­
sional committee and plead for addi­
tional lift. They all want it. Indeed, it 
is our responsibility, if we are going to, 
as the committee report says, reinvigo­
rate the shipbuilding industry and the 
American merchant marine. Let us do 
it in a logical way and lay a founda­
tion, chart a course, and do it. But not 
simply as a blind bogey. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. If the Senator will 
yield, that is what this $1 billion will 
achieve. It is a start. It is not all that 
big a start. It will cost more than $1 
billion. 

Mr. WARNER. To me, Mr. Presi­
dent, $1 billion is a significant sum. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WARNER. I have further com­
ments on this bill. 

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

Mr. WARNER. I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. My question to the 

Senator would be this. The Senator 
constantly refers to this as a blind 
bogey. I believe the Senator voted in 
1982, in 1984, and in 1986 for the 
amendment that this Senator brought 
to the floor of the Senate to do just 
this same program. I believe those 
were the years. I am sure they are the 
three Congresses involved. It was for 
$1 billion. This is not blind. 

We did not include in the report, I 
might say to the Senator from Virgin­
ia, the full delineation of the amount 
that is in this amendment because, 
under the agreement with the Armed 
Services Committee, it is brought to 
the floor as a committee amendment, 
not as part of the report itself, not as 
something that has already been rec­
ommended. We are offering it to the 
Senate to carry out our agreement 
with the Senate Armed Services Com­
mittee with the full approval, I might 
add, of every Member of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. This is an 
Appropriations Committee amend­
ment. It is not an individual amend­
ment of the Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
would like to close out the Senator 
from Virginia's portion of their 
debate. I ask unanimous consent that 
the paragraph entitled "Fast Sealift 

Ship Procurement," page 54 of the au­
thorization act be printed in the 
RECORD as stated in full. It outlines 
the views our committee has on the 
need for America's merchant marine 
and the direction and the proceedings 
by which we achieve those goals. 

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

FAST SEALIFT SHIP PROCUREMENT 

The committee believes authorization of 
long lead funding for a sealift ship is war­
ranted given the current state of military 
sealift and the likely needs for an increase 
in this capability in the future strategic lift 
equation. 

To ensure maximum utility in the fleet, 
the committee directs the Navy to enhance 
the multi-mission capabilities of fast sealift 
ships for the amphibious lift mission as well 
as other missions, if possible. To assist with 
this effort, a companion research and devel­
opment program which contains additional 
guidance has been created. 

The committee anticipates the five-year 
profile for this program will include long 
lead funding for one ship in fiscal year 1990, 
full funding for the first ship in fiscal year 
1991, skipping one year, and funding for 
ships in fiscal years 1993 and 1994. The com­
mittee intends to identify funding for this 
program from within contract savings in 
strategic lift and from the annual shipbuild­
ing program. The Department is encouraged 
to include the fast sealift procurement in its 
revised budget requests and five year plan. 

The committee recommends authorization 
of $20 million for long lead funding of a sea­
lift ship in fiscal year 1990. Authorization of 
$~'*0 million is included in fiscal year 1991 
for' full funding. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
would like now to proceed to another 
aspect of this amendment: I see a Sen­
ator seeking recognition. I intend to 
stay here for some long period. I 
would be happy to yield. 

Mr. DECONCINI. If the Senator will 
yield to me for about 5 or 7 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
glad to yield. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Virginia. I ap­
preciate his interest in the subject 
matter. 

I first want to say the Defense Sub­
committee on Appropriations _did not 
willy-nilly come up with the amend­
ment that is here. The Defense Sub­
committee looked at this very careful­
ly as has been explained by other 
Members. They examined issues in­
cluding sealift, including the icebreak­
er, as well as the need for expansion in 
these areas, including possibly in SDI. 
We had a vote on that; and this in­
cludes the Apache helicopter. 

I want to talk about that subject 
matter. The amendment agreed to by 
the full Appropriations Committee 
meets the requirement of the budget 
agreement as well as our national de­
fense needs. 

Specifically, it completes the buyout 
of the AH-64 Apache helicopter called 
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for by the Congress in the fiscal year 
1989 defense bill. 

It would add $1,692 billion to buy an 
additional 17 4 Apaches. This is in ad­
dition to procuring the 66 Apaches 
presently contained in the bill before 
us today. The total number of 
Apaches that would be bought by the 
amendment is 240. That brings the 
total buy of the Apache program to 
915 planes. This is still short of the 
Defense Department's stated goal of 
975 Apaches. 

I remind my colleagues how valuable 
this helicopter is to our national de­
fense. The Apache is the world's finest 
attack helicopter. It has unparalleled 
ability to kill Soviet tanks-even those 
tanks which are equipped with the 
newest Soviet armor. It operates in 
daylight, at night, in poor weather. It 
carries a maximum load of 16 highly 
effective Hellfire tank-killing missiles. 
It has a 30 millimeter cannon effective 
against enemy air defenses as well, 
and softer ground targets. It has a 
very low infrared signature which 
makes it difficult to detect at night 
and difficult to be targeted by heat­
seeking air defense missiles. 

It can be rapidly deployed in the 
event of Soviet breakthrough in 
Europe and can quickly deploy tank 
killing power in low-intensity combat. 

This quick deployment capability is 
important to our National Guard and 
Reserve forces. These forces are slated 
to receive the bulk of the Apaches 
funded by the committee amendment. 
It would outfit nearly seven National 
Guard battalions with Apache helicop­
ters. 

One of the arguments being offered 
by the opponents of the committee 
amendment is that their amendment 
helps address the issue of readiness. In 
reality, it helps readiness in one area 
by harming it in another. It takes 
Apaches away from the National 
Guard and the Reserve and puts 
money into a different readiness pot. 
The amendment offered by the Sena­
tor from Virginia does not meet the 
readiness needs that it says it will. 

Another reason we need to support 
the Appropriations Committee amend­
ment and complete the buyout of the 
Apache authorized by Congress is that 
we are facing a change in thinking on 
the issue of how we will fight future 
wars-God forbid that we have to. 

In the changed atmosphere resulting 
from Mr. Gorbachev's "peace offen­
sive" under glasnost and perestroika, 
the emphasis has moved from one 
completely focused on strategic weap­
ons to one with greater reliance on 
conventional weapons. The Apache 
helicopter strongly meets our national 
conventional weaponry needs. If 
future conflict occurs, it will more 
than likely take place in the desert or 
in other terrains where the capability 
of the Apache has already been 
proven. 

I realize Secretary Cheney had to 
make hard choices when he revised 
the defense budget in April. I under­
stand the constraints he was under 
and the pressure he faced from many 
Members of Congress including this 
Senator. He ultimately decided to ter­
minate the Apache program after 
fiscal1991. 

I understand that decision and feel 
the committee amendment meets the 
requirements of ending the program 
after 1991, while at the same time 
meeting the Army's defense needs. It 
seems to me the committee amend­
ment does what the Secretary wants 
and does what the Department of the 
Army wants. 

Adoption of the committee amend­
ment will meet the goals set forth by 
President Bush, by the Secretary of 
Defense, by ending this program in 
1991, while at the same time saving 
the Government approximately $900 
million by avoiding a single year pro­
curement of Apache each year for the 
next few years. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
substitute amendment of the Senator 
from Virginia. I urge my colleagues to 
support the amendment offered by 
Senator INOUYE, the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Appropriations. 

And I must also say that we have 
put a lot of money into SDI. I think it 
is important to note other conse­
quences of the Warner amendemnt. 
The committee has funded SDI at last 
year's level plus inflation. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator entertain a question on 
helicopters before we rattle down 
those rails and that is forgotten? 

Mr. DECONCINI. Yes. 
Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair. I 

thank the Senator. I listened carefully 
to this helicopter debate. The Senator 
from Alaska said the figure that repre­
sents the Senate appropriations 
number, 240 helo's, is a buyout, and I 
quote him, "of the program." I cannot 
find any program for that number of 
helicopters. To the contrary, the sub­
stitute offered by the Senator from 
Virginia of 132 helo's equals the 66 
program for 90 and the 66 program for 
915, leaving, according to this Sena­
tor's calculation, an add-on of 100-plus 
helicopters over and above any request 
by any President at any time. May I 
ask the Senator where these numbers 
come from? 

Mr. DECONCINI. I will respond to 
the Senator that the Reagan budget 
for 1990 proposed 72 helicopters with 
multiyear contract for a buyout over a 
period of years for a total purchase of 
97 4 helicopters. That is in essence 
what this amendment does. And it 
does so in compliance with Secretary 
Cheney's desire to terminate this pro­
gram in 1991. 

Mr. WARNER. Well, Mr. President, 
I am going to ask for further analysis 

of that. I may return to this point. I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I will be glad to 
discuss this with the Senator. Let me 
end by discussing SDI briefly. We have 
spent a lot of money on this program, 
and this Senator has generally sup­
ported the strategic defense initiative, 
particularly the research part of it, 
and will continue to do so. 

The committee funded SDI at last 
year's level plus inflation. Most priori­
ty programs today do not even get in­
creases for inflation, we are going to 
see additional reductions for drugs, 
perhaps under the sequester which 
will affect defense. SDI does quite well 
at the figure, in the Senate bill, of $3.7 
billion. That is not a small piece of 
change by any means. 

This level of funding is adequate for 
what, in this Senator's judgment, has 
been proposed for SDI in 1990. We are 
not sure however, what exactly is pro­
posed for SDI. We are not even ad­
vised, and will not be advised until De­
cember, I am told, about where and 
what parts of SDI under brilliant peb­
bles are even feasible. It seems to me 
to now want to add, as the Senator 
from Virginia wants, an additional 
$298 million to SDI, to a program, 
which we will not know until Decem­
ber if parts of it are even feasible, does 
not make a lot of sense. 

We have funded this program very 
generously in this bill this year and in 
past years. This Senator has been one 
of those supporters on a number of oc­
casions in the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, to keep the funding closer 
to the administration's requests. I 
think to now come back when this 
Senate Appropriations Committee has 
generously funded SDI at $3.7 bil­
lion-almost $1 billion more than the 
House, and not that much less than 
the Senate authorization, which is still 
in conference with the House-seems 
to be going a bit too far. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, may I 
return to the question earlier posed on 
the helicopters? 

I once again ask, in my calculation, 
this figure of 240 represents 108 heli­
copters over and above any official re­
quest by any President. The figures to 
which the Senator from Arizona refer, 
as I understand it, are figures of the 
request of the Department of Army to 
the Secretary of ·Defense, which in 
turn were rejected. Is not the figure of 
240 helicopters 100 over any Presiden­
tial request? 

Mr. DECONCINI. I am advised that 
last year's multiyear procurement 
agreement put forth by the Reagan 
administration, and approved by this 
Senate and the House last year, called 
for a multiyear procurement of 97 4 
helicopters. 

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



21638 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 26, 1989 
Mr. DECONCINI. I will yield for a 

question to the Senator from Virginia, 
without losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
simply advise the Senators that I must 
go upstairs. The Secretary of Defense 
is here, and he is meeting with Chair­
man NuNN and myself. I simply have 
to leave the floor. I will insert into the 
RECORD my understanding of these 
helicopter numbers, and I will be 
happy to submit to the Senator from 
Arizona our findings, which he may 
dispute, and we will let that go for the 
time being. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DECONCINI. Does the Senator 
have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona has the floor. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Let me say in re­
sponse to the Senator from Virginia, I 
will be glad to also include in the 
RECORD the question submitted to 
General Vuono on this subject matter, 
which points out very clearly the ini­
tial agreement for 975. I missed it by 
one. I apologize. I said 97 4, as to the 
number of helicopters that was re­
quested. 

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

AH-64 APACHE HELICOPTERS 
Question. General Vuono, what is the pri· 

ority the Army places on the AH-64 helicop­
ter? If additional funds need to be cut would 
the Army recommend terminating the 
Apache before 1991? 

Answer. The AH-64 is vital to the Army 
aviation modernization effort. In this impor­
tant mission area we have already accepted 
a reduced production rate of 72 to 66 in 
both FY90 and FY91 with a termination of 
the Apache buy at 807. This is a reduction 
of 168 Apaches from the previous buy of 975 
<a reduction of 17% in AH-64 inventory). 
Other reductions have completely eliminat­
ed seven attack battalions which were 
scheduled to be equipped with the Apache. 
We also need to keep in mind that the ter­
mination of the AHIP program in FY89 has 
significantly impacted our warfighting capa­
bility. At this point further reductions in 
the Apache procurement is not desired, 
however, the Apache procurement cannot 
be "fenced" until the magnitude of any 
future budget cuts are known and analyzed 
in terms of total force warfighting capabil­
ity. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Without losing my 
right to the floor, I will yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Is it not correct 
that what the Senate Appropriations 
Committee did with respect to the 864 
is to fully fund the President's request 
for fiscal year 1990 and 1991, and what 
we did is put them all in 1 year in 
order to get the advantages of mul­
tiyear procurement, so we gave no 
more than the President requested. 
We gave it a little sooner, in order that 
we get the advantages of the mul­
tiyear procurement. 

Mr. DECONCINI. The Senator is ab­
solutely correct. The committee 
amendment also complies with the 
Secretary's request that the program 
terminate in 1991. So we save money, 
we also comply with the Secretary's 
request, and we also comply with the 
original's request for 975 helicopters. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yield time? 
Mr. WARNER. I yield such time as I 

may require. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as I 

stated, I must depart the floor, but 
before doing so, I wish to address an­
other point, and that is the question 
of the Trident II Program. I ask unan­
imous consent that my remarks may 
be expanded to include a letter ad­
dressed to me from Chief of Naval Op­
erations and a letter addressed to me 
from the Honorable Antony Acland, 
Ambassador from the United King­
dom. 

Mr. President, I want to amplify on 
the effect of canceling the Trident 
missile procurement. The CNO states 
strongly in a letter to me dated Sep­
tember 21, that the technical problems 
are understood and the solutions are 
at hand, and that canceling the fiscal 
year 1990 procurement will add half a 
billion dollars to the program. I will 
submit his letter for the RECORD. 

Also, Mr. President, if we agree to 
the Appropriations Committee amend­
ment, it is certain that new submarine, 
will have to go to sea part empty, for 
there is no way to recover the lost pro­
duction in time. Mr. President, this af­
fects not only our deterrent, but the 
British deterrent as well. The British 
Ambassador advises me that the can­
cellation will have time and cost penal­
ties that the British cannot afford. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that his letter and the CNO letter 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being on objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, 
Washington, DC, Sepetember 21, 1989. 

Hon. JoHNW. WARNER, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: Last week the 
Senate Appropriations Committee deleted 
all FY 90 Weapon Procurement funds for 
the Trident II <D-5 > weapon system. The ra­
tionale for this deletion was given as "two of 
three Operational Test and Evaluation 
<OT&E> flights failed ... and that a major 
redesign effort may be required." If this 
action is sustained there will be a cata­
strophic impact on the Trident II program 
in increased program costs, significant 
schedule delays, a loss of national strategic 
deterrent capability for many years, and a 
significant potential for strained relations 
with the United Kingdom. 

As I believe the deletion of all the FY 90 
funds was made without a complete under­
standing of the current status of the Tri­
dent II program or the potential impacts, I 

would like to briefly summarize them for 
you. 

The two submarine launched failures oc­
curred in the submerged launch portion of 
the planned twenty-eight research and de­
velopment flights. The tests were the first 
of a planned nine submerged launches fol­
lowing the successful ground based launches 
which started in January of 1987. 

The Operational Test and Evaluation 
phase of the Trident II <D-5> flight test pro­
gram will commence with the Demonstra­
tion and Shakedown test flights, when the 
twenty-eight research and development 
flight tests are completed. 

On 21 March the first underwater launch 
resulted in a failure of the missile. The only 
valid method available to flight test a mis­
sile with at sea submerged launch environ­
ments is to launch it from a submerged sub­
marine. There are no adequate models ot 
ground test simulations to properly evaluate 
these conditions. 

Immediately following the first failure the 
program manager promptly, and correctly, 
ceased further testing until the cause was 
understood. Within a few days it was deter­
mined that certain mechanical components 
on the nozzle and the thrust vector control 
<TVC> system, the components which move 
the nozzel to provide directional control, 
had failed. The cause of the failure was me­
chanical loading on the missile, which was 
much higher than anticipated. The hard­
ware itself met all design and specification 
requirements. The cause of the high loading 
could not be conclusively determined from 
the available data. Design modifications 
were incorporated to greatly strengthen the 
structural elements that had failed. Two re­
maining elements under review were the hy­
draulic actuators in the TVC system and the 
flexible seal which allows the nozzle to 
move. Changes to these components were 
being evaluated, but were more time con­
suming, were not then considered the cause 
of the failure, and therefore were not in­
cluded before flight testing was restarted. 

We anticipated the mechanical changes to 
the nozzle would be sufficient to fix the 
problem but needed more flight data to con­
firm our position and planned for the 
second shot with the redesigned <strength­
ened> nozzle. In parallel, additional correc­
tive actions to the nozzle were pursued. We 
were also beginning to suspect that a large 
amount of water in the nozzle at the time of 
first stage ignition was the primary cause of 
the failure and started to seek a design solu­
tion to keep water out of the nozzle. Four 
months after the first failure the extensive 
redesign to the nozzle was completed, tested 
and installed. The second launch was con­
ducted on 2 August with the new nozzle and 
with additional instrumentation to add un­
derstanding of the launch environment. 

The second launch was completely suc­
cessful and provided valuable data concern­
ing the forces at the time of first stage igni­
tion. Given this success and the added data 
we proceeded with the third test on 15 
August which failed. In this instance the re­
designed components worked fine but the 
hydraulic actuator and the nozzle flexible 
seal failed. The added instrumentation did 
show what was occurring in the nozzle and 
provided convincing evidence that the fixes 
to mitigate or eliminate the water /ignition 
interaction in the nozzle were required. 

The additional fixes, which have been in 
design since March, should completely solve 
the problem. These fixes are undergoing 
test and evaluation as separate components 
and are planned to be incorporated into the 
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missiles at Kings Bay, GA to support con­
tinuation of development flight tests in No­
vember and December. These additional 
fixes do not require the return of any hard­
ware to the manufacturer and are on a path 
which will support the March 1990 deploy­
ment date. Although this is a success orient­
ed program, we have high confidence in 
meeting the schedule. The deletion of the 
FY 90 procurement funds provides no relief 
and is of no benefit to the current situation. 
In fact it severely exacerbates the problem 
for the management team and distracts 
them from their current efforts. 

We are in production with the FY 87, FY 
88 and FY 89 missile buys for 153 missiles. 
The 63 FY 90 missiles deleted by the Senate 
were scheduled for delivery to the Navy in 
FY 92 and FY 93 to support the outloads of 
TRIDENT submarines currently under con­
struction. If the FY 90 missiles are not re­
stored we will not be able to outload Trident 
submarines with a full complement of 24 
missiles until near the end of the next 
decade. To preclude shutting down the pro­
duction line and avoid the costs of restart­
ing and requalifying the hardware, it will be 
necessary to stretch out the present produc­
tion lines at a cost of about $500M. The de­
leted funds were also to be used for certain 
planning efforts for upgrading the Bangor, 
Washington submarine base for its D-5 ca­
pability and for long lead materials for the 
FY 91 missile procurement. 

The problems we will have with meeting 
United States's missile needs will be equally 
applicable to the United Kingdom's TRI­
DENT II program and will cause significant 
schedule and cost impacts to their nuclear 
deterrent program. 

This is a rather lengthy letter but the sub­
ject cannot be readily covered in a sentence 
or two. My program manager, RADM Ken 
Malley, is prepared to provide you with a 
comprehensive briefing and answer any 
questions you may have concerning this 
issue. 

In summary, we understand the flight test 
problem. Solutions are in hand which will 
support our early CY 90 deployment. Dele­
tion of the FY 90 funds provides no relief 
for the present situation. Instead, it causes 
significant cost increases and schedule im­
pacts to the program while diluting the nu­
clear deterrent capabilities of both the 
United States and the United Kingdom. I 
would appreciate any help you can provide 
in maintaining the viability of this most 
critical element of the Nuclear Triad. 

Sincerely, 
C.A.H. TROST, 

Admiral, U.S. Navy. 

BRITISH EMBASSY, 
Washington, DC, September 20, 1989. 

Hon. JoHN WARNER, 
Senate Russell Office Building, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR SENATOR WARNER: I am writing to ex­

press the British Government's strong inter­
est in a satisfactory resolution of the diffi­
culties which have arisen in the Trident D5 
missile testing programme, and in the possi­
ble implications of the action taken by the 
Senate Appropriations Committee to zero 
fund this programme for FY 90. 

The Trident submarine and D5 missile are 
not only a major element in the strategic 
forces of the United States, but will also 
form the strategic component of Britain's 
own independent deterrent. A continuing 
commitment to the schedule for the fund­
ing and planned entry into service of the 
missile is therefore of great importance. 

The British Government fully appreciates 
the concern shown by the Senate Appro­
priations Committee to ensure that the cur­
rent development problems associated with 
the missile are fully overcome as soon as 
possible. We have received full assurances 
from the contractor and the US Navy that 
this will indeed be the case. But they have 
also informed us of their concern-which we 
share-that any withholding of production 
funding, as envisaged by the Committee, 
would have a knock-on effect which could 
delay the arrival of the first missiles for the 
Royal Navy and continue to impose time 
and cost penalties on the British Trident 
programme. 

I therefore hope that you will feel able to 
support the reinstatement of the D5 pro­
duction funding, when the subject reaches 
the floor of the Senate or in subsequent 
Conference, in the interests not only of the 
United States' own strategic programme, 
but also of the British deterrent and the 
close bilateral relationship which it repre­
sents. 

Yours sincerely, 
ANTONY ACLAND, 

Ambassador. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we 
have a time agreement that has been 
approved by the majority leader, and 
on behalf of the Senator from Hawaii, 
who is in another meeting, I wish to 
ask unanimous consent that the vote 
on the amendment occur at 6:15, and 
the time between now and that time 
be equally divided between the two 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. W}.URNER.Mr. President, this is 

a very serious problem, that of the 
Trident II. The amendment put forth 
by myself and Mr. WALLOP corrects 
this problem. Unless the Senate goes 
along with our amendment, I can show 
a scenario by which we are going to 
send brand new Trident submarines 
into an operation status without an 
adequate load of the missiles. I think 
that is just a very bad situation and 
one which I hope we can correct by ac­
cepting this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as the Senator from Califor­
nia may wish. 

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

Senator from California. 
Mr. WILSON. I thank my friend 

from Alaska. Let me just speak on the 
amendment. There are several points 
that have been discussed already that 
I think could use some clarification. 

First, this is a second-degree amend­
ment. It is one that embraces a 
number of different line items. I do 
not agree with all of them. I agree 
with the major intent of the amend­
ment. I find myself in disagreement, 
really, with the effort to try to move 
from the fast sealift column $9 billion. 
If I were crafting this amendment, I 
would have done it differently, and it 
makes it difficult for me to support it 

with the same enthusiasm that I sup­
port the rest of it. There is no ques­
tion that throughout pages of every 
authorization hearing that has dealt 
with the subject of sealifts, one sign­
ing after another one, commanders in 
chief of unified specified commands 
have testified quite clearly and elo­
quently that we need more. The distin­
guished Air Force officer who has re­
sponsibility for military transporta­
tion of all kinds, has given eloquent 
testimony in favor of enhancing our 
sealift capability. There is not one 
who is in disagreement. 

I wish that we were not dealing with 
this particular element in the way 
that it is proposed. So, in that respect, 
I find myself supporting the argu­
ments of the Senator from Alaska. 
There are many parts to this amend­
ment. This afternoon, as I listened to 
my friend from Louisiana-and he was 
most courteous, most generous, in re­
sponding to my questions. Before he 
did so, I heard him make a number of 
statements with which I must take 
issue. He made the comment that the 
purpose of SDI is to enhance first­
strike capability. I think that state­
ment standing alone requires much 
more specific clarifying definition 
than he has given it. It depends in 
whose hands a strategic defense capa­
bility exists, whether it enhances the 
first-strike capability or the ability to 
make irrational the notion of first 
strike. 

And in fact there is a race on be­
tween the two superpowers to gain 
that capability, and it makes all the 
difference in the world who it is that 
wins that race. In the hands of the 
United States, the strategic defense 
capability means that we could make 
irrational the notion of a successful 
decapitating first strike by any ration­
al Soviet war planner, because what it 
would assure is that there could not be 
success in that effort and therefore 
that it would be suicidal to even at­
tempt it. 

The reason that we have for several 
years persisted with great hope and 
optimism in seeking to bring about 
that point in which we are capable of 
making an informed decision about 
the kind of the tempo of a deployed 
strategic defense has been the precise 
hope that we should not continue with 
anything which both morally and mili­
tarily is so inferior, something that re­
quires us instead to continue depend­
ing exclusively upon a very precarious 
balance of nuclear terror. 

So when I asked my friend this 
afternoon about what the effect of the 
delay would be, what date in the 
future we could look to if not 1994 
when the President of the United 
States could make the decision to 
which this research and development 
rationally must lead as to whether we 
will or will not deploy, he could not 
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answer the question. It depended upon 
too many things. 

Rephrasing the question, I asked 
him if it would take the same program 
that is now envisioned by the director, 
General Monahan, to have the strate­
gic defense initiative with the delays 
that would be occasioned by this cut in 
funding the project into the future 
the time at which we will perform all 
of the elements that will then permit 
the President to make that decision, 
when will it be? He still was unable to 
answer the question. 

The answer, Mr. President, is that 
we are talking about time. We are 
talking about a Soviet effort to devel­
op a capability of this kind, and we 
know without getting into detail or 
breaching security classifications that 
it is well known that the Soviet Union 
has for many years put at least as 
much effort into their defensive capa­
bility in terms of strategic weaponry 
as they have with regard to the ongo­
ing buildup of their o.ffensive arsenal. 

We also know that they have moved 
increasingly to a mobile capability, 
and recently the United States an­
nounced our intention in terms of ne­
gotiating stands to abandon the posi­
tion of seeking a ban upon mobile nu­
clear weapons. 

I think that is unfortunate, but it is 
probably realistic. The Soviet Union 
most likely would never agree to such 
a ban. 

Theirs is a nation 11 times as wide 
with infinite capacity for concealment. 
What that means in practical terms is 
that the targeting of their missiles in 
that vast nation with its infinite ca­
pacity for concealment is itself almost 
infinite. It makes it very difficult 
indeed, if not impossible, for us to 
have much confidence about our abili­
ty to target those mobile missiles. 

That in itself makes all the more 
compelling all of the arguments in 
favor of developing a defensive capa­
bility, because if you are going to rely 
exclusively upon the strength of your 
offense and suddenly you determine 
that you have a tremendous problem, 
perhaps an insuperable one, in target­
ing it, makes all the more necessary 
having the kind of defensive capability 
that would assure the rational Soviet 
war planner that he should never un­
dertake a first strike. 

Additionally, Mr. President, let me 
just say there is much more at sta,ke 
here than what is a proper level of 
funding for SDI as important as that 
is. What is here at stake is the ques­
tion of how much we will cut back on 
research and development in order to 
continue with manpower levels that 
are unrealistic in this climate when we 
are faced with the necessity to make 
defense cuts in terms of the actual dol­
lars involved, real dollars, adjusted for 
inflation, which my friend from Lou­
isiana conceded has meant over the 

last 3 years, real cuts in defense spend­
ing. 

What we should do, as we were told 
by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, 
newly appointed by the President, 
General Powell, is take the least 
unwise of the unwise options forced on 
us by the deficit reductions pressures. 
We should choose the lesser of evils 
instead of resorting to the tactics of 
the 1970's when we had a hollow 
army, too many people in uniform 
who we could not adequately equip, 
train, and compensate, provide bene­
fits to, with the result that we had 
quite predictably a deficit in morale as 
well as in training and equipment. 

We should, instead, have a smaller 
force that we can adequately train, 
adequately equips and provide the 
kind of compensation and benefits 
that will provide not a hollow army, 
but a smaller, superbly capable fight­
ing force, whether we are talking 
about the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, 
or the Air Force. 

And in addition, this amendment 
seeks to restore levels of conventional 
weaponry. I have already touched 
upon that with my friend from Louisi­
ana. But what we are talking about is 
bringing back adequate funding for 
the Stinger, for the Laser, Hellfire 
missile, for the TOW II, for ATACMS, 
for the HARM missile. These are nec­
essary restorations to avoid the kind 
of dip that would occur otherwise, an 
interruption, a hiatus in production 
that would lead to not just delays but 
much higher cost because of the inter­
ruption in the rate of production. 

So there is a great deal at stake, and 
it is my hope that between what the 
House Appropriations Committee has 
provided, the kind of money that I 
think does make sense for this long­
neglected fast sealift capability. 

And the other changes that would 
be made by this amendment it seems 
to me that what we can do, Mr. Presi­
dent, without in any way reflecting 
upon the very good job that the ap­
propriations have done in meeting the 
target levels for both budget authori­
zation and outlay, is to provide a real­
location among the accounts that 
brings us down in terms of the most 
expensive thing we do which is paying 
people; compensation and benefits to 
the number of people in uniform, so 
that we do not have to salvage there­
search and development accounts be­
cause here we are again talking about 
time, time you cannot buy back. 

If it were necessary we would be able 
to recruit, to mobilize and train man­
power far faster than we can ever con­
duct research and development. 

Mr. President, I hope that this 
amendment will be adopted and that 
in the conference that results thereaf­
ter, the billion dollar mark for sealift, 
supported by the House appropriators, 
will find its way into a funding pro­
gram that in fact gives confidence that 

the schedule outlined at page 54 of the 
authorization bill report will in fact be 
met and perhaps even expedited. 

Mr. President, if we continue to 
engage in the fantasy that we can 
have force levels at the present level 
and we can do it by not adequately 
funding research and developoment, 
we are playing a very perilous game 
because we will lose time that we 
cannot regain at any point. So I hope, 
with all respect to the hard-working 
appropriators, that they will take this 
amendment as it was intended and 
allow us in the short- and, more impor­
tantly, in the long-term to make basic 
changes of the kind that are forced 
upon us by the pressures of deficit re­
duction. That is what this amendment 
is all about. 

I thank my friend from Alaska and I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
7 minutes to our friend from South 
Carolina, our distinguished senior Sen­
ator. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President I 
thank the able ranking member of the 
committee. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to be a 
cosponsor of the amendment proposed 
by Senator WARNER and the distin­
guished minority leader, Senator 
DoLE. I want to point out that the 
total funds proposed in the substitute 
amendment are the same as those in 
the amendment introduced by my col­
leagues on the Appropriations Com­
mittee. I also want to emphasize that 
approximately 65 percent of the pro­
grams in the Appropriations Commit­
tee amendment are retained in the 
substitute amendment. 

Mr. President, I cosponsored this 
amendment because it includes fund­
ing for the preferred munitions initia­
tive, the D-5 missile, and increased 
funding for SDI. I believe that these 
programs are essential if we are to pro­
vide a strong defense program for the 
coming years. 

The munitions package, which is in­
cluded in the Defense Authorization 
Act, provides appropriations for four 
preferred munition systems-Stinger, 
Hellfire, TOW II, and the High Speed 
Anti-Radiation Missile. In hearings 
held by the Armed Services Commit­
tee, the Deputy Commander in Chief 
of the U.S. European Command testi­
fied that "all the services-Army, 
Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps-all 
have shortages, severe shortages of 
preferred munitions." Vice Admiral 
Dunn, the former Assistant Chief of 
Naval Operations <Air Warfare), re­
cently noted that the "CINC's <Com­
manders-in-Chiefs) No. 1 concern is 
the shortage of weapons required to 
carry out their missions," including 
the HARM, Maverick, Phoenix, and 
Harpoon missiles. This amendment 
will go a long way to correct these 
shortages in preferred ammunitions. 
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Mr. President, the Appropriations 

Committee deleted all fiscal year 1990 
weapon procurement funds for the 
Trident II <D-5> weapon system. The 
rationale for this deletion was given as 
"two of three Operational Test and 
Evaluation flights failed • • • and that 
a major redesign effort may be re­
quired." Mr. President, the Navy has 
learned a great deal from the two fail­
ures and has initiated fixes that 
should completely solve the problem. 
In a letter to Members of the Senate, 
Admiral Trost, the Chief of Naval Op­
erations, stated: "Solutions are in 
hand which will support our early cal­
endar year 1990 deployment. Deletion 
of the fiscal year 1990 funds provides 
no relief for the present situation. In­
stead, it causes significant cost in­
creases and schedule impacts to the 
program while diluting the nuclear de­
terrent capabilities of both the United 
States and the United Kingdom." Our 
amendment, which delays availability 
of the funds until problems are cor­
rected, would restore $910 million to 
continue the procurement of the D-5 
missile and allow our Nation to contin­
ue its modernization of the sea-based 
leg of the strategic triad. 

My third reason for cosponsoring 
this amendment is that it provides an 
additional $298 million in appropria­
tions for the strategic defense initia­
tive. This amount will increase fund­
ing for the program to $4 billion, 
which is $600 million below the Presi­
dent's request, but approximately $1.2 
billion above the House funding level 
for SDI. Although $4 billion in appro­
priations may delay the deployment of 
an SDI system, it will allow the contin­
ued robust research program. I believe 
this research is essential in order to 
provide President Bush with the nec­
essary information to make a decision 
regarding deployment of a strategic 
defense by the end of his first term. 
Mr. President, I also believe that the 
additional appropriations will assist 
the conferees on the defense authori­
zation bill in reaching a favorable com­
promise with the House on SDI fund­
ing. 

Mr. President, this amendment is a 
good compromise to the amendment 
offered by the Appropriations Com­
mittee. It keeps in place a majority of 
the programs recommended by the 
committee and at the same time 
strengthens both the conventional and 
strategic programs of our Nation. I 
urge my colleagues to vote for the sub­
stitute amendment proposed by Sena­
tor WARNER and Senator DoLE. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I wonder 

if the distinguished manager would 
yield some time to me in connection 
with this amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, how 
much time does the Senator need? 

Mr. DIXON. Five minutes. 

Mr. INOUYE. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, this 
whole question of the appropriating 
and authorizing process, quite frankly, 
in the expression of back home folks, 
is getting as clear as mud. It is pretty 
hard to figure out exactly what one 
ought to do. I am a member of the 
Armed Services Committee, the au­
thorizing committee, and obviously 
there are considerable differences be­
tween what the authorizing commit­
tees and the appropriating committee 
have done. All of this is impacted by 
the fact that we have a BA and outlay 
problem that has to be resolved. 

We have had meetings with the Ap­
propriations Committee about that. In 
the war on drugs, certain moneys are 
being taken out of defense. There has 
been an action by the Foreign Rela­
tions Committee to take substantial 
money out of defense for aid to 
Poland. The whole thing is getting 
quite confusing. I am not so sure that 
anybody understands exactly what the 
final result will be by now. 

What we see here is an argument be­
tween some of our friends on the Re­
publican side with what the appropri­
ating committee has done. I might say, 
as I look at what the appropriating 
committee has done, I am not entirely 
in support of that. On the other hand, 
when I see what my friends on the Re­
publican side want to do by their 
amendment here, I have trouble with 
that again. 

But I guess simplistically I come 
down to this final thought: when my 
friends from Louisiana had earlier at­
tempted to reduce the authorized 
amount on SDI, I voted with the com­
mittee to maintain the committee's 
figures. I was willing to fight that out 
in conference as long as was necessary. 

But I say to my colleagues in the 
Senate, I think it is now clear that the 
House is not about to accept the SDI 
number that we authorizers had in our 
bill. So that I said in the Armed Serv­
ices Committee the other day, when 
the distinguished Senator from Hawaii 
was there and the distinguished Sena­
tor from Alaska was there, who are 
now the managers for the appropri­
ators, frankly, when you look at the 
whole thing, I am about as satisfied 
with what they have done as anything 
because it looks about the best we can 
do. And that boils down to the fact, if 
my memory serves me, that they ap­
propriate $3.7 billion for SDI in their 
bill. 

Mr. President, let me tell you some­
thing. The House is not going to go 
that high probably, but they are sure 
not going to go higher. So now I am 
faced, as a member of the authorizing 
committee, with the choice of whether 
to stick to the appropriating commit­
tee's position or vote for an amend­
ment by some of my friends on the 
other side, some of which has some 

appeal to me, frankly. But the bottom 
line is that it is as much driven by this 
number for SDI as anything else; an 
additional roughly $300 million for 
SDI, that if we put it in is not going to 
matter a whit. Not a whit. Because 
when we go to the conference it is the 
first thing that falls on the floor. 

I am going to tell my colleagues, I 
have never seen anything so confusing 
as this whole process. We have differ­
ences between authorizing and appro­
priating, we have problems with BA, 
and we have problems with outlay. We 
have another committee working to 
take money out for the war on drugs 
and foreign relations has voted to give 
aid to Poland out of defense. Now we 
are arguing back here again between 
some members of the minority, includ­
ing their leader, and the appropriating 
committee about what we ought to do 
on these numbers, most of which I do 
not agree with on either side. It is get­
ting pretty difficult to figure out how 
to vote and make sense around here, 
Mr. President. 

About the only thing I can figure 
out is, simplistically, this: I agree a 
little on both sides of this. But if I 
vote with the minority that wants to 
put on this amendment, I am absolute­
ly wasting my time because the House 
is not going to take this SDI number 
and it is a complete waste of time. So I 
guess what I am going to do, Mr. Presi­
dent, is cast my own little lonesome 
vote here to stick with the appropriat­
ing committee which I think is going 
to get closer in the end to what the au­
thorizing committee will agree to and 
what the House will come to than any­
body else. 

That may be a fairly feeble reason 
why I am going to vote with the ap­
propriating committee and against 
this amendment, Mr. President, but I 
guess it is as good as any. 

My final statement is this. When I 
used to be an old trial lawyer they 
would say: When things get so confus­
ing nobody understands it, make it as 
simple as you can for the jury. I am 
going to say it as simply as I can for 
my colleagues here. The reason I am 
voting with the appropriating commit­
tee and against the amendment is 
voting to put this extra SDI money in 
here is a complete waste of time; it 
cannot possibly happen, and we might 
as well not waste our votes if that is 
what is driving us today. 

I thank the Presiding Officer for let­
ting me confuse things even further. 

Mr. INOUYE. 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. INOUYE. Mr. President, this 

amendment adopts several of the 
items approved by the Appropriations 
Committee, but makes significant 
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changes. Most notably, the amend­
ment adds funds for several programs 
which were considered by the commit­
tee and rejected on merit. 

First, the amendment adds $298 mil­
lion for the strategic defense initiative. 

The committee recommends $3.7 bil­
lion, or zero real growth, for SDI in 
fiscal 1990. The committee believes 
that additional funding above this 
level is premature and unwise in view 
of overall fiscal constraints and SDI's 
current major uncertainties. 

SDI faces a major decision in the 
near future-whether to abandon its 
current mix of systems and architec­
ture in favor of the risky brilliant peb­
bles concept. Adoption of Brilliant 
Pebbles would have major implications 
for the cost, schedule, and complexity 
of SDI. 

Brilliant Pebbles has major cost and 
technological uncertainties. It still is 
being evaluated within DOD and by 
outside experts. Congress should care­
fully evaluate these uncertainties 
during the fiscal 1991 budget review. 
Until Congress and DOD have a more 
precise direction for SDI, additional 
funds above the committee recommen­
dation are unjustified and an impru­
dent use of scarce defense dollars. 

Second, the amendment provides 
$910 million for the Trident II missile. 

As I stated in my opening remarks, 
the committee fully supports the de­
velopment and the deployment of the 
Trident D-5 Missile Program. Howev­
er, the committee, as well as the whole 
Nation, watched as two of the three 
submarine-launched flight test mis­
siles exploded as soon as they were 
launched. The Navy informed the 
committee that they knew what the 
problem was after the first test fail­
ure. They also have stated they took 
what they believed to be corrective 
action to fix the problem, only to find 
out that it was not sufficient to cor­
rect the design problem. 

In a meeting with the program man­
ager on September 6, the committee 
was informed that Navy and the con­
tractor have identified what they now 
believe to be the extent of the prob­
lem and they are developing several 
potential design solutions which may 
prevent future flight failures. The pro­
gram manager also informed the com­
mittee that these design fixes would 
have to be fully tested prior to the 
next flight test. All this design, devel­
opment, and testing of the potential 
solution will take time and the pro­
gram will be delayed. 

The committee recommendation rec­
ognizes the program delays caused by 
the faulty design and the time it is 
going to take to correct the problem. 
The committee also notes that since 
fiscal year 1987, Congress has already 
appropriated $5.9 billion for 153 pro­
duction missiles. This is in addition to 
the $9.2 billion the Navy has spent in 
research and development on this new 

missile system. In all, the American 
taxpayer has spent over $15.1 billion 
for a missile system which does not 
fly. We believe that the Navy will 
eventually find and fix the problems 
with the D-5 missile system, the com­
mittee recommends the Navy fix and 
prove out the basic design before we 
appropriate another $900 million in 
this bill. I would also point out that 
the committee reported bill increases 
funding for Trident research and de­
velopment by $70 million to aid in 
finding a solution to this problem. 

Mr. President, I would like to em­
phasize that by the action taken by 
the committee we are not slowing 
down the program. For example, in 
fiscal 1987, we approved the expendi­
ture for 21 missiles; 8 of them were 
supposed to have been delivered by 
July 1 of this year. None have been de­
livered, none have been accepted. 

Thirteen missiles were to be deliv­
ered by the first of October; that is a 
few days from now. The Navy does not 
plan to accept any missiles until the 
fix is completed. And, as I have indi­
cated, it will be some time before the 
fix is completed. 

We have already provided all these 
funds and we have our great doubts 
that the contract will be carried out 
and deliveries made. 

This amendment under consider­
ation reduces funding for sealift by 
$960 million and replaces this with 
funding for an additional LHD-1 am­
phibious assault ship. Now, I support 
the procurement of amphibious as­
sault ships for our Marines, but this 
matter can wait until fiscal year 1991. 
We have provided $35 million for the 
advance procurement requirements on 
this ship. The Navy intends to request 
the remainder in fiscal year 1991. This 
plan is consistent with current ongo­
ing construction on other LHD am­
phibious ships. 

Sealift cannot wait. Today, only 5 
percent of U.S. cargo is transported on 
U.S. vessels. 

Virtually every witness appearing 
before our committee noted that sea­
lift is a serious problem. General 
Galvin, the commander in chief of our 
European Forces testified that our 
sealift shortfall is his greatest prob­
lem. 

General Schwarzkopf, the command­
er in chief of the U.S. Central Com­
mand, also testified on the need to im­
prove our sealift capability. He wel­
comed the addition of funds to buy 
sealift vessels. The amount we have 
set-aside is for the purchase of four 
cargo vessels and two tankers. 

The Secretary and Chief of Staff of 
the Army, the commander of the 
transportation command, the com­
mander in chief of Pacific Forces, and 
the commander in chief of Atlantic 
Forces all noted the serious sealift 
problems facing our country. Only the 
witnesses from Navy headquarters 

balked at providing more funds for 
sealift. 

I believe it is critical that we take 
action at this moment to redress this 
problem. I believe it is clear that this 
action cannot be left to the internal 
workings of the Navy budget if we 
expect to resolve this problem. 

Mr. President, this amendment has 
funding for a number of munitions 
programs. In each of these programs 
set forth in the amendment under con­
sideration, the committee-reported bill 
has funded the number of missiles re­
quested by the President of the United 
States. The question before us is: 
Should we add to the President's re­
quest? 

The authorization bill increased the 
funding for these programs to exceed 
the requests submitted by the Presi­
dent. We reviewed this issue very care­
fully. What we discovered convinced 
me that things have changed since the 
authorization bill was passed and com­
pleted here, and the factors that were 
noted by the authorization committee 
no longer make it appropriate to in­
crease the funding for these programs. 

Second, as noted by my colleague 
from Alaska, each of these increases 
can be found in the House bill. Mr. 
President, all of us in this body recog­
nize the importance of negoiating le­
verage on our bills. This amendment 
would remove the leverage that is nec­
essary for the forthcoming conference. 
I do not believe that it is in the inter­
est of the Senate to remove all of 
these items from conference. 

Furthermore, I cannot support the 
increases for missiles here because of 
several substantive reasons. The 
amendment would increase funding 
for Stinger missiles by $89 million. All 
of us are aware of the importance of 
the Stinger missile, and we recognize 
how ·effective it has been. However, I 
understand the Stinger missile is cur­
rently experiencing some technical 
problems associated with the repro­
grammable microprocessor. I realize 
this is a quite technical matter but in­
volves software design which is not yet 
resolved. 

In fact, as of today, there are 4,581 
missiles that are in bunkers at the con­
tractor facility which the Army has 
not accepted because they failed to 
meet the design specifications, and 
here the amendment wants to add 
more money to add to this bunker fa­
cility. 

Mr. President, I want to repeat, 
again, I support the Stinger missile, 
but I do not think it would be appro­
priate at this moment to increase pro­
duction. In other words, should we 
reward a contractor when the product 
they have provided is experiencing 
problems? 

The amendment also would increase 
the production of TOW missiles by 
$51.1 million. Again, I share the view 
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of my colleague in the need for acquir­
ing antitank missiles. However, I un­
derstand the Army is currently devel­
oping a new generation of TOW mis­
siles, a so-called TOW liB. This 
amendment would increase the pro­
duction of the TOW IIA missile, and I 
do not believe it is appropriate to in­
crease this program this year when a 
new version is just around the corner. 

Second, there is currently only one 
source for the TOW missile, and the 
Army is hoping to establish a second 
source in order to compete for the pro­
gram in 1992. The rationale for creat­
ing a second source, obviously, is to 
lower the overall cost. It should be 
cheaper to buy missiles when there 
are two active producers. If we in­
crease production today, we will most 
likely have to pay a higher price than 
we will if we waited until there was a 
qualified second source to increase 
production. 

Third, any missiles we buy today 
would limit the number of missiles we 
will buy under a competitive strategy, 
and when the decision is made to es­
tablish a second source, the total 
number of missiles to be produced is 
factored into a cost-benefit analysis to 
determine if it makes sense to bring in 
a second manufacturer. It costs money 
to establish a second source manufac­
turing facility. If we increase produc­
tion this year, we will bring down the 
total number and replace the advan­
tage of establishing a second source. 

The amendment under consideration 
also provides an increase of $46 million 
for a new Army tactical missile pro­
gram. Mr. President, it should be 
noted that the U.S. Army has decided 
to slow the production of this program 
because of technical problems in the 
missile's development. We support this 
program, but we concur with the 
Army that it simply is not ready for an 
increase in production. The Army says 
slow it down and the amendment says 
let us make more. 

The amendment also increases pro­
duction of Hellfire missiles by 2,800 
missiles above the President's request. 
Mr. President, for the past several 
years, the Congress has suggested that 
the Army request 6,000 Hellfire mis­
siles, but each time the Army has de­
clined. The Army simply does not 
want to increase its production to that 
level and this amendment would, once 
again, force them to do so and, once 
again, you may be assured they will 
turn it down. 

The substitute amendment also pro­
poses to increase funding for the 
HARM missile and this missile is 
funded at the President's requested 
level in the committee-reported bill. 

Recently, questions have arisen with 
regard to the reliability of the wiring 
boards in this missile that the Navy 
has concluded were not manufactured 
or tested in accordance with contract 
specifications. These printed wiring 

boards are used in stator switchers in 
safe and arm devices for the HARM 
missile. 

I think it is very important to note 
while this amendment is requesting in­
creased funding to increase the pro­
duction of these missiles, the U.S. 
Navy has recommended that the man­
ufacturer be suspended due to its al­
leged fraudulent actions, and the De­
fense Criminal Investigative Service is 
actively pursuing a criminal investiga­
tion. Are we trying to reward someone 
we allege to be a criminal? I hope we 
will not do that. 

Until these potential safety and reli­
ability problems have been resolved 
with regard to this HARM component, 
the committee just cannot support 
adding funds to produce more missiles 
than requested by the President. 

Mr. President, the amendment 
under consideration would pay for 
these increases by reducing the fund­
ing recommended by the committee in 
this proposed amendment. For exam­
ple, the amendment that we provided 
includes $33.6 million to procure 
trucks, vehicles and other support 
equipment for the National Training 
Center. This is not a large item, but it 
is an important item. 

Currently, when any unit goes to 
urban California for training, they 
ship their equipment there-the tanks, 
the cannons and such-and just the 
shipping is costing us over $14 million 
per year in operation and mainte­
nance. So we believe that our initiative 
makes sense. Why not have the equip­
ment there and we just ship bodies, 
personnel instead of going through 
that massive transport cost of ship­
ping tanks and planes and guns. I 
think this is just common sense. If we 
agree to the committee's amendment, 
we will be saving $70 million in the 5-
year defense plan. 

As noted by my distinguished col­
league from Alaska, the substitute 
amendment also eliminates all funding 
proposed for reimbursing space shut­
tle operations. The committee pro­
poses to add $485 million to offset 
these costs. We are using NASA facili­
ties, NASA space ships for defense 
purposes. I think it is only fair that 
DOD pays for it. This would then 
allow for other necessary civilian 
space programs to be funded instead 
of forcing NASA to pick up the addi­
tional costs associated with DOD pay­
loads. By eliminating these funds, 
other NASA programs that a few 
weeks ago we were extolling would 
have to be cut. Voyager programs 
would have to be cut. 

It was the "in" thing in this Cham­
ber to be praising Voyager. We for the 
first time saw Neptune and the new 
moons. If it were not for moneys for 
NASA, we would not have seen those 
things. 

The proposed substitute would also 
reduce the funding we recommend for 

Apache helicopters. The amendment 
provides nearly $1.7 billion to com­
plete and wipe out the Apache heli­
copter program. Last year, the Con­
gress authorized a multiyear program 
to buy 240 Apache helicopters. 

By doing this under the committee 
bill, we will be saving our taxpayers 
$900 million. $900 million, Mr. Presi­
dent, is a lot of money. If by an 
amendment such as this we can save 
$900 million, we should take advan­
tage of that. 

In the revised President's request, 
the Defense Department lowered the 
overall quantity to buy from 240 to 
132 helicopters. Army and Defense 
witnesses testified that the only 
reason for this action was to save 
money. Our amendment provides the 
funds to achieve this goal in fiscal 
year 1990. In that way, we could get 
the helicopters that are needed for our 
Active and National Guard and Re­
serve Forces, but not add to the 
burden of additional funding require­
ments in future years. This amend­
ment would defeat this initiative. 

The proposed substitute provides 
only $775 million for the Apache heli­
copter, enough to buy about 66 addi­
tional helicopters. However, there is a 
requirement that none of these funds 
can be spent until 1991. The Defense 
Department already intends to budget 
this amount in fiscal year 1991. Be­
cause of the delay in spending, this 
substitute proposal would merely re­
place the funding requirement for 
Apache helicopters in the fiscal year 
1991 budget. It would not provide any 
additional Apache helicopters for Na­
tional Guard and Reserve units. In es­
sence, this substitute does nothing· for 
the Army's Apache program, and 
would eliminate the potential to 
buyout the Apache program in fiscal 
year 1990. 

The amendment also reduces several 
items included in the committee-re­
ported bill. 

The committee-reported bill adds 
$50 million to finish cruise missile in­
tegration testing on the B-lB bomber. 
Under current Air Force plans, such 
testing would be delayed and would 
cost much more to accomplish after 
the delay. 

Despite Air Force assurances, the B­
lB's viability as a penetrating bomber 
is highly questionable in the mid to 
late 1990's. The Air Force has yet to 
demonstrate that the aircraft's basic 
electronic countermeasures systems 
can be fixed. We need to keep open all 
options for deploying cruise missiles 
on the B-lB as early as possible. 

The recommended funding preserves 
the options to maintain the effective­
ness of the B-lB. Delaying cruise mis­
sile integration testing is militarily 
and fiscally unwise. The $50 million 
recommended by the committee 
should be retained in the bill. 
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The substitute reduces funding we 

provided for Guard and Reserve equip­
ment to improve F-15 and F-16 air­
craft. Mr. President, it is not clear 
what item is being reduced by this 
amendment. However, the committee­
reported bill provides $49 million to 
continue the multistage improvement 
program on National Guard F-15 
fighter aircraft. This program was ac­
celerated by the Congress last year. 
The committee recommends continu­
ing this effort. 

The substitute also reduces funding 
for Blackhawk helicopter procurement 
by $68.1 million. This reduction would 
cut Blackhawk procurement by an es­
timated 16 helicopters and could 
breach our current multiyear procure­
ment contract. 

Finally, the amendment makes other 
adjustments, which do not appear to 
be well thought out, which would 
eliminate funding for needed pro­
grams provided in the committee-re­
ported bill. 

In closing, let me reiterate my con­
cerns about this amendment. · 

We have funded SDI at zero real 
growth. This is a prudent position con­
sidering the current status of that pro­
gram. 

We have already provided all of the 
missiles requested by the President; 
this amendment is an unrequested 
add-on. 

The amendment reduces the lever­
age I need in conference on several 
items. 

The amendment would eliminate 
funding which is critically needed to 
enhance our sealift capabilities. 

The amendment would eliminate 
$485 million proposed for space shut­
tle costs. 

The substitute would defeat the ini­
tiative to buy out the final 240 Apache 
helicopters. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, the 
measure before this body provides for 
the funding of many programs which 
can be fairly characterized as essential 
to our national defense. I would like to 
express my strong support for one of 
these which, while funded very mod­
estly, promises to contribute greatly to 
our national security posture. 

As chairman of the Merchant 
Marine Subcommittee, I am very 
pleased that the Defense Appropria­
tions Committee has seen fit to pro­
vide $15 million for research and de­
velopment in the field of fast sealift 
technologies, including the semiplan­
ing monohull. The need for such R&D 
is recognized in the report by the 
Commerce Committee on the Mari­
time Administration reauthorization 
measure and by the Armed Services 
Committee in the report on the De­
fense authorization bill. 

The objective of fast sealift is a fleet 
of vessels that can achieve speeds far 
in excess of those currently attainable 
with conventional hull designs and 

propulsion systems, and which is able 
to meet multiple military missions. 
Such a fleet would reduce or eliminate 
our substantial deficit in strategic sea­
lift. 

The development of new technol­
ogies has always been essential to our 
national security, and we cannot 
afford to ignore the potential of new 
designs, such as the semiplaning mon­
ohull, to improve our defense posture. 
Modernization of our merchant 
marine by the production of fast cargo 
vessels would serve our national inter­
est in a strong defense, as well as re­
store our competitiveness in the car­
riage of cargo in international trade. 
The small investment represented by 
this $15 million appropriation may 
truly produce very large returns for 
both our national security and our 
economy. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last week 
I placed in the REcoRD a letter I re­
ceived from Secretary of Defense 
Cheney. In that letter, the Secretary 
stated his deep concern about some of 
the actions taken by the Appropria­
tions Committee on the Defense bill. 

One of the issues he raised was the 
committee's amendment to restore 
$8.5 billion in budget authority to 
meet the levels agreed to in the bipar­
tisan budget agreement. 

Now, the Secretary supports the 
effort to raise the budget authority to 
the budget agreement levels, but he is 
seriously concerned about some of the 
programs included in the amend­
ment-most of them are low priority 
defense or nondefense items. 

This amendment is a substitute for 
the Appropriations Committee amend­
ment. It would accomplish the same 
objective of meeting the budget au­
thority and outlay levels agreed to in 
the bipartisan budget agreement. The 
difference is that it would meet those 
targets by including funding and 
adding funding for some of the Presi­
dent's higher priority programs. 

However, this amendment also in­
cludes funding for some of the pro­
grams included in the committee's 
amendment, such as the overhaul of 
the U.S.S. Enterprise, the emergency 
response fund, and the modification of 
existing weapons systems. 

This amendment would also provide 
appropriations for the munitions initi­
ative that received broad support from 
this body a few weeks ago during the 
consideration of the fiscal year 1990 
Defense authorization bill. 

In addition, this amendment in­
creases funding for SDI and the Tri­
dent 11/D-5 missile. The President has 
stated that both programs are among 
his highest priorities. 

The reduction in funding for these 
two programs was also cited by the 
Secretary of Defense as cause for 
delays in both programs, and possible 
cancellation-in the case of the SDI 
program-of experiments crucial to 

demonstrating the feasibility of de­
fense against ballistic missiles, Both 
the SDI and the D-5 program are criti­
cal to the future of our nuclear deter­
rent. 

In summary, I think that this 
amendment strikes the appropriate 
balance between the Appropriations 
Committee priorities and those of the 
President. 

As I have said before, the Congress 
asked the President to make some 
tough choices and he did. He recog­
nized that money was tight and that 
he could not have all of the programs 
he wanted. So, he set his priorities and 
sent the Congress a budget which 
meets the targets set in the bipartisan 
budget agreement. This was not an 
easy job. 

Our job is not easy either. We have a 
responsibility to be responsive to the 
budgetary realities and to choose pro­
grams which are in the long-term in­
terests of this country. It is not easy 
for some of us to support the program 
terminations in this bill. However, it is 
essential that we take a long-term 
view. 

Mr. President, I believe that the 
Senate has been supportive of most of 
the President's priorities in the area of 
defense. 

With this amendment, I think we 
can go a necessary step further in pro­
viding for the country's current and 
future defense needs. I urge my col­
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the 
AH-64 Apache is made in my State, 
and I am proud of that fact. My con­
cern for this program, however, goes 
far beyond support for a "pet rock" or 
a special interest of my State. 

Unless the current amendment is de­
feated, it would fund a production rate 
of 66 AH -64 aircraft per year in fiscal 
year 1990 and fiscal year 1991, and 
then shut down the production line 
after those 132 aircraft are delivered. 
This would deliver a total of 807 
Apaches, well short of the Army's 
stated requirement of 1,031 aircraft or 
for the Defense Department's previ­
ously approved production program of 
975 aircraft. 

The reduced program would leave 
the Army with a force structure short­
fall of 7 attack helicopter battalions 
from the 47 required; 2 from the active 
forces, 3 from the Army National 
Guard, and 2 from the Reserves. This 
required force structure was defined in 
the Army's aviation modernization 
plan [AMP], a well-executed study of 
the overall aviation force structure 
and attendant modernization program 
that was presented to Congress in 
1988. No supporting rationale has been 
presented for undoing the goals of the 
AMP. 

The Apache is widely recognized to 
be the best attack helicopter in the 
world. It operates in daylight, at night, 



September 26, 1989 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21645 
in poor weather, carries a maximum 
load of 16 highly effective Hellfire 
tank-killing missiles, has a 30mm 
cannon effective against enemy air de­
fenses and softer ground targets, can 
carry an alternate weapons load of 
2.76-inch rockets for use against per­
sonnel or lightly armored ground tar­
gets, and has a very low infra-red sig­
nature making it difficult to detect at 
night and difficult to acquire by heat­
seeking air defense missiles. 

The AH-64 is one of the few systems 
that can rapidly redeploy to deal with 
a Soviet breakthrough and can quickly 
deploy tank-killing power in low-inten­
sity combat. AH-64's routinely per­
form night attack missions in training 
scenarios against enemy targets up to 
70 miles behind the front lines of the 
battlefield and usually are undetected 
by the opposing forces until they per­
form their lethal attacks on their tar­
gets. In NATO Reforger exercises the 
Apache has proved to be a uniquely ef­
fective weapon in the NATO battle en­
vironment. Opposing forces in those 
military exercises have lauded the 
Apache as a truly unique and unsur­
passed weapons system. 

If we need further testimony to the 
combat effectiveness of attack helicop­
ters, consider how our potential adver­
saries are utilizing them. The 
U.S.S.R.'s HIND-E is the closest single 
rival to the AH-64. Available informa­
tion indicates that the Warsaw Pact 
deployed 993 Hind helicopters at the 
end of 1987. At that time, the United 
States deployed only 430 attack heli­
copters of any kind, and our allies 442. 
The U.S.S.R. has since maintained a 
production rate of approximately 400 
military helicopters per year and this 
level of production is expected to con­
tinue. Furthermore, the U.S.S.R. is ex­
pected to introduce two new attack 
helicopters, the HAVOC and the 
HOKUM, into their force structure 
over the next several years. 

With this in mind, the decision to 
curtail attack helicopter production 
appears extremely questionable. The 
continued buildup of U.S.S.R. attack 
helicopters clearly offsets any pro­
posed reduction in tank forces and in 
terms of mobility and firepower actu­
ally increases their conventional capa­
bility. 

This is why I believe we need to re­
consider closing down the production 
lines of a weapons system that has 
proven to be extraordinarily cost ef­
fective, and where a basic shortfall in 
force structure exists that no other 
system can fill. We in Congress have 
focused on the issue of maintaining an 
effective national defense production 
and mobilization base for the last sev­
eral years. 

The reasons for such a production 
base also have not changed because of 
the current budget deficit. Indeed, the 
freak storm at Ft. Hood, TX on May 
13 of this year, emphasizes the need to 

keep a warm production base for such 
a vital combat system. In addition to 
damaging 60 to 80 other helicopters, 
the storm damaged 101 Apache attack 
helicopters out of a total of 158. The 
full extent of the damage is not yet 
known, but early estimates suggest 
that the total repair costs may be in 
excess of $500 million. Whatever the 
total cost turns out to be, it certainly 
will be less than if there had been no 
ongoing production line for Apaches, 
which lends emphasis to the rationale 
for maintaining the warm production 
base. 

The current force goals for the 
Apache also ignore both the needs 
being creating by the prospects of con­
ventional force reductions in Europe, 
and the fact that Britain, France, and 
West Germany are falling far behind 
in their advanced attack helicopter 
programs. We now know no such pro­
grams will be deployed until late in 
the 1990's or early 2000's-if then. 

We must also consider the fact that 
if the Apache line is shut down, there 
will be at least a 3-year hiatus before 
LHX production begins. In practice, 
the LHX still faces considerable tech­
nical and scheduling risks and cost fac­
tors. Furthermore, the LHX will never 
be a full replacement for the AH-64. 
The Apache is the only true day-night 
capable attack helicopter production 
line in existence in the free world 
today and will remain even when the 
LHX is in production. Even before the 
storm, there was a force structure 
shortfall in the U.S. Army that re­
quired production of at least 300 more 
Apaches, not just 132 as proposed. 

I realize the problems that continu­
ing the production of the AH -64 could 
present in terms of future defense 
budgets. I believe, however, that there 
is a cost-effective way to solve this 
Apache production problem. As you 
know, in May last year the Army rec­
ommended to the Congress a 4-year 
multiyear procurement [MYPl pro­
gram for Apache at a production rate 
of 60 aircraft per year and forwarded 
supporting documentation that indi­
cated the MYP would save $420 mil­
lion-13.2 percent-compared to 
single-year buys. 

All four cognizant committees of the 
Congress endorsed the Apache MYP 
and a $40-million increase in advance 
procurement funds was authorized 
and appropriated to support this 
MYP. In August 1988, an OSD pro­
gram decision approved a 5-year pro­
curement of Apaches at 60 per year, 
officially increasing the procurement 
objective to 975 aircraft. A subsequent 
Pentagon budget decision endorsed an 
MYP and increased the MYP produc­
tion rate to 72 aircraft per year over 4 
years, but with total procurement still 
at 33. 

It seems to me that the best way to 
procure this vitally needed attack heli­
copter is by means of the program rec-

ommended by the House Armed Serv­
ices Committee: A multiyear program 
at a rate of 60 per year. This MYP 
would allow a reduction of funds re­
quired by $27.5 million in fiscal year 
1990 and by $61.1 million in fiscal year 
1991. It will have several other impor­
tant benefits: 

First, it will procure the minimum­
needed remaining quantity of 300 
Apaches at the least cost; 

Second, it will reduce the near-term 
budget requirements for Apache in 
fiscal year 1990 and fiscal year 1991; 

Third, it will maintain a warm base 
for our only existing attack helicopter 
production line for at least 5 years;. 

Fourth, it will provide a production 
base for potential foreign sales of 
Apache to our allies; and 

Fifth, it will integrate the existing 
Apache production line into the future 
Apache MSIP remanufacture line in 
an optimum fashion. 

These reasons for supporting a 5-
year MYP of Apaches at a production 
rate of 60 per year make what I be­
lieve to be a compelling case for pro­
ceeding with the AH-64 program in 
that fashion. I believe the Senate Ap­
propriations Committee is correct in 
recognizing this fact, and I reluctantly 
must differ with my distinguished col­
leagues in the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator all time on 
the majority side has expired. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, what 

is the time remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time remaining on the minority side is 
10 minues 23 seconds. 

Mr. WALLOP. Did the Senator from 
Maine wish a portion? 

Mr. COHEN. Two minutes. 
Mr. WALLOP. I yield 2 minutes to 

the Senator from Maine. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Maine is recognized. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I have 

listened to the debate with great inter­
est. I have enormous respect for my 
colleagues from Hawaii and from 
Alaska and I respect their judgment. I 
also have some concerns because, obvi­
ously, I come from a shipbuilding 
State, and this action taken by the Ap­
propriations Committee is designed to 
stimulate shipbuilding certainly in the 
commercial sector, and hopefully 
these ships could be used by the Navy 
in a time of war. 

But there are certain things that 
trouble me about what has happened 
in the appropriations process. As I un­
derstand it, the House Appropriations 
Committee has already included $1 bil­
lion for the fast sealift program. Is 
that correct, may I ask my colleague 
from Wyoming? 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, the 
Senator is correct. 
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Mr. COHEN. We have $1 billion in 

the House version of the bill. So if the 
Wallop-Warner amendment were to 
pass, we are going to go to conference 
on that measure, and undoubtedly 
there will be some compromise 
achieved in that process. So we al­
ready have a conferenceable item as­
suming that the Warner-Wallop 
amendment were to pass. 

Second, with respect to the so-called 
fast sealift: as I understand it, there 
have been no designs completed at this 
particular point for a fast sealift ship. 

Mr. WALLOP. The Senator is cor­
rect; there is no design and no defini­
tion. 

Mr. COHEN. So we have a rather 
amorphous, almost an amoeba-like sit­
uation that could shift and change its 
shape depending on what pressure is 
exerted at any given time. So what we 
are talking about is including a sub­
stantial amount of money for a ship 
that has yet to be defined, yet to be 
developed, and yet to be articulated in 
a coherent fashion. Am I correct in 
that? 

Mr. WALLOP. The Senator is abso­
lutely correct. 

Mr. COHEN. I am the former chair­
man of the Sea Powers Subcommittee, 
now ranking member on that commit­
tee. I agree with virtually everything 
that has been said by the distin­
guished Senators from Hawaii and 
Alaska, that we need more sealift. 
Now, as they have designated it here, 
it says fast sealift. There is no fast sea­
lift at this particular point. The fact is 
that if you had this $1 billion and we 
were to go out and buy some ships, 
you would have sealift, period-no fast 
sealift, just sealift. That certainly in 
itself is supportable; we need more sea­
lift. But it seems to me based on the 
arguments I have heard that, if you 
include this $1 billion and you take 
only 5 percent that could be spent out 
in the initial years, we are talking 
about $50 million that could be spent 
in the coming year for fast sealift 
design. Is that not correct? 

Mr. WALLOP. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. COHEN. We have included $20 
million in our budget. We have added 
through this amendment another $20 
million. That brings us to $40 million. 
We only need to pick up in the House­
Senate conference another $10 mil­
lion, and there, lo and behold, will be 
the 5 percent we could have for that 
fast sealift design. This could be done 
in the coming year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. WALLOP. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. COHEN. Based on that, Mr. 
President, I intend to support the 
amendment as offered by the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as remains. 

Mr. President, I listened to this Alice 
in Wonderland debate: The Senator 
from Hawaii has said that if we build 
the Apache at the number suggested 
by the Appropriations Committee, we 
will save $900 million. We will save $90 
million if we buy 108 more helicopters 
which the Army wants. If you do it 
the way our amendment says, you save 
approximately $1 billion. 

Second, we come to the question of 
munitions. All of a sudden there is 
concern as to what the Army wants. 
They criticize us for asking for more 
of these munitions than the Army has 
suggested. The Senator also said we 
should add to the President's request. 

Where is the concern for the Presi­
dent's request when we come to SDI? 
The problem is that we are dealing 
with formulas and not the defense 
needs of America. That is what was 
sought to be addressed by the amend­
ment that was offered by Senator 
WARNER, myself, and others. 

Let me turn for a minute to an area 
which I consider to be pretty serious; 
that is, the Appropriations Committee 
treatment of the Trident II missile. 

While we are talking about saving 
money, we have a letter from Admiral 
Crowe who says that if we go the way 
the Appropriations Committee sug­
gests, it will cost us approximately 5 
years and $500 million. 

The admiral says, in summary, that 
they understand the flight test prob­
lem. Solutions are in hand, and dele­
tion of the fiscal year 1990 funds pro­
vides no relief for the present situa­
tion. Instead it causes significant cost 
increases and scheduled impacts to the 
program while diluting the nuclear de­
terrent capabilities of both the United 
States and the United Kingdom. 

Also I have a letter from the Ambas­
sador from the United Kingdom, Am­
bassador Acland, in which he says 
that: 

In this form it will comprise time and cost 
penalties on the British Trident. In the in­
terest not only of the United States' own 
strategic program but also of the British de­
terrent and the close bilateral relationship 
which it represents, I hope that you will 
reject the position of the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mr. President, what we are trying to 
do once again is get something for the 
American taxpayers' dollar when 
trying to buy a costly defense in short 
budget times. The time to reject 
hometown economics is today, and on 
this amendment. We cannot afford pet 
rocks on a national scale, or on a local 
scale. It is critical to the American tax­
payer that he get something for this 
dollar that he spends. 

Mr. President, it is my understand­
ing that the Senator from Virginia 
would like to conclude this debate. But 
let me just make one last statement. 
The Department of Defense subsidizes 
NASA. I have no quarrel with the 
statements of the Senator from 

Hawaii about where NASA goes and 
what benefits it brings us, but it 
should not be at the cost of America's 
defense. 

I yield. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleague. I wish to express 
my appreciation to him for his valiant 
efforts on this amendment which the 
two of us have sponsored. 

Mr. President, first, I ask unanimous 
consent that I may insert in the 
RECORD a statement regarding three 
points. I will endeavor to cover them 
briefly, 2 seconds on each, and then 
amplify for the RECORD. 

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

AH-64 APACHE PROCUREMENT 
[In millions of dollars] 

Presidential SASC SAC 
Fiscal year request 

Amount Number Amount Number Amount Number 

1990 ................... 788 (66) 738 (66) 741 (66l 
1991 .......... ......... 786 (66) 776 (66) 1,692 (174 

Total.. ............. 1,574 (132) 1,514 (132) 2,433 (240) 

COMPARISON OF COMMITTEE AMENDMENT AND 
SUBSTITUTE 

[In millions of dollars] 

Program SAC reported 

Fully fund MOD kits ........................ .. 
Fully fund Enterprise overhaul .......... . 
Emergency response fund (in-

creases level of funds available 
for emergency relief) .................. .. 

Icebreaker (funds 1 ship author-
ized in DOT authorization l .......... .. 

LHD-1 Amphibious assault ship 
(moves forward from fiscal year 
1991 column of FYDP) .............. .. 

AH-64 (Apache) helicopter (funds 
President's full request for fiscal 
year 1990-91) .......................... .. . 

Conventional munitions (Stinger, 
laser Hellfire, TOW II, ATACMS, 
Harm) .......................................... . 

Trident 11/0-5 missile (zeroed in 
SAC mark) ........ .......... .. .............. .. 

SOl (restore to $4,000,000,000 
versus $3,700,000,000) .............. . 

Space-based wide area surveillance 
radar ............................................ . 

Fast sealift (funds at appropriate 
level for undeveloped program) .... 

National training Center, Fort Irwin, 
CA ............................................... .. 

Space shuttle operations .................. .. 
Reductions to requested/ authorized 

level: 

3,400.0 
1,293.0 

100.0 

1 488.0 

3 1,692.0 

1,000.0 

33.7 
485.0 

UH-60 Blackhawk ........................................... ..... . 

~~~W~18~~~~ .. ~~-~~.::::: ::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Substitute HAC 

3,400.0 
1,293.0 

300.0 

2 290.0 

959.9 

• 775.8 788.6 

394.9 434.6 

910.0 1,805.0 

298.4 2,844.5 

17.0 12.0 

20.0 1,000.0 

0 
0 

- 68.1 ............... 
-49.0 ............... 
-50.0 ............... -----------

Total..................................... 8,491.7 8,491.8 ............... 

1 2 ships. 2 1 ship. 3 2 40 helos. • 132 helos. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 
gone back through the Apache heli­
copter issue very carefully. I am put­
ting in the REcORD a clear documenta­
tion which will establish that un­
equivocally the committee amendment 
asks for 108 additional aircraft over 
and above any request by any Presi­
dent at any time, period. 

Sealift-the Senator from Maine 
came in and expressed his views very 
clearly on that. Again, I am perfectly 
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willing to join at any time with any 
Member of the Senate in trying to 
work out a program providing for our 
merchant marine. But it is clear that 
the senior officer with the responsibil­
ity for the military transportation, 
namely, the commander in chief of 
the U.S. Military Transportation Com­
mand, has said we need a stronger 
merchant marine. But he does not­
and I repeat, does not-support direct 
expenditures by the Government for 
civilian ship construction at this time. 

Last, the famous flexibility issue. I 
have gone through carefully, for pur­
poses of insertion in the REcORD, each 
of the items, and I can point to the 
fact that there is more than adequate 
flexibility left in this amendment of­
fered by myself and Mr. WALLOP for 
the committee to exercise its judg­
ment in the terms of the conference 
report. 

I am hopeful that the Members of 
the Senate, having had the benefit of 
this debate, will now accord, basically, 
the two authorizers speaking for the 
committee, and I know the authorizers 
on the other side are going·to join and 
support our amendment. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 

time has expired. 
Under the previous order, the hour 

of 6:15 having arrived, the question 
occurs on amendment No. 855. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

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

The result was announced-yeas 34, 
nays 66, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 2021 
YEAS-34 

Armstrong 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Burns 
Coats 
Cohen 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Ex on 

Adama 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Bond 
Breaux 
:J!Ir7aft 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chalee 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Cra.naton 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Da.schte 
DeCencini 
Dixon 

Gorton 
Hatch 
Heinz 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Lott 
Lugar 
McClure 
McConnell 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 

NAYS-66 
Dodd 
Ford 
Fowler 
Gam 
Glenn 
Gore 
Oraftam 
GI"&Dllll 
Grassley 
Harkin 
HaUield 
Heflin 
HoRin88 
Ineuye 
Jef.fords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kuten 
KeRDedy 

29-059 o-90-45 (Pt. 15) 

Robb 
Roth 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Specter 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 
Wilson 

Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lauten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Liebermtm 
Mack 
Matsunaga 
McCain 
Metzenba\llll 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 

Riegle Sanford Simon 
Rockefeller Sarbanes Stevens 
Rudman Sasser Wirth 

So the amendment <No. 855) was re­
jected. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 825 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
825. 

The Senator from Hawaii is recog­
nized. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of amendment 825. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend­
ment? 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from 
Hawaii. 

The amendment <No. 825) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the commit­
tee amendments be set aside, and that 
Senator LEAHY be recognized to offer a 
first-degree amendment on B-2 R&D 
limitation, that the amendment be 
considered under a time limitation of 
1% hours with time equally divided 
and controlled between Senator LEAHY 
and Senator INOUYE, or their desig­
nees, and that no other amendments 
be in order to the Leahy amendment; 
and that upon the use or yielding back 
of time that the Senate proceed to 
vote on or in relation to the Leahy 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to this request? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Who yields time? 
The Senator from Vermont is recog­

nized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 859 

(Purpose: To limit the use of funds for the 
B-2 advanced technology bomber aircraft 
program> 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk on behalf 
of myself and Senators HATFIELD. LIE­
BERMAN, ROCKEFBLLER, SASSER, and 
WIRTH.. 8Jld ask for its immediate oon­
lideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICEft. The 
clerk will report. 

The aasistant legislative clerk read 
as f-ollows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] , 
for himself, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Mr. RocKEFELLER, Mr. SASSER, and Mr. 
WIRTH, proposes an amendment numbered 
859. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 108, between lines 4 and 5, insert 

the following: 
SEc. 9100. Notwithstanding any other pro­

vision of this Act-
( 1 > none of the funds appropriated in this 

Act may be obligated or expended to com­
mence production of any B-2 aircraft; and 

(2) the funds appropriated in this Act and 
available for the B-2 advanced technology 
bomber program may be expended only 
for-

< A) the completion of the production of 
B-2 aircraft commenced with funds appro­
priated before the date of the enactment of 
this Act; 

<B> research and development for the B-2 
aircraft; and 

<C> flight testing of B-2 aircraft. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 

myself such time as I may need. 
First, Mr. President. I wish to have 

the attention of the manager of the 
bill. 

I wish to thank the distinguished 
senior Senator from Hawaii for his 
usual courtesy, and even though he is 
not a supporter of this amendment, I 
wish to note that the distinguished 
Senator from Hawaii, who is managing 
the bill, makes sure that the rights of 
all, whether they agree or disagree 
with him, are protected, and I appreci­
ate Senator INOUYE's help in that 
regard. 

Mr. President, my amendment as 
stated, and as my colleagues know, is 
on the B-2 or Stealth bomber. 

In July, the Secretary of Defense, 
Secretary Cheney, gave the Congress 
some very good advice on the Stealth 
bomber program. He said we should 
either fully fund the $70 billion 
project or kill it outright. He pleaded 
with the Congress not to nickel and 
dime the B-2 to death. 

In this regard, I agree with Secre­
tary Cheney. Today, I am offering an 
amendment to do just that, to end the 
Stealth bomber program effort after 
completion of the 13 aircraft that are 
now in production. 

My amendment would do two things: 
First, it cuts off funding for the pro­

duction of B-2 once we finish the 13 
aircraft already in production. It saves 
$2 billlon this year and $40 billion over 
the life of the program. 

Second, it permits continuation of 
neceesary research and development 
work. There is a lot of technology that 
has been developed in this program 
aad we sho\lld not lose it. 

So I am offering this amendment be­
cause in this time of huge :Federal 
deficits and declini.nc defense budgets 
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we cannot afford the B-2 bomber. 
Aside from the fact we cannot afford 
it, I do not believe it is needed for our 
national security. There are much 
more affordable alternatives. 

Mr. President, the Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings budget deficit target this year 
is $100 billion. Only by some fancy 
budget smoke and mirrors are we 
going to reach that target. Two years 
from now we are expected to have the 
deficit down to $28 billion. Any 
Member of this body who actually be­
lieves that is going to happen, I would 
love to have a chance to chat with 
him. I have not met anyone on either 
side of the aisle who would agree with 
this. 

Smoke and mirrors are not going to 
get us to that $28 billion deficit. We 
are only going to reach that goal with 
real cuts in programs, including the 
$300 billion defense budget. 

Think of what our budget realities 
are, Mr. President. Despite these reali­
ties, Congress is about to commit this 
·country to one of the most expensive 
weapons not only in the history of this 
Nation but in the history of the world. 
Each B-2 bomber will cost the Ameri­
can taxpayer an estimated $532 mil­
lion. Incidentally, that $532 million is 
about the size of the State budget for 
my own State of Vermont. 

Now, just to give some perspective to 
what this program means, to buy 132 
B-2's, we are going to have to spend 
the entire Vermont State budget every 
year for the next 132 years. 

In the Defense authorization bill, 
Congress ignored Secretary Cheney's 
advice not to nickel and dime the B-2. 
The House passed an amendment to 
cut B-2 spending by $1 billion in fiscal 
year 1990. Air Force officials inform 
my office that the House's action will 
drive up overall program cost by an­
other $3.3 billion. In other words, the 
cost of this program is going nowhere 
but up. 

Growing B-2 costs will compound 
another problem facing the Depart­
ment of Defense-long-term budget­
ing. The Pentagon has a spending plan 
for the next 5 years. If you look at 
that spending plan, it far exceeds the 
money it is likely to get from Congress 
while we are cutting the deficit. It is 
an unrealistic spending plan. The 
money is just not going to be there. 

In fact, this year, the General Ac­
counting Office testified the gap be­
tween what the Pentagon plans to 
spend and what it is likely to get could 
be as high as $150 billion. 

Mr. President, I have a chart over 
here and I think we might take a look 
at that. That shows the actual spend­
ing gap, which is around $147 billion. 

The defense spending plan, is al­
ready $45 billion above the President's 
budget. It is based on a very unrealis­
tic inflation rate. If we were to use the 
more accurate inflation rates, the 
spending plan is underfunded by an-

other $48 billion. And, if the Defense 
Department budget reflects only real 
growth over the next 5 years, there 
will be a $54 billion shortfall. This 
totals $147 billion that needs to be cut 
from the defense budget before that 
Department even begins to share its 
part of the burden to reduce the defi­
cit. 

I might say to the distinguished oc­
cupant of the Cha,ir, one of his prede­
cessors from Illinois once said that a 
billion dollars here and a billion dol­
lars there adds up to real money. One 
hundred forty-seven billion dollars 
here and one hundred forty-seven bil­
lion dollars there certainly adds up to 
real money. 

Congress should help the Depart­
ment of Defense live within its means. 

Mr. President, in the past, I support­
ed the development of the Stealth 
bomber and opposed the B-1. My view 
was that we did not need and could 
not afford two brand new U.S. strate­
gic bombers within 10 years. I thought 
we should cancel the B-1 and concen­
trate on the B-2. But I never intended 
to write a blank check for the B-2. 
And the completion of the 100 B-lB's 
ended my support for the Stealth. 

I oppose the B-2 not only because 
we cannot afford it, but also because 
we do not need it for deterrence. I 
think there are better alternatives. 

We have the B-52H and B-lB force 
on alert right now. That is more than 
170 bombers. 

These aircraft can launch thousands 
of cruise missiles without having to 
penetrate Soviet air defenses. Cruise 
missiles can strike with pinpoint accu­
racy any targets which our thousands 
of ballistic missile warheads might 
have missed. 

And, we have under development 
right now the advanced cruise missile, 
which itself will use stealth technolo­
gy. In fact, I am convinced that Soviet 
air defenses will have no means to stop 
it. 

Back in the mid-1980's when the B-2 
was being sold to Congress in the de­
velopment stage, we were told its main 
mission was going to be to attack stra­
tegic relocatable targets in the Soviet 
Union. That means attacking Soviet 
mobile missiles. The Air Force faced a 
logical question: What could carry on 
this mission that the cruise missiles 
cannot do? Everyone knows cruise mis­
siles cannot locate mobile missiles. 
That is what we wanted the B-2 for. 

The slight flaw in that argument is 
that the B-2 cannot locate and destory 
mobile missiles, either. In fact, an Air 
Force briefing paper released in July 
reluctantly admits: 

Attacking highly mobile targets is neither 
the reason for the B-2 nor is it likely to be 
accomplished with great efficiency in the 
near to mid-term future. 

Of all of the arguments being made 
for the B-2, the one that angers me 
the most is to say that if we get rid of 

this we doom any future START 
agreement. It cynically exploits the 
deep longing of the American people 
and nearly every Member of Congress 
for deep cuts in nuclear weapons and a 
reversal of the arms race. 

I get tired of the arguments that we 
hear on any strategic system around 
here, Mr. President. If our arms con­
trol talks are going badly or if there 
are no arms control talks, we are told 
we cannot cancel anything because 
that is the only way we are going to 
get the Soviets to the bargaining table. 
On the other hand, if the Soviets are 
at the bargaining table and the talks 
are going well, we are told we cannot 
cancel anything because that is all 
that keeps them there and we need it 
to bargain. 

In effect, there is never, ever an in­
stance where we might be able to 
cancel anything, no matter how much 
cost it is going to incur, no matter 
whether it is going to work, and no 
matter whether we need it. 

Well, Mr. President, what we are 
saying is if the Pentagon ever says 
they want it, there is no reason 1mder 
God's green Earth that we can ever 
say no. I am not sure that is the way 
democracy works and I am not sure 
that is the way checks and balances 
work. I am not sure that is the way 
the American taxpayers want it when 
they see that airplanes cost a half-bil­
lion dollars. 

I recently attended the START ne­
gotiations as a representative of the 
distinguished majority leader. I am 
convinced there has been a profound 
change in the negotiating posture over 
there. During SALT, both sides were 
concerned with managing an arms 
race. Now, the atmosphere has 
changed. Under START both sides are 
sincerely attempting to make deep 
cuts in our strategic forces. 

United States negotiating leverage in 
the START talks comes from the 
Soviet desire to reduce the defense 
burden on its staggering economy. The 
B-2 is irrelevant from a bargaining 
point of view. 

I do not think the Soviets are really 
concerned about the B-2 as a special 
threat to the Soviet Union. If any­
thing, the Soviets appear more wor­
ried about cruise missiles than about 
the B-2. 

Mr. President, I have never bought 
the idea that we should simply build 
something as a bargaining chip. If 
something is necessary to the security 
of the United States, no matter what 
it costs, we ought to build it. If it is 
not necessary, then let us save the 
money and put it in those things that 
are necessary. That is not what we are 
doing with the B-2. 

The recent talks in Wyoming be­
tween Secretary James Baker and For­
eign Minister Shevardnadze indicate 
the Soviet desire to reach agreement 
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in a START Treaty. The Soviets agree 
to delink the START agreement from 
the talks on space weapons. They pro­
posed to set aside the contentious sea­
launched cruise missile issue and they 
agreed to test verification procedures 
in advance of a final START treaty. 

Now, this is further than we see the 
Soviets going for years and years. 
What more signals do we need that 
they are actually, at this time, serious 
about negotiating something? 

The fact of the matter is the B-2 is 
largely irrelevant to the Soviet's inter­
est in a START agreement. If we 
cancel it, they are not going to stop 
negotiating a START agreement. If we 
go forward with it, they are not going 
to be more eager to negotiate a 
START agreement. They are going to 
go forward with negotiations. They 
are going to agree with what they feel 
is in their best interests, just as we will 
agree to what we think is in our best 
interests, with or without the B-2. 
If that is the case, Mr. President, 

why in Heaven's name do we want to 
have this kind of bankruptcy? We 
should be preparing for the battle­
ground, not for the bankruptcy court. 

In this instance, it seems we are far 
more interested in setting up for bank­
ruptcy rather than a strategic bomber 
that might actually be used in a future 
war. 

Mr. President, another claim is that 
the United States needs the B-2 to 
preserve nuclear deterrence under a 
START agreement that slashes U.S. 
ballistic missile warhead numbers. 

Under the outlines of START right 
now, each side would keep 6,000 ballis­
tic and cruise missiles warheads. In ad­
dition, under the counting rules, the 
United States could actually deploy 
even more air-launched cruise missiles 
if it wished, as well as an unlimited 
number of short-range attack missiles 
and bombs. There may be no limits at 
all or sea-launched cruise missiles. 
Even under START, we will have a nu­
clear arsenal of 7,000 to 8,000 or more 
warheads of all types. 

This Senator is utterly convinced 
that when each side has 7,000 to 8,000 
nuclear warheads, each far bigger 
than the Hiroshima bomb, deterrence 
is secure. A tenth of those weapons de­
livered on either the United States or 
the Soviet Union would cause death 
and devastation on a scale never 
before seen in human history. 

We should build weapons systems 
because we need them to deter war­
not for bargaining leverage in Geneva. 

Mr. President, this plane is not 
worth its cost. We should end this pro­
gram. I urge all Senators to support 
my amendment. 

Mr. President, I know there are 
other Senators who wish to speak on 
this on both sides. I would advise the 
distinguished managers it is my intent, 
provided it is precipitated on the other 
side, if there is time left over when the 

proponents have finished speaking, I 
would simply yield back whatever time 
is left because I know the distin­
guished manager wishes to complete 
this bill tonight. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Hawaii is recognized. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. ExoN] all the time he 
needs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska is recognized. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong opposition to this amendment 
to delete procurement funding for the 
B-2 bomber program. As a member of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and the chairman of its Subcommittee 
on Strategic Forces and Nuclear De­
terrence, I have followed this program 
very carefully for a decade and believe 
that we should pursue its continued 
development. 

My reasons for supporting the B-2 
program are essentially threefold. 
First, bombers are the most stabilizing 
nuclear system in that they hold sig­
nificant targets at risk but cannot be 
regarded as a first-strike system. This 
argues strongly for a modernized 
bomber force. The 97 B-lB's and aging 
B-52 force alone would be inadequate 
to meet the stated strategic goal of ap­
proximately 230 modern, heavy bomb­
ers. 

I think it very important that we 
design our future nuclear forces with 
stability in mind and that we move 
away from those which have a hair 
trigger on them. Bombers meet the 
ticket like none of the other weapons 
or proposed weapons or weapon sys­
tems that we have. 

Second, the stability offered by 
bombers is clearly recognized in our 
START proposal, agreed to by the So­
viets, which counts penetrating bomb­
ers and their entire load of weapons as 
only one strategic nuclear delivery ve­
hicle and one warhead against the 
START ceilings of 1,600 delivery vehi­
cles and 6,000 warheads. 

This counting rule was deliberately 
pursued with the B-2 bomber in mind. 
If the B-2 bomber proves unsuccessful 
or the Congress, for whatever reason, 
terminates this program, our entire 
START proposal becomes unglued. 
The Joint Chiefs have repeatedly tes­
tified that they could not support 
START as currently configured with­
out a modernized bomber force includ­
ing B-2's. 

A responsible President could not 
agree to such a treaty without the B-2 
nor should a responsible Senate ap­
prove such a treaty under this circum­
stance. Without the B-2, we would 
need to completely renegotiate our 
START proposal. And that will set 
back any chances, in my opinion, Mr. 
President, of any such agreement, 
which we all hope can be entered into, 

confirmed by the U.S. Senate, and 
made effective. 

Third, the B-2 represents a revolu­
tionary system which will render obso­
lete the huge Soviet investment in air 
defenses. Unlike our Nation which em­
phasizes deterrence, the Soviets worry 
a great deal about defending against a 
nuclear attack. They invest almost 
equally between strategic offensive 
and defensive capabilities. The B-2 
will force the Soviets to continue this 
and will plague their defense planners 
for decades. This can only strengthen 
deterrence. 

For these reasons, it is very short­
sighted to view the B-2 as "just an­
other strategic weapon" for which 
there are less expensive alternatives or 
no compelling requirement. Given its 
revolutionary design, we have had to 
design and build the B-2 like no other 
aircraft in history. Due to the com­
plexity of the aircraft and the need to 
safeguard its stealthy secrets, we must 
have a reliable, trained work force 
with the necessary security clearances. 

This amendment would deny pro­
duction funds next year. That means 
that we would have to lay off trained 
and security-cleared personnel. Then, 
if we later decide to build the B-2, we 
would have to rehire these people-if 
they are still available. We would have 
to essentially retrain and recertify the 
work force. Delays in production 
would also upset the certification of 
subcontractors and vendors. · 

In addition, changing the planned 
production rate could disrupt advanta­
geous fixed-price contracts which have 
minimum production rates. Denying 
production funding would be very inef­
fective and would no doubt add sub­
stantially to the program cost-the 
exact opposite of what we all want to 
see in defense spending. 

Mr. President, I understand the con­
cern of the sponsors of this bill. They 
want to ensure that the B-2 is success­
ful before we build it. I wholehearted­
ly share this concern. But I disagree 
strongly with their response. 

The Strategic Forces Subcommittee 
and the full Armed Services Commit­
tee debated this issue very thoroughly 
before it reported out the defense au­
thorization bill. The committee mem­
bers likewise were concerned that the 
B-2 prove successful before we buy it. 
But the committee took a different 
course of action to protect the taxpay­
ers' investment. 

Rather than deny production fund­
ing which will only be disruptive and 
ultimately more costly, the committee 
elected to adopt my subcommittee's 
proposal and fence B-2 funds pending 
the successful outcome of its tests. 
What this means is that production 
money cannot be spent until the 
plane's development proves successful. 

Mr. President, the Armed Services 
Committee has held countless hear-
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ings on this and everything to do with 
our national defense, calling in the 
real experts in this field, having a 
broad understanding and a staff that 
works relentlessly in this area. We 
simply said that the B-2 program had 
to jump through several hoops, if you 
will, to prove itself before we went for­
ward with all-out procurement. 

With the first flight and several sub­
sequent flights of the B-2, the first of 
these fences, or hoops, has been suc­
cessfully passed, but that is just for 
starters. To ensure that the B-2 works, 
the remaining fences include success­
ful completion of block one aircraft 
flight characteristics and an independ­
ent review by the Defense Science 
Board before we proceed. 

Successful completion must be met 
for additional performance milestones, 
cost reduction initiatives, contractor 
and quality assurance practices, and 
successful completion of the Stealth 
characteristics, with yet another 
report required by the Defense Sci­
ence Board. 

To ensure the affordability of the 
B-2 program, other fences require ade­
quate funding for the B-2 in the de­
fense 5-year plan and annual certifica­
tion from the Secretary of Defense 
that the unit flyaway costs of 132 
bombers, as envisioned in the pro­
gram, measured in constant dollars as 
of 1990, shall not exceed $295 million 
per plane. Additionally, despite the 
fact the Armed Services Committee 
prepares a 2-year authorization bill, no 
funding for the B-2 was authorized in 
fiscal year 1991. These are hardly the 
actions taken by someone blindly com­
mitted to bettering an aircraft before 
it is fully tested for, if the B-2 fails to 
meet these fences, funding is simply 
denied. 

Furthermore, in a 92-to-7 vote 
during debate on the authorization 
bill, the Senate stated that it had not 
made a decision on the ultimate 
number of B-2 bombers to be bought, 
and I think everyone should under­
stand that. I submit that the approach 
taken by the Strategic Subcommittee 
and subsequently approved by the full 
Senate in t he defense authorization 
bill is the better route, the wiser route, 
if you will, and is a course of action 
that we should maintain. 

It shares t he ident ical concerns and 
accomplishes the very same goal of 
protecting the taxpayers expense by 
the sponsors of this bill, but it does so 
in a way that will not add to the ulti­
mate program costs. Accepting this 
amendment will unquestionably in­
crease costs by disrupting the work 
force, the vendors and existing con­
tractors. Taking the approach previ­
ously adopted by the Armed Services 
Committee and by the Senate as a 
whole, safeguards the taxpayer every 
bit as much without increasing the 
program costs. 

If we are trying to objectively review 
the B-2 and give it a fair test, why do 
so in a disruptive manner that is pro­
posed by this amendment? Mr. Presi­
dent, this approach is unwise and pre­
disposed to terminate the B-2 pro­
gram. I think that strategically this 
would be an extremely unwise move. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat this 
amendment for a number of reasons. 
Foremost is the fact that those of us 
who have studied this program for a 
long, long time, have raised questions 
about it, those of us who have been in­
volved from the very beginning on this 
program still are insisting that the B-2 
prove itself before we go through ariy 
expensive buys. 

The bottom line on all of this, Mr. 
President, is that any of us who are 
concerned about the ongoing negotia­
tions with the Soviet Union that are 
progressing right now, all of us who 
are concerned about finally getting to 
a START agreement that would essen­
tially cut the number of warheads on 
each side in half, we are all for that. I 
must emphasize once again, Mr. Presi­
dent, that if an amendment, like the 
one that has just been offered, ever 
comes to pass, there is not going to be 
a START agreement with the Soviet 
Union, as far as we can see into the 
future. 

No less than Gen. Jack Chain, the 
commander of the Strategic Air Com­
mand, came in in open session and tes­
tified that when we went into the 
START treaty, when we went into the 
negotiations of that following Reykja­
vik, it was clearly understood by those 
of us on this side, as I cited in my re­
marks, that Stealth was a key ingredi­
ent to make us equal with the Soviet 
Union in the whole area of deterrence. 
Therefore, anyone voting in support of 
this amendment is, in a sense, saying, 
notwithstanding that, I want to kill 
this program. Those who vote that 
way are simply saying that we do not 
need the B-2 to properly have the de­
terrent that the strategic triad has 
given us for all of these years. 

Not for a moment is the Armed Serv­
ices Committee or this Senator saying 
that the B-2 is an assured plane that 
will do exactly what it is supposed to 
do. I cited in some det ail, Mr. Presi­
dent, the h oops, the safeguards, the 
fence, call it what you will, that we 
h ave insist ed upon before we make a 
large buy of this aircraft. 

I can only hope and pray, Mr. Presi­
dent, that the B- 2 does pass through 
those hoops, that it does pass through 
those fences because, as not only Jack 
Chain, the commander of the Strate­
gic Air Command said, incidentally, 
also, in hearings last week on General 
Powell, the new chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, he repeated the same 
statement, if we do not have Stealth, 
for whatever reason, whether the 
plane does not perform up to stand­
ards and we later decide to cancel it, or 

in the heat of a moment, the House or 
the Senate kills the program, then we 
are going to have to start all over 
again on our START negotiations, 
which will make it very difficult. 

Last but not least in this area, Mr. 
President, let me cite the fact that if 
we adopt this amendment, now or in 
the foreseeable future, we would be 
tying the hands of the President of 
the United States in such a manner 
that it would not be possible for him 
to continue serious negotiations with 
the Soviet Union because gone-gone, 
Mr. President-would be that deter­
rent that we need that all of our mili­
tary commanders at every level agree 
on, and that is that we need the B-2 
operational in some reasonable 
number, or they would recommend to 
the U.S. Senate that we not confirm a 
START agreement even if it were 
signed. 

I am confident, Mr. President, that 
that agreement would never be signed 
because the President of the United 
States himself knows that, without 
the deterrence that the B-2 has in our 
overall deterrence factors, we could 
not in good conscience move forward 
with a START agreement. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain­
der of my time and yield the floor. 

Mr. INOUYE. Will the Senator yield 
for a few questions? 

Mr. EXON. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, we are 

well aware of the work the Senator 
has done in this area, and we look 
upon the Senator as one of the fore­
most experts. Can the B-2 bomber be 
recalled from its mission? 

Mr. EXON. Can it be what? 
Mr. INOUYE. Can the B-2 be re­

called from its mission? 
Mr. EXON. Certainly. The B-2 

bomber, like any bomber, has that in­
herent built-in safeguard where it is 
not a hair trigger system, and it can be 
recalled. 

Mr. INOUYE. In other words, if 
after sending the B-2 out on a mission 
we learn that it was a mistake, it can 
be brought back? 

Mr. EXON. Exactly. 
Mr. INOUYE. Can we do the same 

thing with an intercontinental ballistic 
missile? 

Mr. EXON. We cannot. 
Mr. INOUYE. Can we do t hat with 

an air-launched or submarine­
launched cruise missile? 

Mr. EXON. We cannot. 
Mr. INOUYE. Can we do t h is with 

the Trident II missile? 
Mr. EXON. We cannot. 
Mr. INOUYE. And so in this insane 

world the only stable strategic weap­
ons system we have is the B-2? 

Mr. EXON. It is the only one that 
will be effective in the future as a pen­
etrator through the Soviet radar de­
fenses. There are other systems that 
we have that can make partial pene-
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tration, but it is the only one, accord­
ing to the experts, that would be able 
to make the penetration through 
Soviet air defenses. 

Mr. INOUYE. Is it not also true that 
in the development of new generations 
of systems there is always a huge 
R&D cost, such as when we progressed 
from propeller-driven aircraft to jets? 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. INOUYE. And now we are enter­

ing into a new generation of aircraft, 
the Stealth. Is it correct that we have 
already spent $22.5 billion in this en­
deavor? 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is absolute­
ly correct. If I might expand on that 
for just a moment, you will remember 
that I told the Senate in my remarks a 
few moments ago that this is not just 
another bomber. This is a whole new 
system, and because it is a whole new 
system and new technique, it requires 
that we develop the production facili­
ties, the production tooling, if you will, 
to run a line of bombers. 

To try to clarify that a little bit, I 
might add that all of our other bomb­
ers we have made, going back as far as 
we can remember, were built up "by 
hand," to use an oversimplified 
phrase. We did not build up the pro­
duction runs and the tooling which we 
had to do in this particular instance 
because of unique and new character­
istics of the aircraft. 

Mr. INOUYE. I realize that this can 
be very confusing for citizens. We have 
had many numbers mentioned in our 
debates. My friend from Vermont 
mentioned $532 million a copy for 
each B-2? That is the "program acqui­
sition cost" which includes the re­
search and development moncty; am I 
correct? 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is absolute­
ly correct. That would be total cost if 
you want to allocate the money that 
we h ave spent thus far to the end 
product, the eventual finished aircraft. 
And I might add, that is based on the 
full 132 production. 

Mr. INOUYE. Today, if we were to 
purch ase a B-2 bomber, the cost to the 
taxpayer we would calculate for the 
aircraft coming off the production line 
would be $315 million, would it not? 
This is the "flyaway cost?" 

Mr. EXON. Flyaway costs of t he 
bomber, yes, the Senator is approxi­
mately accurate. That sets aside the 
$22 billion that we have already spent. 

Mr. INOUYE. That is gone. 
Mr. EXON. That is gone. We are 

never going to get it back. We are 
never going to be able to have a 
chance for a return on that invest­
ment if the amendment before us is 
accepted by the Senate. 

Mr. INOUYE. So now if we are to 
purchase additional B-2's, we will be 
paying $315 million a copy? 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. INOUYE. Does the Senator 

have any information to suggest that 

the Soviets are working on a Stealth 
weapons system? 

Mr. EXON. Much of that is classi­
fied information. I believe I could best 
respond to the Senator by saying 
there is not a system that we have 
ever talked about building or built 
that the Soviets have not come up 
with their answer. The Soviets, as 
much as anyone else, know how impor­
tant that is. I simply remind the Sena­
tor what I said a few monents ago. 
The Soviets do not need a B-2 Stealth 
bomber as we need a B-2 Stealth 
bomber. They have an estimated $300 
billion already invested in an extensive 
radar system, and they are building 
and adding to it all the time. 

The reason for that, of course, is the 
fact that the Soviets, throughout their 
history, have been extremely defense 
minded as far as the motherland is 
concerned. We are essentially naked in 
that area. We do not have that exten­
sive array and we . are vulnerable 
today. I would say to my friend from 
Hawaii, if the Soviets decided to 
launch an attack with the non-Stealth 
bombers that they now have. 

We have certain ways we could com­
pensate for that, but that is all tied up 
in a very complicated matter of deter­
rence. Deterrence comes down to the 
fact that one side is not likely to do 
this because they know if they did 
that the other side would do that. 
Therein lies the reason that the Soviet 
Union has not been forced to develop 
a Stealth bomber, because they do not 
need it, because we do not have the 
array of radar around the United 
States that they would have to get 
through. The opposite is true with us. 

Mr. INOUYE. Is it true that, in the 
present strategic arms reduction 
treaty talks, the START talks, in cal­
culating nuclear weapons we count 
each warhead on an ICBM as one 
unit? 

Mr. EXON. Correct. If there are 10, 
for example, on an MX missile, then 
those are 10 under START. 

Mr. INOUYE. That becomes 10 
bombs. 

Mr. EXON. Yes. 
Mr. INOUYE. Is the same method 

used with counting submarine­
launched missiles. 

Mr. EXON. Yes. 
Mr. INOUYE. However, with t he B-

2 bomber, if th e bomber carries 10 
bombs, it is still counted as one 
weapon? 

Mr . EXON. The Senator is correct , 
and that is a very key point that I ad­
dressed. I am pleased that he has em­
phasized that. 

Mr. INOUYE. It is not true that the 
negotiators decided to take this stance 
to encourage, if we are to arm our­
selves, that we arm ourselves with 
bombers instead of these nonrecallable 
ICBM's? 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is very ac­
curate. I would just emphasize that a 

point a little bit more if I might in re­
sponse to the very point the Senator 
from Hawaii is now making. That is 
why, if we would accept this amend­
ment, we would for all intents and 
purposes kill any chances of coming to 
a START agreement with the Soviet 
Union, because, as the Senator from 
Hawaii has so well pointed out, that is 
an integral part of the agreement we 
are working on now, and without that 
the United States would not be fairly 
treated in any give-and-take proposi­
tion as regards the deterrent if we 
eliminated the B-2. 

Mr. INOUYE. So what the Senator 
is suggesting is that this amendment 
goes beyond just the budget con­
straints; it involves the START talks? 

Mr. EXON. Again, the Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank my distin­
guished friend from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. The Senator from 
Hawaii, if I might just respond a little 
bit further, indicated a $315 million a 
plane cost. The Armed Services Com­
mittee has that set at $295 million. I 
do not know where the $20 million dif­
ference is. 

Mr. INOUYE. The difference of the 
$20 million could come from our 
having slightly different program in­
formation from the Air Force. 

Mr. EXON. Came from where? 
Mr. INOUYE. Perhaps it is slightly 

different information from the Air 
Force. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

GRAHAM). The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how 

much time is remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Vermont controls 30 
minutes 47 seconds; the Senator from 
Hawaii controls 17 minutes and 17 sec­
onds. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. COHEN addressed t h e Ch air. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Wh o 

yields t ime to the Senator from 
Maine? 

Mr. LEAHY. Does the Senator from 
Maine wish to take time from the pro­
ponents or the opponents? 

Mr. COHEN. Actually, I would like 
half from each. 

Mr. LEAHY. How much time does 
the Senator from Maine want? 

Mr. COHEN. I would perhaps need 3 
or 4 minutes total. 

Mr. LEAHY. I ask unanimous con­
sent that each side be able to yield 1¥2 
minutes each of their time. 

Mr. EXON. I thought he said 3 or 4. 
Can we make that 2 minutes each? 

Mr. LEAHY. Fine. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

unanimous-consent request is 2 min­
utes from each side for the Senator 
from Maine. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Maine. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I asked 

each of the leaders to yield me time 
because I was not sure whether I 
should speak against or for the 
amendment because I think there 
have been some overstatements made 
on both sides. 

On the one hand, a great deal has 
been made with the statement that 
without the B-2 there will never be a 
START agreement signed. That pre­
sumes that the B-2 is going to fly, 
technically speaking, not to mention 
fiscally speaking. 

So if the B-2 were to miss some of 
the hoops and we decide we really 
should not build a plane that does not 
meet the specifications, we would 
never have a START agreement? That 
simply is not the case nor is that the 
testimony before the Armed Services 
Committee. 

The START agreement is not 
doomed without B-2. It may be de­
layed without the B-2, but it is not 
doomed. I say that, and I also want to 
challenge the statement that the Pen­
tagon is simply teasing the Soviet 
economy with enormous costs for a 
new system. I do not think that is the 
motivation. We have had a strategic 
triad over the years. This is an at­
tempt to modernize one leg of that 
triad. And there are those individuals 
who have always been opposed to sys­
tems we have available or those in de­
velopment and always in favor of a 
system in the distant future. 

I think the B-2 technology is revolu­
tionary. I do not think there is any 
question about that. The real issue is 
whether or not the mission still re­
tains viability in view of the costs in­
volved. 

B-2 is held out as being slow flying. 
Indeed it is. Recallable, indeed, it is. 
Stabilizing, indeed, it is. But so is the 
B-1 bomber. That is also slow flying, 
recallable, stabilizing. And what we 
have to do is reach a judgment as to 
whether or not the B-1 bomber outfit­
ted with air-launched cruise missiles, 
stealthy air-launched cruise missiles, 
would not pose just as severe a threat 
to the Soviet Union as the B-2. That is 
a judgment that may have to wait for 
further evidence but is one that I am 
inclined to believe is more and more 
supportable. 

Second point is this: The B-2 
bomber-and I have heard all of the 
discussion here today-is more attrac­
tive because of the so-called counting 
rules. The counting rules have been 
preliminarily established by agree­
ment, but the rule for the bomber was 
actually proposed by the Soviets. They 
proposed the counting rule which 
gives the B-2 a count of one, even 

though it may have 20 gravity bombs 
on board. It gets a count of one. 

It seems to me that you could 
change the counting rule and have a 
B-1 carrying 20 ALCM's, for example, 
and have that count as one. So the 
real key is whether or not we can or 
should change the counting rule. It 
seems to me we have to weigh the 
technology involved with air-launched 
cruise missiles, stealthy air-launched 
cruise missiles on a B-1 against the B-
2 technology. I think that is a very 
close call. 

I await the further deliberations 
that will come before the Senate to­
night. But I am leaning more and 
more toward the conclusion that the 
mission for the B-2 bomber, a pene­
trating bomber, no longer has the via­
bility that I once or we once thought 
it did, that we can accomplish virtual­
ly the same thing by having a standoff 
capability with the B-1 with air­
launched cruise missiles. 

We could alter the counting rules so 
as to favor the B-1 without the neces­
sity of going to a B-2. We ought to 
send at least a signal to the Pentagon. 
I have heard rumcrs that there is sen­
timent among the Joint Chiefs to 
eliminate the current counting rule 
proposed by the United States which 
gives a favorable discount to bombers 
deployed with air-launched cruise mis­
siles. 

If I may have 1 additional minute 
from the Senator from Vermont. 

Right now-and I would just take a 
bit of issue with what the Senator 
from Hawaii mentioned a moment 
ago-the B-2 counts as one under the 
Reykjavik counting rules. But the B-1 
outfitted with ALCM's would count 
only as 10, assuming they even had 20, 
it would count as 10. 

So there is a discount rule for the B-
1 with ALCM's as well as the B-2. 
There has been some sentiment ex­
pressed that the members of Joint 
Chiefs might be inclined to change 
that counting ruling to eliminate any 
discount in favor of an ALCM-carrying 
bomber. I think that would be a very, 
very serious mistake at this point in 
time. 

We may not have a B-2. If we were 
to have a counting rule which counted 
the B-1 with ALCM's on board as one 
for one; namely, 20, we would lock our­
selves into a position where you might 
not have the B-2 and you have negoti­
ated away the benefits of having a B-1 
with ALCM's. 

So I think we ought to send that 
signal at the very least to the Penta­
gon not to change that rule. I hope we 
could even go back and reconfigure 
the counting rule to favor the B-1 out­
fitted with ALCM's. 

I thank the Chair for its patience 
and my time. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 1 
minute to myself as the proponent of 
the measure. 

I thought the Senator from Nebras­
ka and I also thought the Senator 
from Hawaii made it very clear that if 
we do not proceed with the B-2, and if 
the B-2 is never in our inventory, the 
START agreement is essentially dead 
in the water as of now. 

I did not mean to indicate-and I do 
not think we did in our remarks-that 
it would be dead forever. What I am 
saying is-and I think we should agree 
on one point-if the B-2 for whatever 
reason never enters our inventory, 
then the START agreement has been 
put off for months, more likely many, 
many years because we would have to 
renegotiate the whole proposition. 
That might be possible in the long 
term. 

I simply say that the head of the 
Strategic Air Command has testified 
publicly before the Armed Services 
Committee that by the year 1992 or 
1993, the effectiveness of the bomber 
leg, the air-breathing leg of our triad, 
would be cut in half because of the 
combination of aging aircraft, basical­
ly the B-52, and the increased Soviet 
defenses against the B-52, and our in­
ventory of B-1's. 

So I think that point should be 
made very, very clear. Regardless, we 
might disagree on the time but there 
can be no argument that if the B-2, 
for whatever reason, fails to be part of 
our third leg of our triad, then the 
START agreement is going to be de­
layed at best, and there is a possibility 
that it might not ever come to pass. 

I reserve the remainder of our time. 
Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the Senator for 
yielding. 

I was delighted by the discussion by 
the Senator from Maine which sound­
ed to me like a pretty good analysis as 
to why we ought to support this 
amendment. 

I would like to, first of all, before 
getting into some of the budget impli­
cations, to go further on the discussion 
by the Senator from Maine about the 
mission of this bomber. 

We talk about this bomber as being 
absolutely essential for the triad. 
What we are really talking about is 
one leg of the Triad where we already 
have a redundant capability, making 
the leg of the triad a multi, tens and 
tens of billions dollars, just a little bit 
safer. Does that make sense? Probably 
not. 

Second, in talking about the mission 
of this, the original justification of the 
Air Force was that this was to go after 
mobile targets. They gave that up 
about the same time they came in 
with the other justification that we 
had to build a B-2 because of START. 
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When we had that discussion in the 

Armed Services Committee, General 
Chain and others came up and said 
they had to have the B-2 in order to 
get START. When pushed by some of 
us at the bottom of the committee, we 
began to see them backing off that a 
bit. You get into how you recount if 
that is the appropriate thing we can 
do. We also already have 8,000 war­
heads. The START ceiling is 6,000. Do 
we not have enough on that front? Of 
course, we do. 

There is a bit if, I sa.y, hyperbole in 
the relationship of the B-2 and having 
to do START. 

Fourth, they came in this mission 
and began to say to us that they had 
to have the B-2 because of all of the 
brushfire warfare that we were getting 
into. Seriously, are we going to use a 
bomber that costs hundreds of mil­
lions of dollars to attack a tent out in 
the African desert? I seriously do not 
think that we are going to. But leaving 
aside the mission, everybody got very 
confused up one side and down the 
other with the mission and counting 
and START Treaty, and so on. This is 
a bomber in search of a mission; we 
have seen its changed mission now 
four times. More important, we ought 
to talk about the priorities as to what 
we are here to debate and to think 
about. What is going on in this coun­
try today? 

Mr. President, I suggest and remind 
my fellow Senators that we have a def­
icit of at least $100 billion by OMB's 
numbers, $130 billion by CBO's num­
bers, and any honest counting, putting 
in the real numbers, which include 
Social Security, as the Senator from 
Nebraska has said very clearly, we 
have no $130 billion deficit, but a $230 
billion deficit, and growing. 

Not only do we have that deficit, 
which is a cancer on the economy of 
this country, a cancer on our foreign 
trade situation, and a cancer on our 
ability to do anything in the future, 
we cannot invest in bridges, highways, 
tunnels, railroads, and education, just 
at a time when the capability of our 
young people is declining. We cannot 
even go about taking on the drug 
issue. 

We h ave been debating for 2 weeks 
$1 billion in dr.ugs, two B-2 bombers. 
We have been debating an enormous 
clash over that $1 billion, taking up a 
tt·emendous amount more interest and 
concern in this body, as it should, than 
this bomber program, which is a $70 
billion program. 

Ou:r priorities are truly out of 
whack. Th ey are truly out of whack 
within t he military at a time when 
military has t o cut its budget, Mr. 
President. 

The Senator from Vermont was very 
clear. Look at the red ink, look at how 
much the military already has to cut 
its budget. They are trying to add to it 
with the B-2 bomber. We do not have 

that kind of money within the Depart­
ment of Defense, and we do not have 
that kind of capability to spend within 
the overall budget program. 

I know very few Senators on this 
floor who will come out here and be 
100-percent advocates for the B-2. 
Almost everybody is une~y about the 
B-2, and getting increasingly uneasy 
as the mission gets a little bit more 
slippery to get a handle on, as the De­
fense Department numbers get tight­
er, and as our overall budget picture 
gets worse and worse. 

Everybody, I think, or almost every­
body, is uncomfortable. We are going 
to get more uncomfortable when the 
cost goes from 550 to 650 to 750. 

Mr. President, if we follow the same 
pattern that the B-1 program followed 
in terms of cost overruns, if we follow 
that same trendline the B-1 had, this 
bomber is going to cost $1 billion a 
copy. Let us get serious. Are we or do 
we really believe that we are prepared 
and want to spend $1 billion for a 
single airplane? 

I suggest that not only within the 
Department of Defense are our prior­
ities wrong, but overall our priorities 
are wrong, and we are going to have to 
make this decision. Let us do it now. 
Let us not nickel and dime it to death. 
Do it now by supporting the amend­
ment which is in front of the Senate 
today. 

Mr. President, at the time the B-2 
was put on the drawing boards in the 
late 1970's, it may well have seemed an 
appropriate response to the pressing 
challenges facing America. But as we 
enter the last decade of this century, 
the B-2 seems a glaring symbol of mis­
placed priorities. The world has 
changed dramatically around us, and 
we must have the wisdom and the abil­
ity to keep pace with the change. It is 
in that spirit that Senators LE~.HY, 
HATFIELD, SASSER, ROCKEFELLER, LIE­
BERMAN, and I offer this amendment. 

In the late 1970's, the Nation was 
embroiled in debt over the need to 
strengthen America's defense in light 
of Soviet adventurism, our emergence 
from the post-Vietnam syndrome, and 
the perceived need to bolster Ameri­
can leadership of our security alli­
ances. As we enter the 1990's, we face 
the twin trade and budget deficits 
which threaten to undermine the very 
foundations of our national strength. 
We face a worldwide environmental 
crisis, with untold implications for eco­
nomic and political stability in the 
next century. Our national infrastruc­
ture is crumbling, our education 
system is failing-eroding our ability 
t o be competitive in the global market 
of the 1990's. The cancer of drug 
abuse is destroying untold numbers of 
our countrymen. These are t he chal­
lenges we as a nation must stand up to 
in the 1990's. 

In light of these challenges, the Air 
Force is laying claim to $50 billion of 

national treasure to procure 132 
Stealth bombers to add further redun­
dancy to our overwhelming strategic 
nuclear arsenal-to "make the rubble 
bounce" in Churchill's phrase. The na­
tional security challenges we face are 
not in this arena, Mr. President. Those 
challenges are far more subtle and in­
tractable-which perhaps explains 
why we focus so easily on weapons sys­
tems. 

M1·. President, as we debate the B-2 
on the Senate floor this week, we are 
all aware that next month we may 
face the spect~r of a Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings cequester for fiscal year 1990. 
The Congressional Budget Office 
claims that the projected Federal defi­
cit for fiscal year 1990 is likely to be 
$24 billion above the fiscal year 1990 
Gramm-Rudman target of $100 billion. 
A sequester of that magnitude will 
mean cuts of $12 billion in the Depart­
ment of Defense for fiscal year 1990-
and if the President chooses to exempt 
military pay from that sequester, the 
entire $12 billion will be cut from pro­
curement, research and development, 
and operations and maintenance. 

The impact of that notional seques­
ter for fiscal year 1990 should be at 
the front of every Senator's mind as 
we debate the fate of the B-2. The 
budget pressures are only going to in­
crease, and with it, the competition for 
a shrinking pool of resources for na­
tional defense. Under Gramm­
Rudman, we are expected to further 
reduce the Federal deficit from $124 
bilHon in fiscal year 1990 to zero by 
fiscal year 1993. During this same 
time, the administration's projection 
for B-2 funding goes from $4.7 billion 
to $8.4 billion in 1993. 

The pressure on the budget is not 
likely to let up. If you remove trust 
fund revenues from the Federal 
budget our current deficit is close to 
$240 billion. To this we must add all 
un.ioreseen yet urgent needs, such as: 
Envirolli"llental cleanup at our nuclear 
weapons complex, estimated at over 
$100 billion; the savings & loan bailout 
at $160 billkn; and capital improve­
ments in our Nation's infrastructure 
of highways, bridges, and other public 
services. The Economic Policy Insti­
tute suggests, for example, that we 
will need to spend at least $30 billion 
to address our infrastructure prob­
lems-or face declining productivity. 

In addition to these macrobudget 
pressures, the Pentagon's own 5-year 
defense plan [FYDPJ is counting on 
resources that are not likely going to 
be there. The Comptroller General of 
t he United States told the Senate 
Armed Services Committee this year 
that planned defense spending over 
t he next 5 years may outpace actual 
funding by $150 billion. The current 5-
year plan assumes unrealistically low 
inflat ion, and a commitment to real in­
creases in defense spending over that 
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period; it is also over the President's 
budget by $48 billion. All of these fac­
tors suggest that additional program 
cuts of $150 billion will have to be 
made at DOD-roughly a $30 billion 
annual cut in the administration's re­
quest. 

During the defense spend-up of the 
first Reagan term, the opportunity 
costs of new programs were not felt 
because the entire budget was growing 
at such a dramatic rate. The opposite 
will be true in the coming years: In a 
shrinking budget, programs like the 
B-2 will increasingly be seen in terms 
of what we must give up to fund them. 
This will force upon us some very 
tough choices about the amount of ad­
ditional security by investing in a 
given program. I do not think the B-2 
can stand that test. 

Mr. President, I would pose two very 
simple questions: "Do we need the B-
2?" and "Can we afford it?" The 
answer in both cases, in my view, is a 
clear no. 

The Air Force argues that we need 
the B-2 to maintain the strategic triad 
of land-based ballistic missiles, subma­
rine-launched missiles, and strategic 
bombers. Yet our strategic forces have 
today and will have in the foreseeable 
future an awesome destructive capac­
ity-more than adequate to deter 
Soviet aggression. 

In the land-based leg of our strategic 
triad we deploy 1,000 missiles carrying 
a total of 2,450 warheads. More than 
half of these warheads, carried on MX 
and Minuteman III missiles armed 
with new Mk-12 warheads, have suffi­
cient accuracy to destroy such critical 
hardened targets as ballistic missile 
silos. The remaining warheads, de­
ployed on Minuteman II missiles, are 
huge 1-2 megaton warheads-each one 
capable of completely leveling even 
the largest Soviet city with a single 
blast. 

In our sea-based leg, we have 34 
highly survivable submarines carrying 
an astounding total of 5,312 warheads. 
Again, well over half of these war­
heads are deployed on the modern C-4 
Trident I missile that has increased 
range and explosive yield over older C-
3 Poseidon missiles. Furthermore, with 
the addition in the near future of the 
Trident II D-5 missile, our submarine 
fleet will not only gain added destruc­
tive power and range, but also the ac­
curacy to threaten time-urgent hard­
ened targets. In fact, the D-5 will 
nearly double American hard target 
kill capability. Mr. President, this de­
terrent force alone could inflict such 
horrible destruction on the Soviet 
homeland that even if a Soviet plan­
ner could be assured of destroying the 
other two legs of our triad, the de­
structive force contained in our sea­
based leg would surely deter him from 
any aggressive action. 

Last, in the air-based leg of our triad 
we have 372 aircraft-including 100 B-

lB bombers-carrying approximately 
5,500 warheads. Some 3,400 of these 
warheads are carried on highly accu­
rate cruise missiles, which have the 
same capability to destroy Soviet com­
mand centers and hardened targets as 
do the weapons to be carried on the B-
2. These weapons are, of course, in ad­
dition to the many short-range attack 
missiles [SRAM'sl and gravity bombs 
that both the B-52, the B-1, and the 
FB-111 are designed to carry. 

This Nation possesses over 13,000 
strategic nuclear warheads-3,000 
more than the Soviet Union. The total 
explosive yield in the U.S. strategic 
force structure is equal to approxi­
mately 2,500 megatons. In Europe, 
even after the implementation of the 
INF Treaty, we have 250 nuclear mis­
siles, 4,000 nuclear capable artillery 
tubes, and 1,600 strike aircraft capable 
of reaching Soviet territory with nu­
clear weapons. Today, the President of 
the United States has the authority to 
release more explosive power in a half 
an hour than has been released in 
every previous war in the history hu­
mankind combined. 

B-2 proponents argue that without 
the new Stealth bomber, our bomber 
force will be rendered impotent in the 
1990's-that if we kill the B-2 we will 
be effectively forefeiting the bomber 
leg of our strategic triad. Mr. Presi­
dent, we are led by rhetoric from the 
need for a triad to the need for a pene­
trating bomber to the need for B-2. 
But what are we really talking about? 

In the simplest terms, we require 
sufficient retaliatory nuclear weapons 
to hold key Soviet targets at risk and 
thereby deter the Soviets. Obviously, 
the B-2 provides additional capability 
to strike Soviet targets-and therefore 
can be said to provide greater options 
to the President. But it is a redundant 
capability-virtually all the targets we 
need to hold at risk can be covered by 
other means: Minuteman, MX, Tri­
dent D-5, and air- and sea-launched 
cruise missiles. Can we afford an addi­
tional $50 billion to provide greater re­
dundancy and cross targeting options? 
Would such an expenditure buy the 
United States 50 billion dollars worth 
of national security? I do not think so. 

Does the B-2 perform a unique stra­
tegic mission which justifies its pro­
curement? The Air Force originally 
based its case for the B-2 on its ability 
to carry out a unique mission-to 
locate and destroy mobile targets, such 
as the SS-24 ballistic missile deployed 
on Soviet railcars. But there is a con­
tradiction between hiding and seeing 
in this case, because to see mobile tar­
gets the B-2 would have to emit radar 
signals which would give away its loca­
tion. Alternative methods, such as hi­
static radar, are far in the future. The 
Air Force no longer justifies procure­
ment of the B-2 on this mission. 

The only unique strategic mission 
for the B-2, combining the great accu-

racy and high yield of B-2 weapons, 
appears to be the destruction of Soviet 
underground command bunkers many 
hours after the commencement of nu­
clear war. But does that make sense? 
Without Soviet leaders to talk to and 
to control their forces, how can a nu­
clear war ever be stopped? 

Recently, the B-2 has taken on the 
additional mission of selective conven­
tional strikes. This new mission was 
not part of the original requirement 
for B-2, and it is of course true that B-
2 could be used in a conventional 
mode. But do we really need such an 
aircraft to strike targets in places like 
Libya? Would we really use it for such 
a mission? Even if one accepts that we 
would, as Senator COHEN put it, send a 
Rolls Royce into a combat zone to pick 
up the groceries, it is hard to justify 
purchasing 132 B-2 bombers for that 
purpose. The pending amendment 
would leave 13 B-2 in the inventory, a 
more than sufficient force to deal with 
most conventional missions. 

Mr. President, much has been said 
recently about another B-2 mission­
its role in the strategic arms control 
talks. At a hearing before the Armed 
Services Committee on July 21, senior 
Air Force officials stated that without 
the B-2 they would not be able to sup­
port the current U.S. Strategic Arms 
Reduction Treaty [START] proposal. 
The linkage between B-2 and START 
is in part an attempt to shore up sup­
port for the B-2 by holding START 
hostage to production of the new 
bomber. 

But this linkage is also based in the 
START counting rules which allow us 
to build penetrating bombers by heavi­
ly discounting those weapons. That is 
an advantage-some would call it a 
loophole-we built into the treaty at 
the Reykjavik summit, arguing that 
bombers don't have the same probabil­
ity of reaching targets as missiles and 
should therefore be discounted. 

Thus, under START each bomber 
counts as only one warhead, although 
they may carry many nuclear weapons 
aboard. The 132 B-2's are programmed 
to carry 20 nuclear weapons internal­
ly, making them capable of delivering 
2,640 nuclear weapons. For this 
reason, the advertised START war­
heard limit of 6,000 per side would 
translate into closer to 9,000 on our 
side because of the B-2 advantage. 
The bomber discount was considered a 
major Soviet concession, because in 
the long run, few believe the Soviet 
side will maintain as large a bomber 
force as ours. As Senator CoHEN point­
ed out in debate on the defense au­
thorization bill, it is difficult to under­
stand why the Soviets agreed to this 
counting rule if they are so concerned 
about the threat posed by m&llfted 
bombers. 

The Air Force seems to be suggest­
ing that without the 2,600 weapons 
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the B-2 could ultimately carry, the 
United States will not have enough 
nuclear weapons to ensure deterrence. 
Even without the B-2, under START 
the United States will have some 5,000 
ballistic missile warheads, most of 
which carry the explosive power of 
dozens of Hiroshimas-and some 3,000 
bomber weapons and air-launched 
cruise missiles of similarly ferocious 
power. Are 8,000 weapons not enough 
to convince Soviet leaders that a nu­
clear war would cause their country 
unacceptable damage? On the con­
trary, recent studies indicate that cur­
rent United States strategic doctrine 
could be maintained after START I 
and even after a second treaty reduc­
ing United States and Soviet forces to 
some 3,000 weapons. 

Mr. President, perhaps the cost of 
B-2 would not be so controversial had 
we not just completed B-1 production. 
President Carter car tceled the B-1 pro­
gram in favor of ... eliance on cruise 
missile-equipped B-52's and a new 
Stealth bomber. But rather than ad­
hering to this decision, the Weinberg­
er Pentagon sought and received funds 
to proceed with B-1, while researching 
B-2 and outfitting B-52's with air­
launched cruise missiles. The result is 
that in the 1980's, nearly half of the 
budget for strategic forces has been 
consumed by the bomber force. We 
have spent a staggering $100 billion on 
our strategic bomber force in the last 
decade. And now we are told this is not 
enough. Now we are told that we need 
to spend an additional $50 billion for 
B-2. 

Secretary Cheney asked the Con­
gress not to "nickel and dime" the B-2 
program because that will inevitably 
drive its cost to patently absurd levels. 
At $550 million per aircraft, we have 
already stepped into the realm of the 
absurd. And the $550 million figure as­
sumes a buy of 132 aircraft, which few 
honestly believe will take place. We 
must add the costs, estimated at $5 bil­
lion, of the Levin warranty provision, 
and the additional costs incurred as we 
slow the rate of production: the Air 
Force claims that the Aspin-Synar B-2 
amendment cutting $1 billion in fiscal 
year 1990 will add $3.5 billion in addi­
tional costs to the B-2 program. The 
B-2 will end up being the first aircraft 
to break the $1 billion barrier. 

The Senate voted almost unanimous­
ly for an amendment to the DOD au­
thorization bill that placed perform­
ance fences around the B-2 program 
funding. The unassailable notion that 
we should not buy the B-2 if it does 
not work was supported overwhelm­
ingly. But what we did not address is 
whether we should buy the B-2 even if 
it does perform as advertised: Do we 
need it? Can we afford it? The pending 
amendment offers that opportunity. If 
Senators believe that we will not end 
up buying an operational force of B-

2's, they should vote now to stop pro­
duction. 

Many Senators might feel that it is 
too early to kill this program, but the 
costs of indecision are high. CRS esti­
mates that the cost of program termi­
nation would be approximately $1 bil­
lion. This amendment would cut $2.5 
billion in fiscal year 1990 production 
moneys-from which $1 billion in pro­
gram termination would have to be 
added back for a net savings of $1.5 
billion. The cost of proceeding 
through fiscal year 1991 will be an ad­
ditional $3.8 billion; through fiscal 
year 1992, an additional $6.8 billion. 
Our former colleague, Senator Dirk­
sen, would appreciate that delaying B-
2 program termination runs into real 
money. 

America faces enormous challenges 
in the 1990's. Rebuilding our economic 
strength, adapting to a changing inter­
national political order, addressing 
global environmental degradation will 
all demand our attention and re­
sources. Managing national security in 
a world of increasing demands on 
scarce resources will require that we 
choose between the desirable and the 
necessary. 

B-2 is not necessary. I am convinced 
that we will see that to be the case, 
and hope that we will not allow our in­
decision and delay to squander scarce 
resources. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from West Virginia is recog­
nized. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the 
Senator from Vermont for yielding to 
the junior Senator from West Virgin­
ia. 

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of 
this amendment that will terminate 
procurement funding for the B-2 
bomber after the 13 planes currently 
in production have been completed. 

To put it bluntly, I have become 
more and more outraged as the story 
of the development of this plane has 
emerged. I deeply regret that the 
project was included in the so-called 
black portion of the Defense Depart­
ment budget for so long and that over 
$22 billion of taxpayers' money has 
been spent without adequate congres­
sional and public oversight. I am not 
sure what benefit there was from a 
decade and a half of secrecy on this 
project. Sometimes I think that the 
purpose was not to keep information 
from the Soviet Union but to keep the 
Congress and the American taxpayer 
in the dark. 

I had hoped that the B-2 bomber 
would improve our Nation's defense, 
but I must object to it on two 
grounds-need and cost. 

The B-2 is technology in search of a 
mission. Originally the purpose of the 
B-2 was said to be to destroy Soviet 
mobile missiles. Yet now the Air Force 
admits that the B-2 cannot do this on 
its own. It will need a costly new satel­
lite system to locate these targets. But 
no one knows if those satellites would 
be able to find the mobile targets or if, 
in the middle of a nuclear war, the sat­
ellites would even be operating. In any 
case, even the Air Force won't defend 
the B-2 on the basis of its original mis­
sion. 

Now we hear that the B-2 will be 
used against fixed targets. An ad­
vanced cruise missile can do the job 
just as effectively at a fraction of the 
cost. 

The B-2 was originally supposed to 
be used for high altitude flight. Now it 
has been redesigned to fly at treetop 
level, the reason evidently being that 
this will help in avoiding detection. 
But this will reduce the distance it can 
fly and will require in-flight refueling 
which increase the possibility of detec­
tion. Besides, if the stealth technology 
works so well, why does the B-2 need 
to be operated in this inefficient 
manner to avoid detection? 

Consider Soviet air defenses. Is the 
huge expenditure for the B-2 neces­
sary when a German youngster was 
able to fly a small plane from Finland, 
penetrate Soviet airspace, and land in 
Red Square without detection? Is it 
necessary when Warsaw Pact radar 
was unable to detect the flight of a 
MIG-23 without a pilot from Poland 
to Belgium? These events raise serious 
questions about the Air Force's evalua­
tion of present and future Soviet air 
defense capabilities. 

Another claim is that the B-2 can be 
used for specific antiterrorist missions. 
We need new ways to fight terrorism, 
but the B-2 does not provide us with 
an additional alternative. The B-2 was 
designed to be a high-tech nuclear de­
livery system. It hardly seems wise to 
risk a $550 million bomber to take out 
a $10 million bridge. A cheap, highly 
accurate, pilotless weapon would cer­
tainly be a better alternative. 

It this is not enough of a reason to 
question seriously the need for the B-
2 bomber, the cost certainly is. 

The cost estimates of the 132 planes 
in the B-2 program are truly outra­
geous. Two years ago, the total esti­
mated cost was $58 billion. Today, the 
Pentagon says it will cost $70 billion, 
or more than half a billion dollars per 
plane. Others estimate that the ulti­
mate cost could be as much as $750 
million to $1 billion per plane. The 
total budget for the B-2 bomber pro­
gram has increased by almost $17 bil­
lion over the last 2 years. And these 
figures don't even include lifetime 
maintenance costs, which will increase 
it dramatically. 
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As we all know, this is an ~ra of lim­

ited Federal resources. We car..not 
fund everything we want ·l· fund, or 
even everything that we c.J ~arly need 
to maintain a secure, huma..ne nation. 
We are fighting and struggling to 
figure out how to pay for the drug 
war. We are desperately looking for 
antidrug funds while we are throwing 
over half a billion dollars into each B-
2 bomber. This is a major reason why I 
cannot support the B-2 program. 

We in the Senate have a responsi­
bilty to watch how we spend every 
dollar, in both domestic programs and 
on defense. Yet the General Account­
ing Office recently concluded that 
President Bush's 5-year defense plan 
would require as much as $125 billion 
more than is budgeted in the plan. 
The B-2 makes up a significant part of 
this irresponsible plan. We are going 
to cripple our conventional forces in 
order to fund huge, strategic programs 
with very limited application. That is 
just plain dumb. 

Let me put the cost of a single B-2 
bomber into perspective. For the cost 
of three B-2 bombers, we could com­
plete the Appalachian Regional Com­
mission highway system in West Vir­
ginia, a project that is vital to the eco­
nomic development of the entire 
region and the Nation. Two-thirds of 
one single B-2 bomber would fund the 
total Federal budget for community 
health centers. These centers provide 
primary care services to the millions of 
Americans who are medically under­
served and unserved. A single B-2 
bomber would finance the Federal 
Government's block grant for mater­
nal and child health. The National In­
stitute of Aging could be financed for 
less than we would spend on half of a 
single B-2 bomber. 

Now, I am not suggesting, by these 
examples, that cancellation of the B-2 
program would provide us with a so­
called "dividend" that could be used in 
other vital areas. My point is that the 
cost of the B-2 bomber is totally out 
of proportion to the benefits gained, 
to the rest of the Federal budget, and 
to our national priorities. 

As a final point, I recognize that 
technology can change quickly and 
that strategic requirements change as 
well. For that reason, this amendment 
provides for the completion of the 13 
B-2 bombers currently under produc­
tion. It also provides funding for test 
flights and continued res_earch and de­
velopment. In this way, we can build 
on the technology already developed, 
but we don't have to put the technolo­
gy into this incredibly expensive 
bomber. I do not oppose the concept 
of stealth. I do oppose, however, the 
way in which the technology has been 
allowed to run amok in this program. I 
urge all my colleagues to support this 
amendment and terminate the B-2 
program. 

I thank the Chair and I especially 
thank the Senator from Vermont for 
his patience. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont controls 13 
minutes and 2 seconds. 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from 
Hawaii? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii controls 13 min­
utes and 8 seconds. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I do not 
know if we have other Senators on my 
side who wish to speak. I see the dis­
tinguished Senator from Oregon. Does 
he wish to speak? I will yield shortly 
to the distinguished senior Senator 
from Oregon. Let me just say a couple 
things, Mr. President, while waiting. 

I will inform Senators on this side 
that if they wish to speak in favor of 
my amendment we have about 10 or 11 
minutes remaining. We will probably 
go to a vote before 8 o'clock. 

Mr. President, I wish to respond to 
some of the more astounding argu­
ments against my amendment that I 
have heard here tonight. First, it has 
been claimed that without the B-2 
there will not be a START agreement . 
That is· simply not so. In fact, it sad­
dens me that the proponents of the B-
2 will hang their arguments on a 
threat that somehow the B-2 is neces­
sary for arms control. 

I cannot believe for one moment 
that the President of the United 
States and the President of the Soviet 
Union, who have made commitments 
to their own countries and to the 
world that they are going to cut the 
number of nuclear weapons by 50 per­
cent, are going to walk away from that 
commitment dependent upon what we 
do on the Leahy amendment here to­
night. It makes no sense whatsoever. 

Do Senators really believe the com­
mitment made by President Bush and 
President Gorbachev hangs on wheth­
er we build the B-2 or not? I do not be­
lieve it does. I can tell you right now I 
cannot imagine any negotiator in 
Geneva on either side who really be­
lieves President Bush's or President 
Gorbachev's commitment will be af­
fected based on what we do here to­
night. 

Second, it was said that the B-2 only 
costs $315 million apiece. That figure 
ignores the fact that we have already 
spent $23 billion on the B-2 program 
and somehow that $23 billion does not 
count. Well, it does count to the Amer­
ican taxpayers. Twenty-three billion 
dollars is twenty-three billion dollars. 
That is an awful lot of money. 

Third, the opponents said the B-2 is 
essential for strategic stability and de­
terrence. 

Mr. President, the United States and 
the Soviets even under START will 

have 7,000 to R.,OOO warheads on 170 
strategic bombers, 1,500 ballistic mis­
siles and 2,000 cruise missiles. With 
that awesome power no sane leader in 
the world is going to attack the United 
States. Deterrence is going to be 
secure with or without the B-2. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, fol­
lowing consultation with the distin­
guished Republican leader I ask unani­
mous consent that immediately follow­
ing the vote on the disposition of the 
pending Leahy amendment, the de­
fense appropriations bill be temporari­
ly laid aside and the Senate proceed 
without any intervening action or 
debate to third reading and vote on 
final passage of two appropriations 
bills in sequence: First, H.R. 2939, the 
foreign operations appropriations bill, 
and then H.R. 299i), the Labor-HHS 
appropriations bill. I further ask unan· 
imous consent that the rollcall votes 
on these bills be 10 minutes each. 

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to request the 
yeas and nays with one show of sec­
onds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the single show of 
seconds? Without objection it is so or­
dered. Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays on each item is 
ordered on a 10-minute rollcall vote 
for each. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, so 
Senators will understand what is to 
occur, a vote on the pending Leahy 
amendment is scheduled to commence 
at approximately 8:10 p.m. That will 
be a regular 15-minute vote. It will 
then be followed immediately by two 
10-minute rollcall votes each on the 
two listed appropriations bills. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if the ma­
jority leader will yield, will it be his in­
tention to have other amendments 
after those votes tonight? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, it is my under­
standing that Senator BUMPERS has an 
amendment dealing with Korea troop 
levels and that should take about an 
hour, and I anticipate that will be the 
final rollcall vote tonight, following 
which we will attempt to obtain con­
sent on the broad agreement affecting 
the drug program which the distin­
guished Republican leader and I have 
been discussing during the day. 

Mr. DOLE. I understand Senator 
STEVENS may have a substitute to the 
Bumpers amendment which may take 
30 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON. I thought I under­

stood that the committee amendments 
would be the first order of business 
after the Leahy amendment. Is that 
not correct? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I regret that I was 
not informed in that regard. But I will 
ask the distinguished manager. 

Mr. INOUYE. We could take up the 
SDI amendment before the Bumpers 
amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I believe that is 
the regular order. 

Mr. INOUYE. Yes, we intend to set 
that aside to take up this Bumpers 
Korea amendment that the Senator is 
involved in. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator 
would set the SDI aside? 

Mr. INOUYE. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I think if we could 

do that. We really had most of the 
debate I think on SDI. 

Mr. MITCHELL. It was not my in­
tention to have the discussion between 
the distinguished Republican leader 
and myself intrude upon the specific 
order in which the managers would 
take up the amendment. I leave that 
to them, which way. 

If I could ask the Senator from Lou­
isiana, how much time would he need 
on SDI? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I think SDI could 
be handled in 30 minutes or less. 

Mr. INOUYE. May I inquire of Sena­
tor BuMPERS how much time he would 
need? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I would anticipate­
Senator JoHNSTON and Senator BENT­
SEN are both chief cosponsors. I would 
want to clear it with them-but I 
would anticipate it should not take 
over an hour. 

Mr. INOUYE. An hour equally divid­
ed? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. 
Mr. DOLE. I think Senator STEVENS 

has a substitute. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I am not aware of 

that. 
Mr. INOUYE. The substitute will 

take 30 minutes, equally divided. So it 
is an hour and a half, equally divided. 

Mr. BUMPERS. We are looking at 
the hour of midnight then? 

Mr. INOUYE. No. 
Mr. BUMPERS. That is fine with 

me. 
Mr. INOUYE. We will be out of here 

by 10:30. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I will leave that to 

the manager. 
Mr. BUMPERS. If the distinguished 

floor manager and the distinguished 
majority leader will yield, just to clari­
fy this, following these votes, we are 
going to SDI amendment and then the 
Korea amendment? 

Mr. INOUYE. Yes. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Sena­

tor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time on the pending amend­
ment? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, let 
me first thank my colleague from Ver­
mont for initiating this amendment. 
He and I have been on this floor many 
times over the years trying to inject a 
little sanity into the Federal budget. I 
am pleased to join him again, this time 
as a cospo:asor of his amendment. 

This debate, Mr. President, is about 
more than just the B-2 bomber. This 
bomber is about how much is enough. 
And it is high time-indeed, past 
time-that we admit that we have 
enough in our military arsenals. More 
than enough. 

How I wish that we could say that 
about other parts of the budget. How I 
wish we could say that we have 
enough health care-or enough food 
for elderly shut-ins-or enough shelter 
for this Nation's 3 million homeless 
people-or enough treatment pro­
grams for pregnant women who are 
addicted to drugs. 

But we do have enough in our arse­
nals, Mr. President. More than 
enough. 

I have spent the last week in lengthy 
negotiations to develop a payment 
plan for our Nation's war against 
drugs. The plan we have developed is 
desperately needed-but it will take $9 
billion to execute. That is for the first 
year. I do not need to tell my col­
leagues that it was tough to find that 
money. Very tough. Many worthy pro­
grams will suffer reductions-some 
more than others. In looking for off­
sets, we were forced to go line by line. 
Too often, we were forced to rob Peter 
to pay Paul. 

But now the supporters of the 
Stealth bomber want us to play by dif­
ferent rules-no close scrutiny, no 
tough choices. Just a blank check. 

Mr. President, I do not buy it. 
First, take a look at the history of 

the Stealth's mission. In the early 
1980's, we all waited with breathless 
anticipation as the Pentagon supplied 
us with tantalizing bits of information 
about a superplane which would fly 
into enemy territory without detection 
and take out mobile targets. 

But now we are told that the Stealth 
will fly at subsonic speed and is de­
signed to hit empty Soviet silos and 
military command posts. 

Why the shift? Do the officials at 
the Pentagon know something about 
the Stealth that we do not? Maybe, 
just maybe, they are not so sure that 
the technology works. They want us to 
write a blank check for 132 planes, but 
it is entirely possible that the Stealth 
simply does not work. 

Even if I were convinced that the 
plane worked, Mr. President, I do not 
believe that it will contribute to our 
security. I certainly do not believe that 
spending $550 million per plane while 
children in this country go hungry­
while millions of elderly Americans 

live in poverty-while families walk 
our streets because they do not have a 
home-contributes to our security. 

I know that some of my colleagues 
think I am missing the point. After all, 
we are not supposed to use this 
bomber anyway. 

This is supposed to help us avoid nu­
clear war-just like the MX and the 
Midgetman, and the Trident II. 
'But to those who think I am missing 

the point, I say: I understand precise­
ly. I understand the logic of deter­
rence-~nd I believe it is flawed. 

There are those who argue that the 
Stealth is critical to our negotiating 
position with the Soviet Union-that 
each $550 million plane is a bargaining 
chip. 

As one observer recently asked, Mr. 
President, how many chips can we pile 
on the bargaining table before it col­
lapses under the weight? And how 
many people can we turn away from 
shelters-how many children can we 
turn away from Head Start-before 
the moral fibers of this Nation collaps­
es too? 

Mr. President, my arguments are 
nothing new to this body. My position 
is clear. l only wish that just this once, 
my colleagues will agree that enough 
is enough. 

I thank the Senator from Vermont 
for yielding the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. INOUY~. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Nebras­
ka [Mr. EXON]. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, .i thank 
the Chair and I thank my friend from 
Hawaii. 

Let me respond, if I might, to some 
of the statements that have been 
made that I think are not entirely ac­
curate. 

First, during the debate tonight in 
support of this amendment, I heard 
that the Stealth bomber had been re­
designed as a low-flying aircraft, 
therefore requiring more fuel and that 
standard that if an airplane flies at a 
low altitude it burns more fuel than 
the higher or medium-flight aircraft. 
Somehow it was implied that that 
change was made because characteris­
tically the airplane did not do the 
stealthy job that it was designed to do. 

Well, that is not accurate. This 
plane has not been redesigned and di­
rected as a low-flying aircraft. This is 
a medium- to high-flying aircraft basi­
cally. There may be some runs that 
would require the B-2 to be at low 
level, and it would perform there as it 
has been built and thought out. But it 
is basically a high-flying, medium­
flying aircraft that evades radar be­
cause of its stealthy characteristics 
without having to rely on the usual 
characteristics of a low-flying aircraft. 

If I thought for a moment that the 
Stealth had been redesigned and was 
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programmed to be only a low-flying 
aircraft, then this would be the time 
to kill it right now. That simply is not 
the case. 

There were some statements made 
by the supporters of this amendment 
that after General Chain testified 
early in his open testimony that some 
of the people down at the end of the 
table, whatever that means, ques­
tioned him and he backed off. I chal­
lenge that statement. I think there 
was no backing off whatsoever from 
Gen. Jack Chain. He said very firmly, 
as have all of the other military ex­
perts and leaders, including the new 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, that if 
the B-2, for whatever reason, is not in 
our inventory, then they would be re­
quired, under their conscience, and 
they use various phrases-! remember 
particularly that Gen. Jack Chain, the 
Strategic Air Command commander, 
said he would not only support 
Stealth, but he would not support 
START without Stealth; he would 
openly recommend against the 
START Treaty as now envisioned. 

We also heard that this plane should 
not have a legitimate target as a tent 
in the desert. Well, obviously not. 
Those that are making those kinds of 
statements do not take into consider­
ation the deterrent value of Stealth. 
Stealth would be_;m airplane that 
would cause the Soviet planners more 
trouble than anything else that was 
currently developed. Because if this 
aircraft performed as we think it will 
and as it is designed to perform-and I 
mention again that we have required 
in the Armed Services Committee that 
this system has to go through a lot of 
hoops-but if it performs as it is de­
signed to perform, it could penetrate, 
it could be recalled, as the Senator 
from Hawaii has made a point of in 
our exchange. It could also be directed 
to certain targets that, when it got 
there, if that target had been de­
stroyed by some of our other system, 
it would have secondary and third tar­
gets that it would be directed to 
attack. 

The man in the loop as far as the 
third and very important leg of our 
triad, the air breathing leg, the man in 
the loop is tremendously important. 

We have heard a great deal about 
the costs of this bomber. It certainly is 
a very expensive aircraft. But I think 
it should be properly pointed out, Mr. 
President, that as a percentage of the 
total defense budget-let us put this in 
proper terms so it is not misunder­
stood-as a total of the total defense 
budget the B-2 bomber is no larger a 
portion of the defense budget than 
was the B-1, when we introduced and 
built that, or was the old workhorse 
B-52, way back when that was built. 
We have to put these things in per­
spective, otherwise we get sticker 
shock. 

I would add, Mr. President, if, for ex­
ample, we could replace the Stealth 
with a giant jet, and go to Lockheed or 
Boeing or any place else and purchase 
it, it would be well over $200 million, 
without any of the expenses obviously 
built into this system. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I sincerely 
hope the Senate will vote down this 
amendment. It is the wrong step in 
the wrong time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 7 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am proud to join as a cosponsor of this 
amendment with my friend and col­
league, the Senator from Vermont. 

The Stealth bomber was designed to 
avoid foreign radar, but it seems to do 
nothing but attract domestic contro­
versy, as doubts grow about its costs, 
and its value in the age of glasnost and 
cruise missiles. 

The Air Force originally asserted 
that the Stealth's main purpose was to 
penetrate Soviet air defense to seek 
out and destroy mobile missiles and 
hardened command centers after an 
initial United States-Soviet nuclear ex­
change. Critics, however, pointed out 
that after such a catastrophe the least 
of our problems would be hunting 
down mobile missiles and the rem­
nants of the Soviet leadership. U.S. 
leaders would want to negotiate an im­
mediate halt in the exchange with the 
Soviet leadership rather than kill 
them. In any case, the Pentagon now 
acknowledges that the B-2 will not be 
able to find and attack mobile targets 
because it is beyond the technical ca­
pabilities of our satellites. 

A more serious argument is that 
without the Stealth the Soviets would 
be able to move their air defenses 
closer to their borders. This in turn, it 
is said, would force United States 
bombers, armed with cruise missiles, 
to stay far away from Soviet airspace, 
thereby making targeting more diffi­
cult. This scenario, however, mini­
mizes our ability to increase the range 
of our cruise missiles in order to avoid 
Soviet air defenses aircraft. Nor does it 
take into consideration the unlikeli­
hood of the Soviets making the mas­
sive investments that would be needed 
to move their air defenses closer to 
their enormously longer borders. 

The START counting rules have 
also been cited by supporters of the 
Stealth. The counting rules, which 
were agreed upon at Reykjavik in 
1986, posit that bombers carrying 
gravity bombs will count as only one 
warhead against the 6,000 warhead 
ceiling. Thus, if we purchase 132 
Stealth bombers, which can carry up 
to 20 nuclear bombs, we would be de­
ploying in effect 9,000 warheads in­
stead of 6,000. 

But the Reykjavik counting rules 
are not set in stone. If this counting 
rule, which was devised by a small 
number of negotiators who are no 
longer on the scene, obligates the Gov­
ernment to embark on a major defense 
program, then it should be changed. 
We have all heard of Defense Depart­
ment widgets costing several thousand 
dollars, but a counting rule that re­
quires a $70 billion program is a mis­
take and should be modified. New 
counting rules can be devised that 
would favor bombers with cruise mis­
siles. In fact, if the present United 
States position on counting cruise mis­
siles is accepted by the Soviets, we 
would be able to deploy more than 
1,000 warheads on cruise missiles that 
would not count against the 6,000 ceil­
ing. 

Stealth proponents have also tended 
to gloss over the technical difficulties 
that it would face in penetrating 
Soviet air space after an initial nuclear 
exchange. The Soviets, for example, 
could deploy space-based and multiple 
frequency radars to detect and destroy 
the Stealth. Moreover, if the Stealth 
used its radar to find targets, it would 
expose itself to enemy attack. There 
are other technical obstacles to a suc­
cessful attack, but the main point is 
clear: every weapon system, no matter 
how new and sophisticated, is vulnera­
ble to countermeasures and the 
Stealth will be no exception. 

Given the alternative of the standoff 
bomber and the technical difficulties 
facing the Stealth, it is not surprising 
that the Pentagon has begun to em­
phasize the bomber's potential conven­
tional role. In an era of declining alli­
ances, it is said, the Stealth can attack 
Third World states anywhere in the 
world without requiring access to for­
eign military bases. This argument, 
however, underrates the capability of 
our fleet of 97 B-1's and 262 B-52's. 
These aircraft can also attack targets 
anywhere. While they need more 
tanker refuelings than the Stealth, we 
already have a large tanker fleet. Pur­
chasing the Stealth, in fact, would re­
quire additional tanker purchases. 

Senator CoHEN has pointed out that 
sending the Stealth bomber against 
Third World targets would be like 
sending a Rolls-Royce into a combat 
zone to pick up groceries. In other 
words, the United States would be 
more likely to use a $30 million fighter 
aircraft or cruise missiles costing sev­
eral million dollars each rather than 
risk a $500 million aircraft. These al­
ternatives would also avoid the risk of 
having a Stealth bomber shot down 
and being examined by a hostile intel­
ligence service. But even if we do 
decide to use the Stealth for a Third 
World mission, we could use the 13 
Stealth bombers that this amendment 
would authorize for production. And if 
we need heavy bombers for a sustained 
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bombing campaign, we could use our 
B-1's and B-52's from high altitudes. 

A final problem with the Stealth is 
that if a major production program 
goes forward, it will become another 
cash-cow like SDI. Stealth opponents 
will try to raid the Stealth program 
every year to fund other military pro­
grams. The inevitable disruptions will 
cause problems with long-term plan­
ning. This will raise the unit-prices for 
the various weapons systems that are 
being fought over. 

Some may agree with these reserva­
tions but argue that we should go for­
ward with the Stealth on the grounds 
that we have already spent $22 billion 
on development costs and that this 
money would otherwise be wasted. But 
Stealth research has yielded some 
useful applications for our next gen­
eration of fighter aircraft and for an 
eventual new bomber. Moreover, the 
13 bombers authorized by this amend­
ment would be put to use. 

Retrospectively, it might have been 
better not to have built the B-1 and to 
have opted for the Stealth. But the B-
1 was built and while it probably 
makes sense to manufacture a new 
bomber every two or three decades, it 
makes no sense to buy two new bomb­
ers within a single decade. 

The $50 billion that cancellation 
would save would make an important 
financial contribution to solving vari­
ous domestic problems, such as the 
budget deficit and the drug war. It 
would also take pressure off other 
areas of the defense budget that would 
probably be underfunded because of 
the Stealth. It is unwise to embark on 
a major weapons system just when the 
military budget is coming under enor­
mous pressure. 

Ending a major new weapons system 
is never easy. But an era of shifting 
priorities and new technological devel­
opments, such as the cruise missile, 
calls for tough decisions. Canceling 
the Stealth is one of those decisions. It 
is a difficult but wise step. It will 
stengthen our national security. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield to me 1 minute? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sena­
tor from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. I yield the Senator 1 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, if 
the question at issue was whether we 
build 136 B-2 bombers originally con­
templated, I think the answer of this 
Senate would be no. Becau::;e I do not 
think we are ready to get into a pro­
gram 136 airplanes in scope, consider­
ing what the cost of that program 
would be. 

What we are involved with here 
though, Mr. President, is 13 bombers. 
Which is an amount sufficient to test 
out the program, to determine the ca­
pabilities of the B-2 bomber, to sug-

gest any further modifications, if any, 
in the B-2 bomber, to determine its 
real worth as a combat-not only pen­
etrator but as a standoff bomber-and 
in all the various uses that it can be 
employed for. 

I hope in the meantime, Mr. Presi­
dent, glasnost and perestroika go so 
far and so fast that not only will we be 
able to say that we will pull down on 
the B-2 bomber, but with much of our 
other expense in national defense as 
well. 

What this does in the meantime will 
give us the confidence in this system 
to know whether or not we can go for­
ward with the program to make the 
choice for the future of the B-2 a 
meaningful choice. 

I hope we will go with these 13 
bombers which is a small buy, but an 
important one in making the decisions 
for the future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from Geor­
gia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I know 
most of the arguments have been 
made. I am not going to try to recount 
the arguments. But I would like to 
strongly support the position of the 
Senator from Hawaii and the Senator 
from Nebraska and the Senator from 
Louisiana in opposing the Leahy 
amendment. It is enormously impor­
tant that we give this airplane a 
chance to prove itself. 

The Leahy amendment basically 
takes out all new production money. 
Some might ask, what will that do? 

Anyone who thinks we have a price 
tag that is a little too high now, and I 
happen to think it is high, maybe I 
will strike the word little-it is a con­
cern to all of us, the price tag. If we 
take out the production money on this 
aircraft and then you test it and it 
works and decide you go forward with 
it, you make darned sure then the per­
unit cost is so high that nobody would 
dare buy it. 

Really, if a Senator is against the B-
2, period, if he does not want it no 
matter what it does, no matter how 
good an aircraft it is, no matter what 
the tests prove, then of course the 
Leahy amendment makes sense. 

But, if my colleagues want to see if 
the airplane works, see if the stealthy 
characteristics are as advertised and as 
hoped, then the Leahy amendment 
makes no sense whatsoever because we 
will have prejudiced the case so badly 
with the increase in costs that this 
amendment will bring about, that it 
will not be able to be bought, even if it 
works. 

This is a test of the B-2. I think it is 
a legitimate test. I do not question 
anyone's position on this one. It is a 
difficult decision to make. 

I happen to believe because of the 
strategic arms talks, because of the 

hopes for moving to stability, because 
of the relative stability of the bomber 
compared to fast flying missiles, be­
cause of the Soviets very thick air de­
fenses where we have none, that we 
should go forward with the manned 
bomber. This is the best option we 
have. 

The question to me is really clear. 
Do we want to kill the B-2? If we want 
to kill the B-2, this amendment will 
give us a chance to do so. If my col­
leagues want to see if it works, this 
bill, the appropriation bill is the way 
to go because it tracks exactly what we 
did in authorization and it will make 
sure that every hurdle has to be taken 
on and that plane flies, before we 
spend the production money. That is 
the way we ought to be proceeding in 
my view. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yield time? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has 2 minutes 
and 42 seconds remaining. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent a number of edito­
rials and articles regarding the B-2 
bomber be printed in the RECORD. 
They are "Nine is Enough: Let's Bag 
This $70 Billion Bird," August 1989, 
Armed Forces Journal; "Ground the 
B-2," July 19, 1989, the Burlington, 
VT, Free Press; "The B-2's A Bomb," 
July 24, 1989, Montpelier, VT, the 
Times Argus. 

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

[From the Armed Forces Journal, August 
1989] 

NINE Is ENOUGH: LET's BAG THIS $70 
BILLION BIRD 

Fuller Brush men make a more convincing 
case for selling combs to bald men than the 
case the US Air Force has made for the B-2 
stealth bomber. 

It's time to amputate the program. 
We've spent about $23-billion, apparently, 

and will have about nine stealth bombers 
<or 11, or 13, or 15, depending on whom you 
talk to in the Air Force or in Congress) to 
show for it. If the plane is really invisible, 
maybe that's enough. How will the Russians 
or Gadhafi know we really don't have 16 of 
them-or 32, or 132? 

The B-2's last straw, in our view, was 
when Sen. Sam Nunn <D-GA>. Chairman of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
made his case for it after meeting with 
President Bush at the White house on July 
24th. Nunn said that canceling the B-2 
"would mean the United States would go 
into the 1990s without any bomber." 

What happened to the $27.4-billion we 
spent on the B-1B? Is it that much of a 
turkey? A year or so ago, the Air Force told 
us it was "the world's best bomber." And 
what happened to the billions spent upgrad­
ing B-52s <old though they may be) to carry 
stand-off cruise missiles-and now, advanced 
<or superstealth> cruise missiles? If they 
don't work, why are we so confident the B-2 
will? 
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The B-2 has become an invisible airplane 

with a phantom mission. The arguments for 
spending $70-billion-"only $50-billion 
more"-keep changing; they have begun to 
sound a little strained. Now we're told it 
really won't handle relocatable targets 
<mobile intercontinental ballistic missiles), 
which clearly was once the B-2 raison detre, 
recent Air Force protestations to the con­
trary notwithstanding. Thus, the latest 
sales pitches suggest: 

We need the B-2 to bargain away in the 
strategic arms reduction talks. Did the 
agreement the Administration told us last 
fall was so close at hand suddenly collapse? 
Just how much do we need to bargain away, 
in any case-M-Xs, Midgetmen, the Strate­
gic Defense Initiative, B-lBs, and now the 
B-2? The negotiating tables are going to col­
lapse under the weight of all these bargain­
ing chips. Maybe we should give Gorbachev 
half the B-2 ante to alleviate his hard-cur­
rency problems-$25-billion, say (bribe him, 
frank.ly)-and pocket the change. Or use it 
to buy sealift and airlift for the Army divi­
sions we can't get to war on time. 

We need the B-2 to bomb Gadhafi. Won't 
nine B-2s handle the job? If one of them 
won't, what the hell are we getting for $530-
million an airplane? We missed Gadhafi last 
time, not because the F-111 didn't work, but 
because Pentagon war planners failed to tell 
their logisticians to ship Paveway III low­
level laser-guided bombs to England in time. 
Thus, the F-111 crews had to use medium­
altitude Paveway lis on a low-level strike­
and missed. We may need better war plan­
ning more than we need better bombers. 

There are no real test data yet, but Nor­
throp has done a remarkable job of building 
an airplane with l/xth the radar cross-sec­
tion of the B-lB, which has 1/lOth the 
radar cross-section of the B-lA, which has 
1/lOth the radar signature of the B-52. 
Have the Soviets invented new laws of phys­
ics? How invisible does a bomber need to be 
to be a deterrent? Have Soviet air defenses 
really improved that much since the lOOth 
B-lB was delivered last fall? Or did the Air 
Force oversell it, promising far more than 
$27 -billion could deliver? 

How many billions do we need to spend 
buying a bomber to search out targets our 
ICBMs and Trident missiles missed? Why 
bother, if .the B-2 can't really find mobile 
ICBMs-the targets that count most? 

Arguments by the Air Force that the cost 
of the B-2 is actually only a tiny percentage 
of the GNP or the overall defense budget, 
or that it really isn't much more than we 
paid for the B-52 or the B-1, just don't hold 
water. The fact is, the B-2 is a very, very ex­
pensive weapon system, the value of which 
must be weighed against other priorities, 
both civil and military. 

If there's a case left for the B-2, we 
haven't heard it. And for $70-billion, there 
ought to be something more persuasive 
than Sam Nunn's argument that the last 
$27-billion didn't buy us much.-Benjamin 
F. Schemmer. 

[From the Burlington <VT> Free Press, 
July 19, 1989] 

GROUND THE B-2 
The B-2 stealth bomber finally got itself 

into the air. The Air Force, which desper­
ately wants 132 of the $530 million bombers, 
has yet to prove that the plane should fly 
again. 

At any cost, the B-2's purpose is question­
able. Its ability to carry out its primary mis­
sion-to attack mobile missiles inside the 
Soviet Union-is dubious. Even if the 

plane's radar-evading technology works, the 
B-2's pilots need satellite guidance to find 
the moving targets. Those satellites would 
be among the first things destroyed by the 
Soviets in the opening minutes of a nuclear 
war. Without the satellites, the B-2's pilots 
would be flying blind. 

Desperate to expand the rationale for 
spending at least $70 billion on a fleet of B-
2s, the Air Force has also claimed that the 
plane could attack fixed targets in the 
Soviet Union or bomb terrorist camps else­
where. That puts a high price on unneeded 
redundancy. America's aging, but still able, 
B-52s and new B-1 bombers can fire cruise 
missiles at stationary objectives from out­
side Soviet airspace. Much less expensive 
planes would surely be used if the United 
States again strikes a terrorist camp. 

The Air Force is groping for reasons to 
build a fleet of planes the United States 
does not need and cannot afford. Even some 
cost-conscious congressmen are willing to go 
along. The most serious congressional 
threat to the program would still allow the 
Air Force to buy only 13 B-2s, for about $7 
billion, before closing down production. 

It has already cost $22 billion to get the 
first B-2 into the air just once. The plane 
should be permanently grounded. America 
would be more greatly strengthened if the 
money for the B-2 were spent to bring down 
the nation's $2 trillion national debt than to 
purposely expand the military's reach. 

[From the Times Argus <Barre-Montpelier, 
VT> July 24, 1989] 
THE B-2's A BOMB 

It flies! Of course, for $500 million apiece, 
the bat-winged Stealth bomber should at 
least become airborne. But if you believe 
the hype generated by the plane's backers, 
the bomber's maiden flight last week is 
something akin to the miracle wrought by 
Orville and Wilbur Wright. 

Actually, what's amazing is that the 
radar-evading Stealth-also called the B-2-
even got to the runway. In an era of trillion 
dollar budget deficits and warming relations 
with the Soviet Union, a plane which may 
not work and almost certainly is not needed 
should have been first in line for the budg­
etary ax. 

Unfortunately, that is not the case. The 
B-2 for years was protected in the Penta­
gon's "black budget" -super secret accounts 
designed to evade the prying eyes of Con­
gress and the Soviet Union. And now that 
the B-2 is public, President George Bush is 
personally lobbying for full production, tell­
ing Republican congressional leaders that 
he will not accept a plan to build 13 of the 
planes while testing continues. Instead, 
Bush wants to proceed with plans to buy 
132 B-2s at a cost of about $70 billion. 
That's billion with a B. 

Bush-who presumably does not see the 
need to raise taxes to pay for this profliga­
cy-is joined in his B-2 boosterism by the 
companies that would build it. In an orgy of 
self-promotion, Northrop Corp., Boeing and 
LTV have purchased full-page ads in Wash­
ington newspapers extolling the Stealth's 
strategic virtues. 

Bush insists the plane is essential to the 
nation's ability to defend itself and to give 
the U.S. a strong negotiating position in the 
upcoming Geneva arms talks. 

But there are serious questions about the 
plane's mission and its effectiveness. De­
signed to penetrate deep into Soviet air­
space, the plane's rounded contours and 
nonmetallic construction supposedly makes 
it invisible on Soviet radar screens. 

The trouble is, nobody knows if it really 
works. The Air Force has said it needs two 
more years to test its ability to evade radar. 
And while the plane did fly in last week's 
test flights, its ability to remain airborne de­
pends on a sophisticated computer system. 
Because the plane lacks a tail and other fea­
tures of air-worthier craft, it stays aloft by 
hundreds of minute adjustments to its con­
trols-adjustments that must be made by 
computer since no human is fast enough to 
work the control. Thus, an onboard comput­
er crash could also crash the B-2. 

There is also doubt about the plane's basic 
rationale. The job of sneaking by Soviet 
radar is easily accomplished by terrain-hug­
ging cruise missiles, which are far less ex­
pensive-and far more expendable-than 
the Stealth. The Air Force has further ad­
mitted that the B-2 is probably incapable of 
attacking Soviet mobile nuclear missiles, 
one of the primary tasks for which it was 
designed. 

The B-2's only function at this point is to 
enrich some defense contractors and to ap­
pease the Air Force, which wants to keep 
the nation's bomber fleet alive into the 21st 
century. Like the Star Wars defense system, 
the B-2 is an untested technological curio 
and it should be shelved. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I note 
one of the arguments made here on 
the floor tonight is that somehow all 
of this money is going to be lost if we 
stop with the B-2. In other words we 
spent so much money, to help the tax­
payers out we have to spend enormous 
amounts yet again. 

Not only is that argument fallacious 
on its face, I remind Senators much of 
what we spend will be used. 

Certainly the Stealth technology 
that we have learned here is available 
to whatever applications it might be 
usable in the B-lB. 

We have talked to the press and 
others and in open testimony talked 
about Stealth technology being avail­
able for cruise missiles. That type of 
construction will also be used in other 
weapons systems. Everything we have 
learned about Stealth technology in 
this is available to systems. The differ­
ence in the systems that it is available 
for is that those will work; they can be 
paid for. The Stealth bomber cannot 
really be paid for. We would be hard 
pressed to understand even a circum­
stance in which any commander is 
going to risk a half a billion dollar air­
plane. 

Mr. President, the distinguished 
Senator from Hawaii is here. If he 
would like, I will be willing to yield 
back my time if he wishes to and go to 
a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
LIEBERMAN). The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. I yield the remainder 
of my time to the Senator from N e­
braska. 

Mr. LEAHY. I withhold my time. 
Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from 

Hawaii, and I understand there are 
only about 2 minutes left. I will wind 
up debate on my side. If there are no 
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further requests for anyone to talk on 
this, I think we will be prepared to go 
to a vote at that time. 

Let me sum up, Mr. President, by 
saying that I heard a statement made 
on the floor of the Senate tonight that 
there was increasing uneasiness-! be­
lieve that was the phrase that one 
Senator used-about the B-2. I think 
what he was saying was that people 
are becoming queasy about the B-2. I 
think what he was saying was that the 
pressure was on and if we want to cut 
down the military budget, then it 
looks like the B-2 would be a good 
place to do it. 

I want to confess, Mr. President, 
that I am uneasy about the B-2. I am 
uneasy about the B-2, though, for a 
different reason. I am uneasy that the 
aircraft as yet have not proven up to 
the hoops that I have mentioned on 
several occasions that that aircraft 
must jump through before the Armed 
Services Committee would proceed. 

I simply want to tell you, Mr. Presi­
dent, and assure all of my colleagues, 
that the members of the Armed Serv­
ices Committee would be the first ones 
who would come to the floor of the 
Senate and say, "Cancel this program; 
cut it out; eliminate it," unless we were 
vitally committed to the fact that we 
need the B-2 in the third leg of our 
triad for all the reasons stated, not­
withstanding the fact that if we do not 
have it, we are going to do great harm 
for the chances of a workable START 
agreement. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, tonight 
the Senate is considering an amend­
ment to prohibit the use of funds in 
the fiscal year 1990 Defense appro­
priations bill for the procurement of 
any additional B-2 Stealth bombers. 
Construction of the 13 B-2 aircraft in 
the pipeline would be continued as 
would R&D on the B-2 and the flight 
testing program. I intend to support 
this amendment and I want to briefly 
explain why. 

First, I continue to have serious 
doubts about the mission of the B-2 
bomber. While I have received a classi­
fied briefing from the Air Force on the 
B-2 at my request, it is clear from 
public statements that one of the prin­
cipal arguments for the B-2-its abili­
ty to find and destroy relocatable tar­
gets-is simply not achievable in the 
forseeable future. There is not, of 
course, agreement that there is strate­
gic utility to attacking any remaining 
mobile ICMS launchers hours and 
hours after exchange of land and sub­
marine based ballistic missiles. 

Second we should learn the lesson 
of the B-1 bomber and not commit 
ourselves to the procurement ·of bil­
lions of dollars worth of aircraft that 
have not been proven to perform as in­
tended. It is now apparent that the B-
1 is likely to never fulfill the capabil­
ity originally intended and advertised. 

We simply cannot ask the taxpayers 
to spend money on colossally expen­
sive weapons like the B-1 or the B-2 
when we cannot certify to them that 
they will work and that they have a 
mission that reflects a valid, under­
stood national security strategy. When 
these programs cost tens of billions of 
dollars, when there are numerous do­
mestic and defense needs that must be 
met within a limited Federal budget, 
we cannot just say to the public "trust 
us." 

Third, we are at a crossroads in our 
relationship with the Soviet Union at 
which the B-2 would be targeted. 
With each passing day, that relation­
ship is changing and evolving. While 
none of us can predict the outcome of 
these changes, we certainly can con­
clude that essentially all strategic and 
conventional defense requirements are 
subject to dramatic change and should 
be. Do we need to proceed full speed 
ahead with every single strategic 
weapons system, including the MX, 
Trident II, B-2, and Midgetman? I do 
not think so. 

Some of my colleagues will argue 
that this amendment would simply kill 
the B-2 program because it would be 
too expensive to resume production. I 
am sorry, but I simply cannot accept 
the argument we should keep spend­
ing billions and billions of dollars on 
construction of aircraft because it 
would be to expensive to prove that 
they work and that they are needed 
beforehand. I also want to point out 
that this language is effective for only 
one fiscal year and the amendment 
would not cut any B-2 funding provid­
ed in the bill. The amendment would 
only restrict the use of that funding 
for fiscal year 1990 and if the need and 
capability of the B-2 can be proven, 
these fiscal year 1990 funds would be 
available for procurement. 

Under this amendment, we will con­
tinue to develop the B-2. We will con­
tinue to develop the stealth technolo­
gy not only in this bomber program, 
but also in the advanced tactic fighter 
program and the advanced cruise mis­
sile program. And we will continue to 
develop the capability to field ad­
vanced aircraft technology and to 
defend ourselves. There should be no 
mistake, restricting the procurement 
of B-2's does not mean that we will 
not continue to work on stealth tech­
nology. 

Earlier this year I voted for an 
amendment to the Defense authoriza­
tion bill, which included provisions au­
thored by Senator GLENN, to require 
certification of performance of the B-
2. At that time, I stated that I believed 
that amendment moved in the right 
direction toward assuring that the B-2 
would perform its mission before we 
made a major commitment to procure­
ment or "fly-before-buy, but that I 
had serious reservations as to whether 
these restrictions were stringent 

enough. This amendment would set a 
more stringent requirement. It would 
require the Air Force to prove that the 
B-2 works; that it has a logical, valid 
mission; and that the need for the B-2 
justifies the additional $40 billion it 
will cost. It would place the burden of 
proof where it ought to be, on the ad­
vocates for this costly new aircraft, 
and not on the public who has to pay 
for it~ 

It is obvious that annual defense 
spending is going to continue to de­
cline in real terms and we must make 
our investments in defense more cost­
effective and not just more costly. 
When we are forced to make countless 
tradeoffs among critical domestic pro­
grams such as housing, the war on 
drugs, health care, education, research 
and development, we cannot ask the 
American people to believe that the B-
2 program is sacrosanct. This amend­
ment will help assure that we do not 
begin a $40-billion procurement pro­
gram for the B-2 without subjecting it 
to the greatest scrutiny. 

I reserve the remainder of the time 
and yield it back to the manager of 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish 
to announce at this time that at the 
conclusion of the three votes, the 
back-to-hack votes, the pending busi­
ness will be the Bumpers amendment. 
I will ask unanimous consent at the 
appropriate time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield back the re­
mainder of my time for the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I yield back the re­
mainder of my time. 

Mr. LEAHY. Regular order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 

time having been yielded back, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Vermont. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced-yeas 29, 
nays 71, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 203 Leg.] 

YEAS-29 
Adams Hollings Mitchell 
Baucus Kennedy Pell 
Bid en Kerrey Pryor 
Bradley Kerry Riegle 
Bumpers Kohl Rockefeller 
Burdick Leahy Sarbanes 
Cohen Lieberman Sasser 
Daschle Matsunaga Simon 
Harkin Metzenbaum Wirth 
Hatfield Mikulski 

NAYS-71 
Armstrong Burns Danforth 
Bentsen Byrd DeConcini 
Bingaman Chafee Dixon 
Bond Coats Dodd 
Boren Cochran Dole 
Boschwitz Conrad Domenici 
Breaux Cranston Duren berger 
Bryan D'Amato Ex on 
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Ford 
Fowler 
Gam 
Glenn 
Gore 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jeffords 

Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Lautenberg 
Levin 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McClure 
McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 

Pressler 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sanford 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 
Wilson 

So the amendment <No. 859) was re­
jected. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS APPROPRIATIONS, 
1990 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will 
now resume consideration of H.R. 
2939. 

The Senate ·resumed consideration 
of the bill. 
e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi­
dent, as we complete debate and pas­
sage of fiscal year 1990 foreign oper­
ations appropriations bill, and as we 
witness remarkable changes taking 
place throughout the world, I believe 
that the time is ripe for us to reconsid­
er the objectives and goals of U.S. for­
eign assistance. 

As some of you know, I have just re­
turned from an extensive trip to 18 
Third World countries, most of which 
are part of the nonaligned movement. 
During the 3 weeks we spent visiting 
with leaders of these countries, we wit­
nessed much poverty and deprivation, 
and often inhumane living conditions. 
It was devastating to see such human 
suffering. 

But the truly amazing aspect of the 
situations that we observed in so many 
different countries is that the people 
were all hopeful for their futures­
notwithstanding their current state of 
being-hopeful that change and im­
provement are possible. 

Ever more so after this trip, I believe 
it is essential that this country reflect 
on the purpose and objectives of our 
foreign assistance funding. In the past, 
much of our aid has been related in 
some way to the East-West struggle­
the political, military, ideological, and 
philosophical conflict between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. In 
the past, and still to a certain degree, 
there has been reasonable justification 
for this motivation in U.S. foreign as­
sistance. 

But the justification is no longer as 
certain or valid as it once was. We are 

witnessing dramatic changes in the 
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. 
Poland has just installed its first non­
Communist government since World 
War II. Hungary is tearing down its 
portion of the Iron Curtain separating 
it from Austria and the West . . Some 
15,000 or more East Germans-the 
best and brightest among them-have 
fled to the West through Hungary. 
And in the Soviet Union itself, the re­
publics are demanding and receiving 
ever increasing amounts of freedOins 
and independence from Moscow. 

And in the Third World, we are also 
witnessing dramatic changes. Many of 
the countries I visited have had friend­
ly relations with the Soviet Union 
during the past several decades. Even 
though they may be officially nona­
ligned, they nevertheless have been 
closer to the Soviet Union and its style 
of government and society. 

But I want to report to this body 
today, that I saw no affection for the 
socialism, Marxism-Leninism, or any­
thing to do with the Soviet system of 
government and society. They are no 
longer so enamored of the Soviet 
Union. I do not know whatever fasci­
nated them to begin with. 

These countries, like an increasing 
number of countries in Eastern 
Europe and the Soviet Union itself, 
recognize that this system has nothing 
to offer them. It is a failed system, ut­
terly and totally failed. 

Throughout my travels, encourag­
ingly but not surprisingly, I observed 
countries and citizens that have a 
great deal of affection for the United 
States, for the American style of polit­
ical and economic participation, for 
our commitment to the rights and role 
of the individual citizen. They praise 
and admire our values and traditions, 
and our constitutional form of democ­
racy. 

They are seeking to emulate our eco­
nomic strategy of real growth and op­
portunity to increase the prosperity of 
the people. And they were all in vari­
ous stages of rewriting their constitu­
tions, or restructuring their forms of 
government. These are very encourag­
ing developments. 

We have a remarkable opportunity 
to reflect on what we want to achieve 
with our foreign assistance. There are 
so many countries around the world 
that desperately need and deserve our 
assistance. We have it within our 
means, in real and demonstrable ways, 
to assist these countries to lift them­
selves out of the vicious circle of pov­
erty and deprivation. I believe we must 
seize the opportunity to help these 
countries in resoundingly positive 
ways, to influence the changes that 
they themselves are initiating. 

And these countries are looking to 
us for guidance, not for handouts. As 
President Bush has said, let us give 
those in need a hand up, not a hand 
out. They get from us our values and 

ideals, our love for liberty and individ­
ual freedoms. 

In this foreign assistance appropria­
tions bill, we have debated and will 
soon approve aid totaling some $14 bil­
lion. That's an impressive sum of 
money. Approximately 40 percent of 
that will be set aside for military aid. 
And then, let us consider the stagger­
ing sums that are being considered by 
Congress to aid Poland and Hungary, 
two causes I very strongly support, I'll 
add. The Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, on September 20, ap­
proved $1.2 billion of aid in various 
forms. $1.2 billion. 

The two recipients of the most 
United States economic assistance­
Israel and Egypt-receive $1.2 billion 
and $815 million, respectively. The 
grand total of U.S. nonmilitary assist­
ance last year for all of the countries I 
visited totals less than $800 million. 
Yet these countries have 22 percent of 
the world's population-20 times as 
much as Israel and Egypt combined. 
They also are temporary home to ap­
proximately 30 percent of the political 
refugees in this world. 

I do not question that the assistance 
we will provide around the globe this 
year will serve good and noble causes­
though I may not support each and 
every one of them. But given global 
circumstance, I can only conclude that 
the old paradigms that have guided 
U.S. foreign aid over the decades just 
do not apply any longer. 

We should take the opportunity over 
the coming year to reevaluate and 
rethink the goals and objectives of 
U.S. foreign assistance. Let us return 
to this debate next year with enlight­
ened views and perspectives on the 
matter. Let us reflect and deliberate 
on what this country is really trying to 
achieve, and what we should and can 
achieve. This country should make a 
difference in areas of the world where 
even a small effort can make an enor­
mous difference. 
e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
since administration announced its 
plans to shift Soviet refugee process­
ing from Vienna and Rome to Moscow, 
a number of concerns have been raised 
about facilitating a smooth transition. 
One of those concerns is that private 
volunteer organizations, which have 
been providing important counseling 
services for Soviet refugees who are in 
the process of emigrating to the 
United States, are not yet able to oper­
ate in Moscow. Although the State De­
partment has raised the issue of volun­
tary agency presence with the Soviet 
Union, the Soviets have not provided 
assurances that private voluntary 
agencies will be able to operate in 
Moscow. I would hope that the State 
Department would continue negotiat­
ing with the Soviet Union until it 
agrees to permit United States private 
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voluntary agencies to operate in the 
Soviet Union. 

I would like to ask the distinguished 
chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee if they share my con­
cern about the presence of private vol­
untary organizations in Moscow and if 
they agree that the State Department 
should continue to vigorously press 
this issue with the Soviets? 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes I do. 
Mr. KASTEN. I do as well. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Another con­

cern is that since the Moscow /Wash­
ington Processing Center is a new con­
cept in visa processing, we need to 
closely monitor it to ensure that the 
transition is processing, will be effi­
cient and effective. For example, we 
need to make sure that we have ade­
quate staff in place and that an ap­
peals process for those denied refugee 
status is established. An amendment 
that Senator KASTEN, Senator KENNE­
DY, and I offered to the Senate fiscal 
year 1990 foreign operations appro­
priations bill addresses these and 
other concerns and would require the 
GAO to do a study on the implementa­
tion of the new processing plan. I 
would like to ask the distinguished 
chairman and ranking minority 
member if they share these concerns 
as well? 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes I do. 
Mr. KASTEN. I do. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Since that is 

the case, I would ask the distinguised 
subcommittee chairman and ranking 
minority member if they would be 
agreeable to try to include language in 
the statement of the managers to 
highlight the concerns we have just 
discussed. 

Mr. LEAHY. I will. 
Mr. KASTEN. I will as well.e 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the clerk will now 
read the bill, H.R. 2939, for the third 
time. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill having been read the third time, 
the question is, shall the bill pass? On 
this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 

there any other Senators in the Cham­
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 89, 
nays 11, as follows: 

Adams 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 

[Rollcall Vote No. 204 Leg.] 

YEAS-89 
Boren Burdick 
Boschwitz Burns 
Bradley Chafee 
Breaux Coats 

Bingaman Bryan Cochran 
Bond Bumpers Cohen 

Conrad Inouye Nickles 
Cranston Jeffords Nunn 
D'Amato Johnston Packwood 
Danforth Kassebaum Pell 
Daschle Kasten Pressler 
DeConcini Kennedy Pryor 
Dodd Kerrey Reid 
Dole Kerry Riegle 
Domenici Kohl Robb 
Duren berger Lauten berg Rockefeller 
Ex on Leahy Rudman 
Ford Levin Sanford 
Fowler Lieberman Sarbanes 
Glenn Lott Sasser 
Gore Lugar Shelby 
Gorton Mack Simon 
Graham Matsunaga Simpson 
Gramm McCain Specter 
Grassley McConnell Stevens 
Harkin Metzenbaum Thurmond 
Hatch Mikulski Warner 
Hatfield Mitchell Wilson 
Heflin Moynihan Wirth 
Heinz Murkowski 

NAYS-11 
Armstrong Helms Roth 
Byrd Hollings Symms 
Dixon Humphrey Wallop 
Gam McClure 

So, the bill <H.R. 2939), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the bill, as amend­
ed, was passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. With respect to the 
foreign operations bill, Mr. President, 
I move that the Senate insist on its 
amendments, request a conference 
with the House of Representatives 
thereon, and that the Chair be author­
ized to appoint conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. 
DECONCINI, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
KASTEN, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. D'AMATO, 
Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. NICK­
LES, and Mr. STEVENS, conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERV­
ICES, AND EDUCATION, AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPRO­
PRIATION, 1990 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, we will now resume 
consideration of H.R. 2990. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 
• Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, last 
Thursday evening, the Senate engaged 
in a debate regarding SLIAG funding 
and the Federal Government's respon­
sibility for immigration. But while I 
think those of us engaged in that 
debate underlined that the Federal 
Government and the Congress set im­
migration and refugee policy, those lis­
tening quickly surmised that when it 

comes to funding necessary legaliza­
tion and refugee resettlement pro­
grams, State and local governments 
are left holding the bag. The Federal 
Government backs out of its commit­
ments, shifting to local communities 
the financial responsibility of making 
these programs work. 

During consideration of the Labor­
HHS appropriations measure, the 
Senate dipped ipto the State legaliza­
tion impact assistance grants [SLIAG l 
fund. Before the feeding frenzy ended, 
fiscal year 1990 SLIAG funds had been 
gutted by over $555 million which rep­
resents a cut of more than 50 percent. 

And let me be clear in stating, Mr. 
President, that these cuts ignore the 
entire purpose of the SLIAG Program 
and the bipartisan compromise that 
brought this program together during 
final debate on the Immigration 
Reform and Control Act of 1986. The 
Senate's action is irresponsible. It un­
fairly penalizes California and other 
States for having large populations of 
persons legalized under IRCA. 

In this same light, Mr. President, I 
would like to comment on the funding 
provisions in this appropriations meas­
ure for domestic refugee resettlement 
issues within the Office of Refugee 
Resettlement at HHS. 

The Refugee Act of 1980 forged a 
partnership between the Federal Gov­
ernment and State and local govern­
ments. In essence, that agreement 
stated that the Federal Government 
would be responsible for decisions sur­
rounding issues of eligibility, overseas 
processing, admissions levels, and the 
initial placement and costs associated 
with domestic resettlement. Moreover, 
the act was intended to hold States 
harmless for the cash and medical pro­
grams that they provide to refugees 
during the first 36 months of resettle­
ment. In turn, States agreed to admin­
ister resettlement programs and 
accept the long-term responsibility for 
the integration of these refugees into 
their communities. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, we are 
finding that the Federal Government 
is shifting the burden of domestic re­
settlement onto the shoulders of the 
States and local governments who 
have been forced to absorb cuts in 
these programs despite a steady in­
crease in the number of new refugee 
admissions. Already, funds for cash 
and medical assistance programs have 
been cut by one-third. 

I am pleased to note that the bill 
before us would, at the very least, 
fund these resettlement programs at 
last year's level. While at first blush 
this may be seen as a positive step 
given our fiscal constraints, Senators 
may not be aware that this same 
amount of funds must be spread 
among a larger refugee population. It 
is particularly interesting to note that 
while the administration's fiscal year 
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1990 budget request was predicated on 
an admissions level of 84,000 refugees, 
its recent consultation with the appro­
priate congressional committees re­
veals an admissions figure of 125,000 
new arrivals. We all agree that the 
U.S. Government should work toward 
the most open and undiscriminating 
refugee admission policies. However, 
there must be a recognition that 
actual refugee admissions should be 
linked with domestic resettlement 
costs. This action signals that added 
costs will be shifted onto the shoulders 
of local governments. 

I want to commend the subcommit­
tee for including report language 
pointing out this discrepancy and 
urging the administration to seek addi­
tional funds. 

There is one aspect of the committee 
report that I find especially troubling 
and that is the report language on 
page 208 of the committee report. As I 
understand, this language to read, the 
Office of Refugee Resettlement 
[ORRl would reserve up to 20 percent 
of the targeted assistance account for 
grants to localities most heavily im­
pacted by the influx of refugees, in­
cluding secondary migrants for local 
schools, hospitals, employment serv­
ices, and other institutions. The report 
language further indicates, in part, 
that the most heavily impacted local­
ities would be those with populations 
of 75,000 or more, of which no less 
than 20 percent of the population is 
made up of refugees, including second­
ary migrants who entered the United 
States after October 1, 1979. 

Under current law, targeted assist­
ance funds are made available to com­
munities where there are high concen­
trations of refugees who require in­
creased levels of resettlement assist­
ance to promote economic self-suffi­
ciency and to eliminate dependency on 
public assistance programs. Because 
California is home to almost 50 per­
cent of the Nation's refugee popula­
tion whose welfare dependency rate 
exceeds 75 percent, one might ask why 
I am raising an objection. Well, Mr. 
President, the reason quite simply is 
that no California community meets 
the report's eligibility requirements. 

In fact, California and other State 
coordinators inform me that the 
actual number of eligible communities 
is so few that this language is essen­
tially an earmark. This means that of 
the $34 million appropriated for tar­
geted assistance, 20 percent can be set­
aside for one or two communities. Cou­
pled with other targeted assistance 
funding commitments in the bill, this 
amounts to a fencing off of one-half of 
the targeted assistance fund for, in 
part, schools and hospitals, which are 
nonemployment related activities. 

I agree that such institutions are 
heavily impacted by refugee resettle­
ment. But if it is the intent of Con­
gress that such a large amount of tar-

geted assistance is to be used for such 
services in only a few areas, then I be­
lieve that this decision should be the 
result of appropriate hearings and 
review in the authorizing committees 
so that all impacted communities can 
compete for the funds. 

Given the original intent of the Tar­
geted Assistance Program, which is to 
address high refugee welfare depend­
ency rates and to facilitate employ­
ment and self-sufficiency, I urge the 
distinguished managers of the bill to 
review this matter in conference to 
ensure a more equitable distribution 
of targeted assistance funds. In clos­
ing, Mr. President, I ask that a letter I 
and 16 other Senators sent to the dis­
tinguished subcommittee chairman, 
Senator HARKIN, regarding fiscal year 
1990 refugee resettlement funding 
levels be inserted in the REcoRD at this 
time. I thank the Chair. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, August 3, 1989. 

Hon. ToM HARKIN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Labor, Health 

and Human Services, Education and Re­
lated Agencies, Committee on Appropria­
tions, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As the Subcommit­
tee considers fiscal year 1990 appropriations 
for the Department of Health and Human 
Services, we are writing to urge your strong 
support for full funding for refugee resettle­
ment programs at a level that is consistent 
with current programs and projected FY90 
refugee admissions. 

While it is clear that you are working 
within severe budget limitations, it is equal­
ly clear that any further reductions in fed­
eral refugee resettlement assistance only in­
crease the resettlement costs that are being 
shifted to and imposed on state and local 
governments. Assuming that 116,500 refu­
gees will be admitted to the U.S. during 
FY90, at least $579.6 million would be neces­
sary to ensure a continuation of FY89 pro­
gram levels. 

In order for the federal government to 
maintain its commitment to reimburse 
states for their costs relative to providing 
various resettlement services to refugees, 
federal assistance for refugee programs 
should not be reduced from FY89 levels. 
Specifically, federal support for cash and 
medical assistance should not be reduced 
from the current 24 month reimbursement 
period to 15 months. 

Given the number of people currently 
seeking refugee status in the United States, 
it is reasonable to base the Subcommittee's 
appropriation on 116,500 refugee admissions 
as opposed to the 88,000 refugee admissions 
under the State Department ceiling. Appro­
priating funds now for the actual expected 
level of admissions-at least 116,500-will 
prevent future cuts in these essential refu­
gee resettlement programs and save state 
and local governments from additional fiscal 
hardship. 

We know you share our concern that refu­
gees receive the services and training they 
need to become productive members of our 
society. 

As always, we appreciate your attention in 
this matter of critical concern to our states. 

Sincerely, 
Pete Wilson, Slade Gorton, Bill Bradley, 

Herb Kohl, Rudy Boschwitz, Alfonse 
D' Amato, Robert Kasten, Chuck 
Grassley, Connie Mack, Alan Cran­
ston, Bob Graham, Daniel Moynihan, 
Claiborne Pell, Dave Durenberger, 
Bob Packwood, John H. Chafee, Paul 
Simon.e 

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi­
dent, I would like to take the opportu­
nity to compliment the chairman and 
other members of the Subcommittee 
on the Departments of Labor, Health, 
and Human Services, and Education 
and related agencies appropriation 
bill. While I have some grave concerns 
about the bill, basically, I am pleased 
with the subcommittee's work. It is 
only the unfortunate mandate to 
expand Medicaid funding of abortions 
which causes my negative vote on final 
passage. 

In particular, I am pleased with the 
subcommittee's recognition of the im­
portance of postsecondary education 
programs for the handicapped. This 
program was first authorized in 1974 
to expand Federal support for postsec­
ondary programs for the hearing im­
paired. Today, this program funds 
four regional programs across the 
country, including the St. Paul Tech­
nical Institute in my home State of 
Minnesota. Because this program is 
the only program focusing on trade 
and vocational training for the deaf, it 
draws students from across the United 
States. I visited this institute earlier 
this year, and was very impressed with 
the training and services provided for 
their students. It enables the students 
to become contributing members of so­
ciety that benefits us all. So, I again 
thank the members of the subcommit­
tee for continuing to fund this pro­
gram. 

Also, I am pleased with the subcom­
mittee's "Action Plan for Rural Amer­
ica." The subcommittee recognized the 
difficulties rural areas face in getting 
quality health care and education but 
the plan and its Senate funding levels 
are an important step toward overcom­
ing these difficulties. 

Of the 12 health initiatives funded 
by the subcommittee in the Action 
Plan, the increased funding for rural 
health care transition grants is very 
important to me. The grant program 
was authorized by legislation that I 
first introduced in 1987. Under this 
program, rural transition grants of up 
to $50,000 a year for 2 years are award­
ed to small rural hospitals to help 
them develop and implement transi­
tion strategies that modify the type 
and extent of services such hospitals 
provide. The grants assist rural hospi­
tals and their communities adjust to 
changes such as declining demand for 
acute-care hospital capacity, increas­
ing demand for ambulatory and emer-
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gency services, declining ability to pro­
vide appropriate staffing for inpatient 
services, and changes in service popu­
lations. In my home State of Minneso­
ta, eight rural hospitals have received 
grants under the first round of this 
program. The increased funding 
means more hospitals will be able to 
get these very important grants. 

I am concerned about several issues 
in the appropriations bill. One concern 
I have is the amount appropriated to 
conduct outcomes research. The sub­
committee agreed during floor action 
to add $25 million to the original $10 
million appropriation. This additional 
funding is essential to expand the mis­
sion of the patient outcomes assess­
ment research program. The mission 
of this program is to ultimately pro­
vide health care professionals, con­
sumers, and practitioners with sound 
information on effective medical prac­
tice. This research is also important in 
helping to control our escalating 
health care costs by identifying out­
moded and ineffective medical care 
practice and is an essential component 
of the Rockefeller-Durenberger physi­
cian payment reform bill. As the sub­
committee goes to conference with the 
House, I urge the Senate conferees to 
preserve the Senate funding level for 
outcomes research. 

Another concern is the amount ap­
propriated in operating funds for Med­
icare carriers and fiscal intermediaries. 
The amount recommended by the sub­
committee is inadequate for the carri­
ers and intermediaries to maintain 
their current level of payment safe­
guard activities. Payment safeguard 
activities include medical and utiliza­
tion review, provider audits, and iden­
tification of Medicare secondary payer 
cases. Historically, every dollar spent 
for payment safeguard activities has 
resulted in a return of $8. The carriers 
and intermediaries argue, with good 
cause, that an additional $200 million 
is needed to conduct an adequate level 
of safeguard activities. The subcom­
mittee agreed with my concern, but 
noted that the funding level is consist­
ent with the administration's budget 
request. However, because of the sub­
committee's concern, it agreed to sup­
port a sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
urging more funding for payment safe­
guard activities. As the subcommittee 
goes to conference with the House, I 
urge the Senate conferees to address 
and attempt to resolve this difficult 
problem. 

As I have said, I support many of 
the steps taken and priorities set in 
this Labor, HHH appropriations bill. 
However, this contains a serious error 
in my judgment, namely expansion of 
the Hyde amendment to expand po­
tential Federal funding of abortion. 
Throughout my career I have voted to 
prohibit Federal funding of abortions 
except to save the life of the mother. 

For 11 years now I have waited on 
the Senate Finance Health Subcom­
mittee to expand financial dollars to 
required medical sources for America's 
poor-especially her mothers and chil­
dren. Mr. President, abortion is not 
such a medical service except where 
the mother's life is involved. I am 
hopeful that this matter can be re­
solved in conference and current law 
restored so that we can vote on a final 
appropriation that a large majority of 
the Senate can support enthusiastical­
ly. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, today we 
are considering H.R. 2990, the Depart­
ments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education and related 
agencies appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 1990. This measure provides nec­
essary funding for: Education, AIDS; 
disease research, prevention and con­
trol; assistance to the homeless; safety 
and health programs, including black 
lung; maternal and child health; un­
employment compensation and em­
ployment services, and assistance for 
the disadvantaged. 

With respect to the subcommittee's 
302(b) allocation, the bill as recom­
mended is within both the budget au­
thority and outlay ceilings. 

I wish to commend Mr. HARKIN, 
chairman of the subcommittee and 
Mr. SPECTER, the ranking member, for 
their excellent work in accommodat­
ing the priorities of the Senate within 
the constraints of the budget agree­
ment. Their work was greatly assisted 
by the cooperation of their colleagues 
on the subcommittee and on the full 
Committee on Appropriations. 

I also wish to commend the staff of 
the subcommittee, Mike Hall, Jim 
Sourwine, Peter Rogoff, Carol Mitch­
ell, Amy Schultz, Nancy Anderson, 
Sandra Kruhm, Maureen Byrnes, 
Craig Higgins, and Marva Bickle. 
These professionals have worked tire­
lessly to get this measure before us 
today. 

The managers have explained in 
much greater detail the contents of 
the measure as recommended. The bill 
as reported by the Appropriations 
Committee deserves the support of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read the 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DASCHLE). Are there any other Sena­
tors in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 81, 
nays 19, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 205 Leg.] 

YEAS-81 
Adams 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ex on 

Armstrong 
Boschwitz 
Conrad 
Dixon 
Durenberger 
Gam 
Gorton 

Ford 
Fowler 
Glenn 
Gore 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Heinz 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Mack 
Matsunaga 

NAYS-19 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Lugar 
McCain 
McClure 

McConnell 
Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Riegle 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Rudman 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Wilson 
Wirth 

Nickles 
Roth 
Symms 
Wallop 
Warner 

So the bill <H.R. 2990), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill, as amended, was passed, and I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
the Senate insist on its amendments to 
the bill H.R. 2990 and request a con­
ference with the House of Representa­
tives thereon and that the Chair be 
authorized to appoint conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to and the 
Presiding Officer <Mr. DASCHLE) ap­
pointed Mr. HARKIN, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. REID, Mr. ADAMS, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. STE­
VENS, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. McCLURE, Mr. 
CocHRAN, and Mr. GRAMM conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1990 

The Senate continued with consider­
ation of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the commit­
tee amendments be temporarily set 
aside for a Bumpers amendment on 
Korean troop strength reduction on 
which there shall be 1 hour equally di­
vided to which Senator STEVENS may 
offer a substitute, at any time, on 
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which there shall be 30 minutes equal­
ly divided and that upon disposition of 
the Stevens amendment the Senate, 
without any intervening action or 
debate, will vote on the Bumpers 
amendment, as amended, if amended. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 860 

<Purpose: To require a reduction in the 
number of U.S.· military personnel as­
signed to permanent duty ashore in the 
Republic of Korea and for other purposes) 
Mr. BUMPERS. 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 Arkansas [Mr. BuMP­

ERS] proposes an amendment numbered 860. 
Mr. BUMPERS. 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 108, between lines 4 and 5, insert 

the following new section: 
SEc. . (&)None of the funds appropriated 

by this Act may be obligated or expended 
after August 30, 1990, to support or main­
tain members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States assigned to permanent duty 
ashore in the Republic of Korea in a 
number greater than 40,872 or to support or 
maintain members of the United States 
Army assigned to permanent duty ashore in 
such country in a number greater than 
28,406. 

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the 
President should, at the earliest practical 
date after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, initiate discussions with the Republic 
of Korea regarding-

<1 > mutually satisfactory arrangements 
for achieving the limitations provided for in 
subsection <a>; 

<2> the desirability of making a phased re­
duction, in addition to the reduction made 
as the result of subsection (a), of 7,000 mem­
bers of the United States Army assigned to 
permanent duty ashore in the Republic of 
Korea and of completing such reduction not 
later than September 30, 1992; and 

<3> the kinds and quantities of military 
equipment and other material that will be 
needed by the Republic of Korea as a cons­
quence of the limitation provided for in sub­
section <a>. 

(c) It is further the sense of Congress that 
the President should submit to Congress, 
not later than May 1, 1990, a report in both 
classified and unclassified versions on the 
reduction of United States military person­
nel assigned to permanent duty ashore in 
the Republic of Korea. The President 
should include in such report a discussion of 
the following matters: 

(1) The feasibility of making reductions, 
in addition to the reduction made as a result 
of subsection <a>, in the number of United 
States Army personnel assigned to perma­
nent duty in the Republic of Korea. 

(2) The type of technical and planning as­
sistance that the United States should offer 
to the Republic of South Korea as that 
country assumes a greater burden for its 
own defense. 

(3) The options available, and the Presi­
dent's recommendations, with respect to the 

reassignment or other disposition of United 
States military personnel withdrawn from 
the Republic of Korea. 

(4) The purpose and function of the pres­
ence of a substantial number of civilian per­
sonnel of the Department of Defense in the 
Republic of Korea. 

<d> Congress reaffirms the commitment of 
the United States to the security and terri­
torial integrity of the Republic of Korea. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this 
amendment I think is a very impor­
tant one, but it should not take very 
long to debate it because the facts are 
not in dispute. Once the facts are 
given to the body, then you reach a 
conclusion. 

In my opinion and the opinion of my 
two principal cosponsors, Senator 
JOHNSTON and Senator BENTSEN, the 
facts are overwhelmingly in support of 
the amendment. We first introduced a 
bill in the Senate to withdraw 10,000 
of the 43,800 troops we had in Korea 
as of June of this year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend. The Senate is 
not in order. We cannot proceed with 
the noise in the Chamber at this time. 
Senators will cease audible conversa­
tion. The Senator deserves to be 
heard. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, as I 
was saying, we have 43,800 troops in 
Korea. Broken down, it is roughly 
31,400 Army, 11,500 Air Force, and 
about 1,000 Navy and Marines; all told, 
43,800. We wanted to withdraw 10,000 
troops over the next 3 years. But bear 
in mind this is an appropriations bill 
and you can only operate for 1 year on 
an appropriations bill, so what we did, 
instead of asking for the phased with­
drawal of 10,000 troops over a 3-year 
period, we are asking for roughly one­
third of that amount in 1990, by 
August 30. No big deal, in one sense of 
the word, out of 43,800 troops. 

Listen to this. Listen to the history 
of our presence in Korea. We went 
there in the late 1940's. The war broke 
out in 1950. And of course our pres­
ence accelerated dramatically. Then it 
started dropping off. 

But if you adopt this amendment to­
night to withdraw 3,000 troops in 1990, 
we will still have over 2,000 more 
troops than we had in 1981. 

When Korea was a poor country and 
could not defend itself, our presence 
there made some sense, because they 
were threatened by the North Kore­
ans. Mr. President, we are talking 
about 40 long years later. We are still 
there. The taxpayers of America are 
paying $2.6 to $3 billion a year. We are 
closing bases all over the United 
States to the chagrin and dismay of 
many of my colleagues, but you name 
one base overseas that has been 
closed. 

Where do you get the most applause, 
Republicans and Democrats alike, 
when you go home and you speak to 
the Rotary Club? When do they ap­
plaud the loudest? When you talk 

about burden sharing. Why do our 
allies not help themselves? Why is the 
United States, with a $160 to $170 bil­
lion deficit this year, spending $2.6 bil­
lion for that kind of presence in Korea 
when South Korea has twice as many 
people as North Korea? 

Bear in mind the only threat to 
South Korea is from North Korea. 
They have twice as many people, 41 
million to 21 million. The North 
Korean economy is a basket case, stag­
nant, zero growth. And the South Ko­
reans have an eight times bigger gross 
national product. 

Think of this. This is like asking 
Korea to come defend us against 
Mexico. It would be laughable if such 
a proposal were made. But here is 
South Korea, with twice as many 
people, eight times bigger GNP, and a 
$10 billion trade deficit against the 
United States. 

I can walk outside this building and 
within 2 minutes see a Hyundai. They 
flood the American market with 
Korean products. They have one of 
the most vibrant economies of any 
nation on Earth. And they have one of 
the finest armies and navies of any 
nation on Earth. 

What in the name of all that is good 
and holy are we doing? It is outra­
geous. 

Mr. President, here is the real 
clincher. The real clincher is that in 
1982 Korea was spending, when we 
had over 2,000 less troops there than 
we have now, they were committing 
6.1 percent of their gross national 
product to their own defense; 6.1 per­
cent of their GNP went to defend 
themselves. What do you think it is 
going to be in 1990? Twenty-two per­
cent less; 4. 75 percent of their GNP. 

While Korea is reducing its commit­
ment to its own defense, we stay and 
stay and stay, and spend the poor, 
hapless American taxpayer's dollar to 
defend people who absolutely refuse 
to defend themselves. 

How many speeches have I heard on 
this floor about the trade deficit and 
who is causing it. How many times 
have I heard speeches on this floor 
about we have got to demand a greater 
share from our allies. We cannot be 
the policemen of the world. 

Mr. President, we are not going to 
renege on our commitment. I am not 
suggesting that. I would not vote to­
night nor in the foreseeable future to 
remove our Air Force, intelligence and 
communications systems from there. 
But with one little simple amendment 
tonight, you can save $220 million an­
nually. 

Do you believe that if we have 40,800 
troops in Korea instead of 43,800, do 
you believe North Korea is going to 
attack? Why of course you do not be­
lieve it. 

I told the Korean Ambassador, who 
came to see me when we first intro-
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duced the bill, "Mr. Ambassador, our 
commitment to the freedom of South 
Korea is total. We are not going to 
renege ever on our commitment to you 
until you tell us to." 

You will hear argument tonight: 
"This is not the time." Well, we have 
been hearing that now for about 30 
years. This is not the time. The 
Korean Defense Minister was in the 
United States recently. They said, 
"Well, when is the time, Mr. Minis­
ter?" He said "Well, sometime after 
the turn of the century, around 2004 
to 2006," He thought that would be a 
good time. 

You will hear the argument tonight 
that Congress is usurping the preroga­
tives of the President or the Defense 
Department or the State Department. 
Do you know what that argument 
means? They say we do not want to 
unilaterally withdraw. We have to ne­
gotiate this with the South Koreans. 
Do you know what that means? That 
means we are hostage. If we cannot 
leave on our own initiative, then we 
can only leave with the permission of 
the South Koreans. And that means 
you will never leave, and you certainly 
will not leave, according to them, 
before the year 2004, 2006. 

At some point, people have to defend 
themselves, and South Korea has a 
burgeoning democracy, and we want to 
nurture it and help them. But our 
presence there is just a lightning rod. 

My colleagues know what happened 
at the 18-hole golf course, do they not? 
Every Korean who worked in Seoul 
going to work every morning went by 
this most beautiful and precious piece 
of real estate in all of Seoul, an Ameri­
can golf course. 

My colleagues will hear people say 
that it is not true that the South Ko­
reans resent us; they love us. If they 
love us, why did they have riots over 
our having that golf course down­
town? Riots to the point that South 
Korea itself had to give us land out­
side the city for a new golf course and 
base? 

I think we are respected in South 
Korea. But I will tell my colleagues 
something else. Talk about burning 
American flags, that is a favorite pas­
time in South Korea. Every time any­
thing goes wrong, they blame the 
Americans, the dissidents do. And I 
think we foster democracy, there if we 
start diminishing our presence so they 
at least cannot blame everything that 
goes wrong on us. 

Mr. President, I want to honor our 
commitments. Our commitment to 
South Korea has long since expired. 
The Armed Services Committee the 
other day in the authorization bill 
said: We want to study this. And we 
want the President to report back to 
us. 

I will tell my colleagues something, 
the President cannot tell them one 
thing in his report that I have not told 

them in the last 5 minutes. And when 
the report comes back it will say we 
have it under study and we want to ne­
gotiate with our good friends and 
allies in South Korea. 

So, Mr. President, I say the time has 
come not to put up with the argu­
ments any longer that this is not the 
right time, that it ought to be studied, 
that we need to negotiate this with 
South Korea. We inherited those ar­
guments. 

We have heard those arguments for 
30 long years. The time has come to 
fish or cut bait. 

Mr. President, my distinguished col­
league, Senator JoHNSTON, has some 
graphic charts that show the statistics 
I just described. At this time I will 
yield the floor. I think in order to keep 
the time more even it would be well 
for the other side to go. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. If I need additional 
time, I will then yield additional time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will inform all Senators the Sen­
ator from New Hampshire controls 
time in opposition. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I thank the Chair 
and I thank my distinguished col­
league from Hawaii, for that courtesy. 

Mr. President, this is really not a 
matter of numbers or graphs. It is not 
even a matter of relative strength, al­
though that is important. It is a 
matter of how we regulate our foreign 
policy. 

I say to my friend from Arkansas 
there is no question but that U.S. 
troop commitments worldwide are 
presently under review for a variety of 
reasons. First, because it would appear 
that in many parts of the world the 
tension level is changing; and, second, 
because of the fiscal realities that we 
face here in this country. 

But I would say to my friend from 
Arkansas that the tension level in the 
Far East, and particularly along the 
38th parallel in Korea, has not 
changed. Unquestionably, there well 
may be a time, and this well may be 
the time, for a reduction in forces. But 
to suggest that here in the U.S. Senate 
we will make this kind of foreign mili­
tary policy by a vote of the Senate, 
followed, I am sure, by a vote some­
time tomorrow on changing our troop 
strength in NATO, for which this may 
also be the time, I submit is short­
sighted. This may be the time, but this 
is not the place. 

Senator STEVENS will offer a substi­
tute amendment which will, set forth 
the manner in which we ought to ap­
proach this. 

Let me give my colleagues a little 
history, because there are people cur­
rently in this Chamber who do not re­
member that war very well. In early 
February 1950, the then Secretary of 
State, Dean Acheson, gave a speech at 

the National Press Club. In that 
speech he drew the defense perimeter 
of the United States, its worldwide 
commitments. 

Any historian who has written on 
this subject will say that was probably 
the worst mistake a modern American 
Secretary of State has made, because 
4% months later, Kim Il-song, the ir­
rational, and irresponsible, leader of 
North Korea, launched the attack 
across the parallel. 

In interviews with Chinese diplo­
mats and military officers, as well as 
Koreans, that was interpreted as a 
clear signal the United States did not 
consider South Korea as being within 
our defense perimeter. 

The rest, of course, is history. We 
have a memorial to Vietnam veterans, 
a beautiful memorial, to the 55,000 
Americans killed in Vietnam. America 
invested nearly that, 54,000 Americans 
killed, with total U.N. casualties of a 
half million between 1950 and 1953. 
On July 27, 1953, after a great deal of 
negotiation, an armistice was signed 
and a demilitarized zone established. 

That armistice still exists. There is 
no peace agreement between the 
North and the South. North Korea is 
still ruled by the same irresponsible 
leader, and in my trip to South Korea 
in August, returning there for the first 
time since 1952-53, I found the tension 
level around that parallel something 
that anyone would find disquieting. 

In my discussions with the Koreans, 
they agreed that a reassessment must 
be made and they would like to be 
part of that reassessment. They do not 
say that American troops will stay 
there indefinitely, and I believe we 
should look forward to some restruc­
turing of forces. But that should not 
be decided here in the U.S. Senate. In 
the White House, in the National Se­
curity Council, in the State Depart­
ment, yes. In consultation with the 
Congress, yes. But not by a unilateral 
action on the floor of the U.S. Senate. 

Let me just deal in a few facts and 
figures. North Korea has a GNP of 
only $20 billion, but they devote 25 
percent of it to the military. With 
their abnormally low wage rates and 
their police state, they get enormous 
clout for those defense dollars. The 
numbers are rather interesting. 

Although we do have 40,000-plus 
forces there, the forces of North 
Korea are certainly superior quantita­
tively, and very few who fought 
against the North Koreans, and I did, 
would say that they were inferior 
qualitatively, as we found out to our 
surprise, given our superior attitude 
about Western arms and Western sol­
diers. 

Presently, North Korea has 
1,040,000 troops under arms; the 
South, 650,000 and building. Total re­
serve divisions stand about 25 to 23 in 
the South. Infantry divisions, 25 to 21. 
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Tanks, 3,500 to 1,500. Multiple rocket 
launchers, 25,000 to 37. And I should 
not have to tell my friend from Arkan­
sas the value of those kinds of systems 
which he has supported for the U.S. 
Army many times on the floor of the 
Senate, the MLRS system, which I 
support as well. 

They also have an air force that has 
80 bombe.<·s, to zero in the South; 614 
jet fighters, to 480 in the South, and 
an enormous surplus in antiaircraft ar­
tillery, field artillery, and armored 
personnel carriers. 

In my conversations with people in 
Korea, they simply said that if the 
United States wishes to start reducing 
its troops and its commitment, it 
should be done in a phased and a care­
ful way. We understand that the 
United States will not stay here for­
ever, and we are building our forces 
and modernizing our structure. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, 
the South Koreans presently are 
spending at a rate of about 6 percent 
in terms of their own GNP. But, I 
would add, they are totally moderniz­
ing their field forces, bringing in 
1980's artillery rather than 1960's vin­
tage, or 1950's vintage. They are like­
wise modernizing their air force, their 
navy, and all of their forces. 

The point they make to me 1s that 
U.S. forces there in the current num­
bers essentially act as a strong mes­
sage to Kim 11-song that the United 
States maintains its commitment 
along a tense border that has existed 
for 36 years. 

Before I yield the floor, and I might 
take some more time after my friend 
from Louisiana speaks, let me say this. 
We are not dealing with a rational 
government. Let me just tell you a 
little bit about North Korea, which I 
referred to in committee the other day 
as the Albania of the Far East. 

Everyone in North Korea has a 
radio. It has one frequency, and it is 
not tunable. Everyone in North Korea 
has one television set. It has one fre­
quency, and it is not tunable. And Kim 
11-song, who has been known for many 
years as the great and beloved leader, 
lectures the people of North Korea. 
There is thought control beyond 
belief. Bicycles are not allowed in 
North Korea. I ask my friends why? 
Simply because Kim 11-song and his 
son and heir apparent as well as the 
military that controls that country do 
not want civilians to have any mobility 
whatsoever because that could lead 
possibly to knowledge and dissension 
and discontent. 

So here we have a country that es­
sentially is unchanged since the cold 
war period of the fifties; a truly doctri­
naire state ruled by the ironfisted 
Communist Party which still preaches 
the reunification by any means of the 
two Koreas. 

Let me say to my friends from Ar­
kansas and Louisiana that 250,000 

Americans were killed, wounded or 
missing, and a half a million people on 
the allied side lost their lives and 
fought with great valor to give the 
Western World its only victory mili­
tarily over communism in the postwar 
world. In Korea, the purpose that 
President Truman courageously set 
forth was to establish and reestablish 
South Korea. What happened with 
General MacArthur is more history, 
but the fact is we are now exactly 
where we were on June 25, 1950, and 
to give any signal whatsoever without 
careful and thoughtful deliberation is 
a terrible mistake. 

I do not believe United States forces 
should stay at their present levels in­
definitely in Korea, and I will support 
reductions. but I do not want it done 
on the basis of debate on the floor of 
the United States Senate. I would like 
it done thoughtfully by people who 
understand the issues and all of their 
complexity. 

There is no question in my mind 
that by 1990 or 1992, we will reduce 
forces in Korea. I have little doubt 
about that. Let us do it with consulta­
tion; let us do it with our allies, the 
South Koreans; let us make sure that 
their burden sharing, which is at a 
high level, and I have those figures if 
anyone is interested, will continue and 
increase. Let us eventually step down 
to a smaller force, but let us do it the 
way it ought to be done. And let us un­
derstand that when you are dealing 
with Kim 11-Song and North Korea, 
you are not dealing with Gorbachev or 
the Polish leadership or the Hungari­
an leadership or the East German 
leadership. You are dealing with an er­
ratic, unstable dictator who, with the 
snap of his fingers, could unleash an­
other attack against South Korea 
which would then cause the committal 
of major United States forces. 

Mr. President, this is not a good 
amendment. It is offered in good faith. 
I understand the reasons. I do not nec­
essarily disagree with them. This may 
be the time, Mr. President, but surely 
the United States Senate is not the 
place to signal the North Koreans that 
America is starting to reduce its com­
mitment unilaterally to the Republic 
of South Korea. I yield the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield me 10 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
have now been in the Senate for 17 
years. Some things have changed dra­
matically in that 17 years. The first is 
the limits that are placed on us by the 
budget. Seventeen years ago, Mr. 
President, we had much more money, 
it seems, to do all of those things we 
wanted to do. We had war in Vietnam 
which we were able to sustain, and we 
had a deficit which was much less. 
Today, Mr. President, we struggle to 
find money for the war against drugs. 

President Bush wants to be the educa­
tion President, and there is no money 
for an increase in education. Our in­
frastructure is crumbling in this coun­
try. Our highways are deteriorating, 
our bridges are falling in. We do not 
have money for AIDS research; we do 
not have money for catastrophic 
health care; and we are facing a se­
questration, and no one has quite the 
solution to it. 

Mr. President, in this very bill, we 
are seeing all of our military systems, 
most of them, cut back, and we are 
told that we ought to have some 
money. Mr. President, just what is the 
solution? Surely the country needs 
money. Surely we have high priorities 
here. How do we solve it? Is it taxes? 
Well, you can read my lips as I read 
President Bush's: Taxes are not going 
to happen. I am against taxes. I think 
my colleagues are against taxes. I 
know the President is against taxes. 
So what is the solution, Mr. President? 
The solution has to come from this 
body. We just cannot continue to do 
business and wait for somebody in the 
Pentagon to come give us a plan to cut 
troops in Korea. That is never going to 
happen. Mr. President, if we cannot 
cut troops in Korea now, then we 
cannot solve our problems, and if the 
U.S. Senate is not the place, the elect­
ed body where the people of the coun­
try send their representatives to do 
this job, then I say we better quit. 

Mr. President, some things have not 
changed since I have been here. One 
of those things that has not changed 
is the fact that we have been talking 
all that time about cutting troops in 
Korea, and it is always the same story. 
I remember when the late great 
Hubert Humphrey was here in 1976. 
He had an amendment to cut back 
troops in Korea. Here is what he said, 
and I quote him in part: I am insisting 
that the executive branch begin to 
plan in specific terms for the day that 
the defense of Korea can be turned 
over to the Koreans, said Senator 
Humphrey. And he continued: "The 
report"-that is the Ford administra­
tion report-"states that the earlier 
Korea modemization plan had been 
completed. This was supposed to have 
been the time when U.S. reductions 
could begin. If we leave things as they 
are, the Koreans will never prepare 
themselves militarily or psychological­
ly to stand on their own." So sayeth 
Hubert Humphrey back in 1976. 

Just what happened since that time? 
Mr. President, there were some re­
ports. There was a report out of the 
House Appropriations Committee 2 
years ago on the status of and pros­
pects for troops reductions in South 
Korea. Guess what they said? Yes, we 
ought to do it, but now is not the time. 
They always say that, Mr. President. 
If you look at this chart which shows 
over here starting at about 1971, 
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which is about the time I came to the 
Senate-actually 1972-going up 
through the present time, it shows 
what our troop levels have been in 
Korea. They have actually been rising. 
All this time we have been talking 
about when is the right time to cut 
t roops in Korea, and the numbers 
h ave gone up. What has happened to 
the Koreans? This is annual defense 
spending as a percentage of GNP. 
South Korea is here in red, and the 
United States is in blue. We are spend­
ing more as a percentage of GNP; they 
are spending less. 

Mr. President, the figures I have are 
t hat they are spending, and this comes 
from Seoul, Korea, 4.75 percent of 
t heir GNP, considerabley less than we 
are spending. 

Mr. President, there are some other 
t hings that have changed since 1976. 
The PRC is not a hostile enemy to us. 
They may not be a model of democra­
cy, but they are not a hostile enemy to 
this country as they were in 1976 
when Hubert Humphrey wanted to cut 
those troops and certainly in 1950 
when they were part of the invading 
force in the latter stages of the war. 
Or certainly the Soviet Union with 
perestroika and glasnost, a vast 
change from the 1950 Soviet Union 
under Stalin or the 1976 Soviet Union 
under Brezhnev, I guess it was at that 
t ime. 

Mr. President, things have changed 
dramatically. The trade surplus of this 
country with South Korea is now $10 
billion. While we spend our money to 
support troops in Korea, they spend 
t heir money on R&D on Hyundai 
automobiles. Why should we do that, 
Mr. President? Why are we paying for 
a country that is relatively richer than 
us in terms of trade? Just why do we 
do that? 

We are told, well, maybe sometime 
but now is not the place. Unless you 
make that crowd at Pentagon do it, 
t hey are not going to do it. 

Mr. President, a year ago in this very 
bill we put in language that required 
t he appointment of an Ambassador for 
burdensharing. We all made great 
speeches and that is now the law of 
the land. 

Do you know, Mr. President, in a 
year they have not appointed that 
Ambassador. As high a priority as that 
ought to be, they will not even appoint 
somebody to go talk about it. They 
just ignore the law of the land. 

Mr. President, if we wait for them to 
act on this thing rather than us to act 
on it, it is going to be like talking to 
somebody about quiting smoking. 
They ought to do it and they will do it 
from time to time but they just never 
get around to it. 

And how about all those civilians 
over there, Mr. President? It is virtual­
ly scandulous. According to the report 
that we have received, they say that 
the tooth-to-tail ratio in South Korea 

is virtually scandulous in terms of the 
number of people that are there to 
support these Armed Forces. 

This is 1989. All our amendment 
does is cut the first 3,300 troops from 
Korea and give us a report on how you 
would cut 10,000 over a period of 3 
years. It is a very modest first step, 
Mr. President very modest. But for the 
first time we would be sending a signal 
that it is time for Korea, which has 
eight times the GNP of North Korea, 
twice the population, to do their 
share; otherwise, they are going to 
depend on Uncle Sugar forever. As 
Hubert Humphrey said, they will 
never be prepared psychologically to 
share the burden of their own defense. 
We need to get started and get started 
now. 

With respect to all of these scare 
stories about how strong Kim Il-song 
is, I can tell you that General Meme­
trey, who is the commander in Korea, 
says that considering the air power of 
the United States, which is the key of 
the United States forces-it is not 
those 44,000 ground troops. If that is a 
problem, we ought to have a lot more 
than that, if we are going to defend 
against an invasion from over 1 mil­
lion. Our key is the Air Force. 

General Menetrey says, sure, we can 
defeat an invasion from the North 
using our air forces, but what we 
ought to do is bring home, at least 
begin to bring home, those doughboys 
that are not necessary in Korea. We 
are supporting their economy when 
they ought to be either phased out or 
stationed somewhere in the United 
States so that they can support the 
complete--

Mr. RUDMAN. Will the Senator 
yield? Is he still quoting General Men­
etrey? I just want to make sure that 
the record is clear because that sen­
tence continued and I now have a 
report of what General Menetrey be­
lieves. I just want w be sure what the 
Senator is saying. Could he restate for 
us what General Menetrey believes be­
cause he went into his own statement 
and I was afraid people might be con­
fused. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, on 
the Senator's time, I will be glad to do 
this. I spoke to General Menetrey, and 
what General Menetrey told me is 
that with our Air Force we can defeat 
an invasion from the North. Now, if he 
is saying something different from 
that, that is exactly what he told me. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. That is exactly 

what he told me. He also told me that 
he thought there was a very good 
chance they would begin to bring 
home troops now on their own without 
this amendment. 

But, Mr. President, we keep hearing 
that every year. Oh, we are going to do 
it. 

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

Mr. JOHNSTON. But now is not the 
time. 

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

Mr. JOHNSTON. Time is very limit­
ed. 

Mr. SYMMS. Is General Menetrey 
an Air Force officer or Army officer? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. He is an Army 
commander. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 

would like to yield a couple of minutes 
to Senator BoND and then I will yield 
some time to the Senator from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. HEINZ] . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would inform all Senators the 
Senator from New Hampshire has 18 
minutes remaining; the Senator from 
Arkansas has 7 minutes, 53 seconds re­
maining. 

The Chair would seek clarification. 
Did the Senator from New Hampshire 
yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. RUDMAN. I am yielding 2 min­
utes to the Senator from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Missouri is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there are 
so many points that the sponsors of 
this amendment have raised that must 
be addressed. Let me begin by quoting 
from Congressional Quarterly, page 
2262, the statements of General Mene­
trey talking about Kim Il-song. "This 
rather formidable offensive power is in 
the hands of this unpredictable leader 
who has certainly exhibited his capa­
bility for irrational acts." 

That is a quote from U.S. Army Gen. 
Louis Mene;,rey. 

Later on that same page, General 
Menetrey is quoted again, "There is a 
Korean saying which says that the air 
and naval forces are like geese. They 
just honk and fly away. The commit­
ment of ground forces is the greatest 
single deterrent we can have." 

Mr. Pr-esident, there are many other 
points that we ought to straighten 
out. 

First, South Korea does provide 
about one-third of its governmental 
budget for defense-5.5 percent of its 
gross national product. South Korea 
faces the seventh largest army in the 
world, approximately 1 million men 
amassed on its border-troops who are 
under the control of a leader who for 
four decades has managed to keep his 
country outside the community of re­
sponsible nations. 

The Kim Il-song regime clearly is 
one of the most militant and hostile in 
the world. Time and time again Kim 
has shown his willingness to use force 
against the South. From his 1950 inva­
sion, through more recent acts such as 
the 1983 assasination attempt against 
President Chun Doo Hwan and his 
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cabinet, to the recent bombing of a 
Korean Air flight, Kim has shown 
that his is a terrorist regime. 

Against this massive hostile regime, 
the South has deployed impressive­
but clearly outgunned-forces, out­
numbered almost two to one by the 
North. 

The United States troops deployed 
in Korea play a critical role not only 
in helping the South to address the 
iinbalance from the North but, more 
importantly, they play an important 
phsycological role-sending a clear 
message to the North that an attack 
on the South will not be ignored by 
the United States. 

The sponsors make a number of ar­
guments in favor of this amendment, 
and I would like to take a few minutes 
to address those. 

First, they argue that South Korea 
is much stronger economically than is 
North Korea-having a Gross National 
Product eight times as large. This is ir­
relevant at best. A nation's overall 
GNP gives no indication as to the size 
of its military forces or the threat it 
poses. The United States, for example, 
has a much larger GNP than the 
Soviet Union. Yet the Soviets have 
forces that are in many ways equal or 
superior to those of the United States. 
The fact that the Soviet economy has 
suffered because of this tremendous 
military buildup does not make its 
military any less lethal or any less of a 
threat to the West. 

A second argument raised by the 
sponsors is that South Korea has a 
$10 billion trade surplus with the 
United States. This truly is a specious 
argument. 

I believe as strongly as anyone in 
this chamber that we must work to 
eliminate our trade imbalance with 
Korea. It would be a great mistake, 
however, to allow our distress over this 
imbalance to drive our military deci­
sions. Yes we should be tough in talks 
with the Korean Government to get 
them to eliminate unfair trade bar­
riers. Yes, we should keep pressure on 
them to eliminate improper currency 
manipulation and to bring their cur­
rency into proper valuation. And yes 
we should do everything possible to 
encourage and aid United States com­
panies to sell their products in the 
Korean market. But it would be a 
great mistake to ignore our own secu­
rity needs and withdraw troops in 
frustration over this trade imbalance. 

Mr. President, I am not unaware of 
the fact that South Korea has a suc­
cessful economy. South Korea is, in 
fact, one of the world's true great eco­
nomic miracles. Yet we must remem­
ber that Korea's success is recent. 

As few as 10 years ago, South Korea 
was an economic questionmark, and 20 
years ago it was an economic basket 
case. On the political front, just last 
year South Korea took the historic 
steps of peacefully and democratically 

removing an authoritarian govern­
ment and electing a new leader. I 
would argue that this is a country that 
we should encourage and nurture, not 
beat into the ground. The United 
States-and particularly the United 
States defense budget-benefits from 
strong, stable, democratic allies such 
as South Korea is becoming. 

This is not to say that we should be 
the saps that we sometimes are and 
allow our allies to take advantage of 
us. I believe we should work hard to 
push our allies to pay a greater share 
of our mutual defense costs. However, 
we should do this in a way that 
meets-rather than defeats-our de­
fense interests. 

In Korea this means making it clear 
to the Koreans that they need to pay 
a larger and growing share of the cost 
of United States troop deployments. 

Mr. President, one last point worth 
noting is that the sponsors of this 
amendment argue that it would result 
in a savings to our defense budget. 
That is not the case unless the troops 
are deactivated. Because of the large 
amount that South Korea pays to sup­
port United States trade deployments 
in that country, withdrawing our 
troops to the United States would 
result in an increase, rather than a de­
crease in expense. 

Mr. President, I would simply con­
clude by urging my colleagues to 
oppose this amendment. If Senators 
are concerned that we are over ex­
tended in Korea, the way to address 
that is by working with Korea to pay a 
larger share of the bill, not by with­
drawing our troops. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the Senator from Penn­
sylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, South 
Korea has the ability and the obliga­
tion to bear a larger portion of the 
burden of deterring North Korean ag­
gression. We should strive to elicit this 
enhanced contribution from South 
Korea in a way that does not under­
mine our strategic interests in the 
Korean Peninsula or squander the in­
vestment in blood and treasure we 
have made there since 1950. The 
debate on the Bumpers amendment is 
not about ends-it is about the means 
to an end. 

There are key differences between 
the Korean Peninsula and other parts 
of the world. While glasnost and per­
estroika roar like a political hurricane 
through Eastern Europe and the 
U.S.S.R., and at least a breeze of 
reform lives on in China, the Demo­
cratic People's Republic of Korea lies 
isolated and any forces of reform ut­
terly becalmed. While Solidarity 
blazes a new path for Poland, and 
Hungary opens its borders for East 

Germans traveling the freedom road, 
the policies of North Korea are a wallt 
down a totalitarian memory lane. 

The amendment now under consid­
eration, while it aims at the desirable 
objective of boosting South Korea's 
defense contribution, risks precisely 
the sort of political fallout we cannot 
afford. For this reason I must oppose 
the amendment. 

There is a group of countries that 
have long been branded pariah 
states-and North Korea still merits 
that description. The list of particu­
lars against Pyongyang is long and 
grisly, and includes recent flagrant 
acts of international territories against 
civil aviation. It has been only 6 years 
since North Korean agents assassinat­
ed half the South Korean Cabinet 
with a bomb at an official ceremony in 
Burma. 

The brutal, broad-daylight ax mur­
ders of two American servicemen at 
Panmunjom in 1976 seem distant, but 
that barbaric act serves as accurate 
symbol of the unrepentant perversity 
of the regime in Pyongyang. 

North Korea's military might re­
mains all out of proportion to legiti­
mate defense needs. Modern systems 
including the latest Soviet fighter air­
craft are in North Korea's arsenal. 

And despite the struggle for demo­
cratic change in South Korea, which 
has made some progress, the North 
has not altered its hostile policies that 
prevent any moves toward reducing 
tensions on the peninsula. 

In this context, Mr. President, a uni­
lateral cut in American troops de­
ployed in South Korea, whatever its 
motivation, would only put off the day 
that North Korea must come to terms 
with reality and with its southern 
neighbor. American troop reductions 
in South Korea must come some day­
but they must be part of an integrated 
plan that coordinates the efforts of 
the United States and South Korea. 
Such reductions must come as a result 
of consultations with our allies in 
Seoul, and ideally in the context of a 
relaxed atmosphere in which North 
Korea is usefully engaged in negotia­
tions to reduce the chances of war. 

Mr. President, this past July, as an 
amendment to the Defense Authoriza­
tion Act, the Senate adopted a provi­
sion offered by Senators NUNN and 
WARNER. This amendment required a 
report from the administration on the 
kinds of changes we would like to see 
in the United States-South Korean de­
fense relationship. 

The Nunn-Warner amendment, 
while calling for a general reassess­
ment of American security arrange­
ments in East Asia, pointed to specific 
measures to reduce the burden of pro­
tecting American interests in the 
region. Most importantly, the amend­
ment mentioned increased South 
Korean contributions to offset direct 
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costs of United States forces deployed 
in South Korea. 

The annual cost of maintaining 
United States forces in South Korea is 
$1.9 billion. At present, Seoul claims to 
provide, through both direct budget 
outlays and indirect methods such as 
free rent and discounted utility rates, 
about that same amount of support to 
U.S. forces. The South Korean figure 
can be disputed, but whatever the 
merits of their calculations, there is no 
doubt that the South Koreans could 
easily provide much greater support 
for United States forces deployed on 
their soil. 

Over a billion dollars of the total 
cost of maintaining United States 
troops in South Korea are accounted 
for by operations and maintenance ex­
penditures. In 1988 South Korea ran a 
national budget surplus of over $2 bil­
lion in addition to enjoying a $10 bil­
lion bilateral trade surplus with the 
United States. I see no reason the two 
sides cannot work out an arrangement 
whereby some of this budget surplus 
can be turned to offsetting the direct 
costs of American military deploy­
ments in South Korea. 

The last two meetings of the securi­
ty consultative meeting, the United 
States-South Korean bilateral security 
forum, have seen United States re­
quests that South Korea increase its 
support of direct costs of the Ameri­
can presence. The administration is on 
the right track. I would urge them to 
look at the example of Japan, which 
pays for virtually all recurring costs of 
United States forces in Japan save 
their actual salaries. We should seek 
the same level of support from South 
Korea as many years of negotiating 
have yielded in Japan. 

Instead of unilateral troops cuts, I 
believe the Senate should put its full 
weight behind the ideas approved in 
July-intense bilateral consultations 
leading to cost reduction, greater 
Korean contribution to United States 
deployment costs, and a more efficient 
regional strategy. In Europe, we all 
hope to see historic troop reduction 
through the CFR negotiations. In 
Korea, we should take the same ap­
proach-adopting considered, allied 
positions for bargaining with the ad­
versary. 

Mr. President, South Korea's contri­
bution to its own defense must in­
crease. We cannot care more than the 
people of South Korea about deterring 
their rival to the north. South Korea 
must assume the responsibilities ap­
propriate to its economic stature. But 
America has responsibilities as well. 
We cannot afford actions that may en­
courage the unrepentant Korth 
Korean Govemment to deepen its in­
transigence or expand its troublem.ak­
ing. 

There are W&J'.S, some of watch I 
have outlined, to reduce our b\Jl'den in 
the Far East without endangerlac our 

vital interests there. Unfortunately, I 
believe this amendment is not among 
them, and I urge my colleagues to 
oppose it. 

Further, Mr. President, I would like 
to speak in opposition to the Bumpers 
amendment but from a slightly differ­
ent point of view than has been ex­
pressed so far. It is not that I disagree 
with the Senator from New Hamp­
shire or the Senator from Missouri 
about the troop levels and strengths. 

It seems to me that we are really ar­
guing about is in the broadest sense 
burden sharing. It is an area we are 
often talking about when we are talk­
ing about Europe. It seems to me what 
we really are talking about is a means 
to an end. The amendment of the Sen­
ator from Arkansas seeks a particular 
means, namely, a unilateral troop cut 
toward an end that I think we all 
agree upon, at least if I have heard my 
colleagues today. 

I think that when you have a coun­
try like South Korea which has a bi­
lateral trade surplus with the United 
States of $10 billion, which has a 
budget surplus of $2 billion-would we 
not like to have a budget that was neu­
tral let alone in surplus?-they clearly 
have a capacity to engage in enhanced 
burdensharing. They are a long way 
from it, and I think we should use 
every opportunity that we have to ne­
gotiate a much stronger amount of 
support and offsets in the normal 
sense of that word to reduce the cost 
of our taxpayers of having troops 
there. 

But this Senator believes, for rea­
sons said by others, that simply going 
about a unilateral troop reduction is 
the wrong way to do it. 

Senator STEVENS is going to have an 
amendment tracking the Nunn­
Warner amendment, as I understand 
it, later on that deserves our support. I 
will certainly be supporting that. I 
urge my colleagues to do so as well as 
an alternative to the Bumpers amend­
ment. 

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, we did 

generally think we would alternate. I 
see no one seeking recognition from 
the other side, so I will yield 3 minutes 
to the Senator from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maine is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. COHEN. First of all, it has been 
represented by this chart and the ar­
gument of the Senator from Louisiana 
that his amendment is going to save 
some money. He talked abo\lt the need 
for l'lighway repair, drug education, 
dru• interdiction, AIDS, and all the 
problems that afflict us. This amend­
meat will not save you a single penny, 
not a clollar. This amendment does not 
save any money because it does not re­
quire the inactivation of these troops. 

It will cost more money to bring those 
troops back home unless we intend to 
inactivate them. But the amendment 
does not do that. 

The second point is this: The Sena­
tor from Louisiana supported $1 bil­
lion about an hour ago for fast sealift. 
What are we going to spend $1 billion 
for fast sealift for? To move troops 
and equipment-to where? I assume to 
Korea, and to other flashpoints in the 
world. 

So on the one hand, we want to cut 
troops out of South Korea tonight and 
elsewhere-Germany tomorrow-and 
then use $1 billion to build a fast sea­
lift. It does not make any dollars and 
sense. 

Second, he says that the PRC is not 
an enemy. Maybe not, but who wants 
to bet the troops on the future? How 
friendly will they be at any given time 
in our relationship? 

Let us not consult with our allies. 
Let us just do it. Let us just show the 
South Koreans for a change. Let us do 
it. Do not consult them. 

Let me suggest to you that if the 
President of the United States just did 
it without consulting with our allies, 
the Senator from Louisiana and the 
Senator from Arkansas would lead, 
and I do not mean this in any partisan 
way, a mule train right into the 
Senate criticizing him, demanding to 
know what he's doing treating our 
allies that way? Why did he not con­
sult with them? 

I would like to go bacs to the point 
that they are rioting in South Korea; 
therefore, let us get out. When they 
riot in the Philippines, will we want to 
get out? If we want to get out of South 
Korea now, today, 3,000, 10,000, or 
whatever the amount will be, shall we 
get out of the Philippines, too because 
we're a lightning rod? 

Let Japan defend that region of the 
world. The Soviet Union is not a 
threat. After all, their economy is a 
basket case just like North Korea's is. 
What is the problem? Why are we 
worried about the Soviet Union's pres­
ence? 

There is not a more unstable, dan­
gerous flashpoint in the world than 
North Korea today. Is our presence 
there a lightning rod? 

I would suggest our presence is a sta­
bilizing factor. We had a commitment. 
The Senator from Arkansas said our 
commitment has long since expired to 
South Korea. Our commitment re­
m-ains to South Korea, to treat them 
as an ally. I think we have an oblip.­
tion to deal with them frankly, and in 
a tough-minded way, and negoti&te 
those troops down. But we showd not 
treat them as if they are some sort of 
an employee and say, "We are going io 
do it," and, "See you later." 

I hope we reject the BUIJ.ll)ers 
amendment, and overwhelmingly. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield 1 minute? 
Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, my 

friend from Maine states that this 
amendment would not save any 
money. According to CBO reducing 
the U.S. military forces by 11,044 
troops-that number came from a pre­
vious iteration of our amendment. In 
any event, by that number, over th~ 
years 1990 to 1992, it would save $2.67 
billion in total if the troops were 
broug·ht home and demobilized, or 
$131 million in total by 1994 if the 
troops were stationed in the United 
States, which, of course, would give us 
a more r~pid deployment capability. 

Frankly, General Powell, as others, 
has talked about needing a four-struc­
ture reduction. So if these forces were 
used as part of the reduction, then the 
number for 11,044 troops would be 
$2.67 billion according to CBO. Not 
only that, according to the inspector 
general's office, they review the 
United States military in South 
Korea. In an issue in February 1988, a 
report known as the Vandershaft 
Report, states as follows: 

Summary. There a1·e more Army adminis­
trative headquarters support and adminis­
trative personnel in Korea than there are 
war-fighting personnel, in a country where 
the number of dependents is relatively low. 
While there is no intent to reduce the 
number of people who are necessary to de­
liver support in services, the numbers 
appear excessive. Also excessive are the 
numbers of different organizations deliver­
ing support. 

It goes on to point e:ut that it is just 
ridiculous that there is that number of 
support personnel which we have, and 
if those came down to the fighting 
troops-and they ought to-then the 
numbers would be even greater than 
the $2.67 billion identified by CBO. 

It makes common sense, Mr. Presi­
dent, and I do not know what the 
actual figure is. But you save money 
when you bring troops home from 
K orea. Anybody knows that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. BUMPERS. !VIr. President, how 
much time does the Senator from New 
Hampshire h ave and the Senator from 
.:.1\rkansas h ave? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas h as 51J2 rr.:.in­
utes; the Senator from New Hamp­
shire has 11 minutes. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr . President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from Rh ode 
Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, what 
this amendment does is it asks that we 
in this body act as military strategists. 
That is something we all ought to do. I 
am not sure we are qualified along 
those lines. Indeed, it seems to me 
that it is the very type of action that 
we should avoid on this floor. Perhaps 

we believe that the number of troops 
in Korea should be reduced. But that 
is not our proper role. 

It seems to me our role is not to take 
charge of every deployment of the 
United States forces throughout the 
world to say you are to have 80,000 in 
this place, so many in Korea, so many 
in the Philippines, so many in Okina­
wa, and so many in Japan. That is not 
the duty of the Senate. 

What we should do, it seems to me, 
is to tell the armed services that this is 
the number of total troops you can 
have. Then we expect those who are 
skilled in these matters to determine 
where in the world they are to be de­
ployed, and where they can be most 
effectively used. Perhaps the decision 
will be in South Korea. Perhaps it will 
be in Western Europe. But let us leave 
those type of decisions to those who 
we hire to do the job; namely, the mili­
tary chiefs of the United States. 

I think this amendment, with no 
criticism of those who honestly put it 
forward, to me is a meddler, and med­
dling in the deployment of the forces 
of the United States throughout the 
world. 

I think it is an unfortunate amend­
ment. I hope it will be defeated. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 

wonder if the Senator from New 
Hampshire and the Senator from 
Rhode Island would be surprised to 
know exactly 1 year ago they both 
voted for precisely what we are talking 
about-a cap on the number of troops 
we can have in every single country in 
the world. It was in the appropriations 
bill last year, and they both voted fer 
it. 

Tonight everybody comes here 
saying we are going to renege on our 
commitment. Nobody said that. 

Let me remind the Senator from 
Maine that in my opening sentence I 
said we are not reneging on our com­
mitment to South Korea. I am for de­
fending South Korea. I am not for 
keeping 43,000 troops there as long as 
they say we must keep 43,000 troops 
there. What is this body? We cannot 
do this. We cannot do that. What can 
we do? We can appropriate $2.6 billion 
every year t o keep them there. The 
Senators vot ed for a cap on every 
single nation last year. And tonight 
they come in saying we are meddling. 

The fact is that North K orea has 
more men under arms than South 
Korea. That is South Korea's decision. 
They have twice as many people, eight 
t imes the GNP, and any t ime t hey 
want to defend themselves they have 
the resources. Why should they? I do 
not blame them for taking our money, 
and using it for technological advance­
ment so they can send goods to the 
United States, and take $10 billion out 
of this country every year. 

Do you know something else? There 
are 18,000 American citizens, civilians, 

in Korea supporting those 43,000 
troops. What do you think that does 
to our balance of payments? 

If we do not save a dime, we could at 
least bring 18,000 jobs back to Amer­
ica. 

I must say with all deftness, and I 
have the utmost respect for anybody 
who opposes this amendment. That is 
their privilege. There is nothing 
unique or original about it. It hurts all 
departments. But now is not the time. 
You cannot do it. We cannot set a cap 
and say: 

General, you tell us how many troops you 
want to send over there, and you just go 
ahead and take them. We will have you 
decide how many troops we are going to 
have in every corner on Earth. We will have 
you decide how many troops we are going to 
have in every corner of the Earth. It is your 
prerogative, not ours. The people elected us 
to come up here and rubberstamp every­
thing you want. 

I will tell you that not many people 
watch C-Span, but I will tell you that 
the American people would be sick to 
death to know that we are spending 
this kind of money for a country, one 
of the most modern economies in the 
world, and that we have made a con­
scious decision that they are not going 
to defend themselves fully. On the 
contrary, according to the charts, and 
according to everything you have seen, 
they are reducing their own commit­
ment to their defense. They are de­
pending on us to do it. "Uncle Sucker." 

Well, we may not prevail on this 
amendment tonight. But it is a debate 
worth having. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I yield 

2 minutes to my friend, the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, listen­
ing t o the inspired thoughts of my 
friend from Arkansas, I am reminded 
of the immortal words of the great 
Yogi Berra, who says, "It is deja vu all 
over again." 

I remember in 1972, the Pr·esidential 
campaign slogan was "Come Home 
America." Back in 1978, we h ad a 
President who felt that we ought to 
withdraw 10,000 troops from Korea. 
At t hat point he was willing to consult 
with Congress :rather than agree to a 
unilateral movement or decision, such 
as is being attempted h ere on the floor 
of the Senate. 

Mr. President, surely my friend from 
Arkansas understands the difference 
between a cap on numbers of troops 
and a unilateral withdrawal. Certainly 
that semantical difference does not 
escape his attention. It is one thing for 
the Members of this body to vote for a 
cap on the number of troops that we 
may have stationed overseas, but then 
to announce a unilateral withdrawal 
no matter how big or small in the 
presence of an unstable and erratic 
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and indeed insane dictator, who not 
only has all of the qualities which 
were so eloquently described by my 
friend from New Hampshire in what I 
believe is one of the finest statements 
I have heard in the short time I have 
been a Member of this body. He ne­
glected to mention the very disturbing 
development in the realm of biologi­
cal, chemical, and atomic warfare. 

We hear reports about events taking 
place in North Korea. It is the wrong 
time for a decision such as this to be 
made. I would like to remind my col­
leagues that we have an authorizing 
committee, we have a Senate Armed 
Services Committee, of which I am 
proud to be a member, as is my friend 
from Maine. 

Under the chairmanship of Senator 
NUNN, along with Senator WARNER, we, 
the Senate Armed Services Commit­
t ee, unanimously approved a burden­
sharing package, which I am very 
frank to tell you I think is one of the 
most forward and important state­
ments made by the Senate Armed 
Services Committee since I have been 
observing that committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I yield an additional 
30 seconds. 

Mr. McCAIN. In that package is a 
clear outline for which the administra­
tion is in agreement that we can ap­
proach this issue of United States 
presence in Korea in a measured and 
mature and deliberative fashion, from 
which I believe we will see some reduc­
tions, we will see some changes in com­
mand structure, and indeed send the 
right kind of message at the right 
time, which this amendment clearly 
does not do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. The Sena­
tor from New Hampshire has 6 min­
utes remaining. The Senator from Ar­
kansas has 2. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Will the Senator 
yield. Would the Senator from Arkan­
sas be willing to add me as a cospon­
sor? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. I ask unani­
mous consent that the Senator from 
New Mexico be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. RUDMAN. I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished chairman of the sub­
committee, the Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the 
issue before us is military. It is also 
budgetary. Are they equally as impor­
tant? It is a foreign policy issue. 

I believe it is well for all of us here 
to pause a moment to realize that in 
the Pacific Rim are located 7 of the 
top 10 largest military units in the 
world. North Korea is No. 5. The sec­
ond set of statistics, Mr. President, is 
we do more business in the Pacific area 
than the Atlantic area. In fact, our vol-

ume of business in terms of dollars dou­
bles that of the Atlantic or European. 
For each jumbo jet that flies over the 
Atlantic, four jumbo jets fly over the 
Pacific. 

Our presence in Korea has brought 
stability in that part of the world for 
40 years. All of us who cherish democ­
racy should know that we flourish in a 
stable world. Democracy has great dif­
ficulty flourishing in an unstable 
world. 

It is true that 3,000 troops out of 
43,000 should not make much of a dif­
ference, but in that part of the world a 
signal means something. Three thou­
sand troops will be a loud signal. The 
signal that was issued in June 25, 1950 
was less than that. As a result of that 
signal which was just a statement, we 
ended up with 500,000 casualties. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that we 
will look upon the next substitute with 
favor, because that substitute will 
place us on record saying that Korea 
is our ally, that if any decision is going 
to be made, it will be made jointly, and 
that is the way it should be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire has 4 
minutes remaining. Who yields time? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Does the Senator 
from Arkansas have any time remain­
ing at all? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
minute and a half. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Would the Senator 
like to use his time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I will save it until 
the Senator from New Hampshire has 
run down. 

Mr. RUDMAN. The Senator from 
New Hampshire will use about 21/2 

minutes. It has been a very spirited 
and, I think, a very sincere debate. I 
understand precisely what my friends 
from Arkansas and Louisiana are 
saying. We understand the issue. But I 
think there is just a little bit a rebut­
tal on a couple of points, in fairness to 
our friends in South Korea-and make 
no mistake, they are our friends. 

That country was devastated during 
1950 to 1954. It took a long time tore­
build. It is now young and thriving, 
emerging into a democracy-! would 
not say it is yet a democracy. It is be­
coming economically powerful. 

But let me just make an observation 
that their GNP is growing at a very 
rapid rate. They are maintaining de­
fense spending at a level of about 5.3 
percent of GNP. I know the Senator 
from Louisiana thinks differently, but 
I think it is about 5.3 percent. Assum­
ing it was 5 percent, the fact is that 
the dollars are increasing. They spent 
about $9 billion on defense in fiscal 
year 1989, and they have an enormous 
commitment to reserve forces, and to 
the modernization of artillery and 
tanks and so forth. 

That is the first point, that they are 
not shirking their duty and are con­
tributing an enormous amount of 

money to burden sharing, in billions of 
dollars. 

It is unfair to characterize that 
nation as a nation of American flag 
burners. Granted, there are some very 
leftist students and others in that 
country who are sympathetic to the 
north and who are unhappy with their 
government and who demonstrate and 
do burn the flag. But the overwhelm­
ing number of South Koreans are 
truly friends of the United States, as 
well they ought to be, inasmuch as we 
lost 54,000 of our finest young people 
in that war. 

Finally, on that point, let me simply 
say that in a luncheon I had with the 
six members of six parties, including 
the leading opposition party, the uni­
fied message from the ruling party 
and all of the opposition parties was 
this: We understand the United States 
must reassess its commitment with us, 
work it out with us, and if you must 
reduce your forces, let us do it in a 
phased way. Let us not send a unilat­
eral message from the floor of the 
Senate to an ally and friend and 
emerging democracy in the Far East. 
That would be a very bad signal to 
send. How much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 1 minute 20 seconds. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sena­

tor from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, there 

is one argument that I did not review. 
That is that Kim Il-song is a lunatic. 
Nobody doubts that. He has been for 
40 years. He led North Korea when 
the war started in 1950. The argument 
that we cannot leave now because Kim 
Il-song is a nut means that as long as 
he lives, he is going to remain a nut 
and we cannot ever leave. 

It means if he is succeeded by a nut, 
his son, who is also a nut, that we will 
not be able to leave as long as he lives, 
and the Senator has just talked about 
that. 

Here is what the Foreign Broadcast 
Information Service says, and the Pen­
tagon, and I am not using this for this 
year. In 1982 the South Koreans paid 
6.1 percent of GNP on their own de­
fense; this year, 5.1; and next year, ac­
cording to this figure from the State 
Department which they take from a 
Korean broadcast, it is 4.75 percent. 

I have never seen such a bunch of 
suckers. Here is a nation that is one of 
the wealthiest nations on Earth, with 
twice as many people as its adversary, 
and by 1995 10 times bigger GNP, and 
cutting their commitment to their own 
defense, and we are picking it up when 
they send us $10 billion mo:re in goods 
every year than we send them. 

As far as democracy, I will tell the 
story of the three men, the Korean, 
Englishman, and Frenchman. Each 
came home and found their wife in 
bed with another man. For example, 
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the Englishman quietly excusing him­
self, closes the door; the Frenchman 
grabs the guy, beats him up and 
throws him out of the house; and the 
Korean goes down and starts a demon­
stration in front of the American Em­
bassy to protest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

The Senator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. RUDMAN. As usual, the Sena­

tor from Arkansas has excellent 
timing. 

Mr. President, let me say I did not 
realize that my friend from Arkansas 
was a long-distance psychoanalyst, but 
I would say there was no question that 
there was a great instability in both 
the ruler and ruler's heir apparent. 

But more importantly than that 
there is a feeling in North Korea that 
if the South continues to get stronger 
and spends more dollars each year on 
defense, although in a dynamic, grow­
ing GNP the percentage might drop, 
then the time to move against it would 
be soon. I do not think that will 
happen. We need not send a signal it 
will. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me appeal 
to my colleagues. The Senate Armed 
Services Committee has a first-rate 
amendment as part of their bill which 
we hope becomes law. In the event it 
does not, the Senator from Alaska will 
soon be introducing an amendment 
very, very similar to it. 

I believe we ought to consult with 
the administration. I think they have 
the message we all believe we should 
not have U.S. troops where we do not 
need them. 

I simply say to my friends from Ar­
kansas and Louisiana that this is not 
the time or the place to make a unilat­
eral reduction to an ally that has been 
valiant and stood beside us and would 
stand beside us again if the need came. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator's time has expired. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I will 

vote for the Bumpers-Johnston Korea 
amendment because I believe that the 
Senat e must send a signal to the ad­
ministration on the burdensharing 
issue. The United States currently has 
over 43,000 troops in Korea and this 
overseas deployment costs the United 
States taxpayer about $2.6 billion an­
nually. At the same time, Korea has a 
$10 billion trade surplus with the 
United States. 

I would prefer that the President 
present to the Congress, by the end of 
fiscal year 1990, a plan that was mutu­
ally derived with the Republic of 
Korea for a partial, gradual reduction 
of United States troops stationed in 
that country. This reduction would ex­
clude our intelligence and air assets. If 
an adequate mutually derived plan 
were not submitted then it would be 
the intention of Congress to intitiate a 
partial, gradual reduction of United 

States military personnel from South 
Korea in fiscal year 1991. However, I 
doubt that the President would be 
willing to take that step and I believe 
that taking the action directed by the 
Bumpers-Johnston amendment is 
better than no action. 

The simple fact is that today our na­
tional security depends on our eco­
nomic strength. The American people 
and the Members of the Congress 
have made it clear that we can no 
longer afford to pay more for the de­
fense of our allies than they do-espe­
cially when they use their resources in 
the economic arena. 

The time has come for the United 
States to begin to seriously plan for 
the withdraw! of some troops from 
South Korea. The simple fact is that 
South Korea has grown strong since 
the end of the Korean War. It is much 
stronger than North Korea because it 
has twice the population, three times 
the GNP, and a larger defense budget 
than North Korea. At the same time 
the South Korean population has 
grown increasingly restless with our 
military presence. 

AMENDMENT NO. 861 TO AMENDMENT NO. 860 

<Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 
on the common defense relationship be­
tween the United States and the Republic 
of Korea) 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment at the desk for myself 
and the Senator from Hawaii. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator form Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 
for himself and Mr. INOUYE, proposes an 
amendment numbered 861 to amendment 
860. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in­

serted insert in lieu thereof: 
SEc. . <a> Congress makes the following 

findings: 
(1) The United States, as executive agent 

for the United Nations Command, plays a 
key role in preserving the armistice which 
has maintained peace on the Korean penin­
sula for 36 years. 

<2> Partly because of the significant con­
tribut ion that the United States has made 
toward preserving the peace, the R epublic 
of Korea has been able to focus national ef­
forts on economic and political develop­
ment. 

(3) The United States remains committed 
to the security and territorial integrity of 
the Republic of Korea under the terms of 
the Mutual Defense Treaty of 1954._ 

<b> It is the sense of Congress that-
(1) until North Korea abandons its desire 

to reunite the Korean peninsula by force 
and ceases to seek modem weapon systems 
from foreign powers, the threat to the Re­
public of Korea will remain clear and 
present and the United States military pres­
ence in the Republic of Korea will continue 

to be vital to the deterrence of North 
Korean aggression toward the Republic of 
Korea; 

(2) although a United States military pres­
ence is essential until the Republic of Korea 
has achieved a balance of military power 
with the Democratic Peoples Republic of 
Korea, the United States should reassess 
the force structure required for the security 
of the Republic of Korea and the protection 
of the United States interests in northeast 
Asia; 

<3> the United States should not remove 
any armed forces from the Korean penin­
sula until a thorough study has been made 
of the present and projected roles, missions, 
and force levels of the United States forces 
in the Republic of Korea; and 

<4> before April 1, 1990, the President 
should submit to Congress a report that 
contains a detailed assessment of the need 
for a United States military presence in the 
Republic of Korea, including-

<A> an assessment of <i> the current imbal­
ance between the armed forces of the Re­
public of Korea and the armed forces of the 
Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea, and 
(ii) the efforts by the Republic of Korea to 
eliminate the current adverse imbalance; 

<B> the means by which the Republic of 
Korea can increase its contributions to its 
own defense and permit the United States 
to assume a supporting role in the defense 
of the Republic of Korea. 

<C> the ways in which the roles and mis­
sions of the United States forces in Korea 
are likely to be revised in order to reflect 
the anticipated increases in the national de­
fense contributions of the Republic of 
Korea and to effectuate an equal partner­
ship between the United States and the Re­
public of Korea in the common defense of 
the Republic of Korea; 

<D> an assessment of the actions taken by 
the Republic of Korea in conjunction with 
the United States to reduce the cost of sta­
tioning United States military forces in the 
Republic of Korea; 

<E> an assessment of the willingness of the 
South Korean people to sustain and support 
a continued United States military presence 
on the Korean peninsula; and 

<F> a discussion of the plans for a long­
term United States military presence 
throughout the Pacific region, the antici­
pated national security threats in that 
region, the roles and missions of the Armed 
Forces of the United States for the protec­
tion of the national security interests of the 
United States in that region, the force 
structure necessary for the Armed Forces to 
perform those roles and missions, and any 
force restructuring that could result in a re­
duction in the cost of performing such roles 
and missions effectively. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER . Under 
the unanimous-consent agreement, 
the Senator from Alaska has 15 min­
ut es. 

The Chair is presuming that the 
Senator from Arkansas will control 
the time in opposition. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I think that was the 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas has 15 min­
utes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Thirty minutes 
equally divided. 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield myself 5 min­
utes. 
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We live in a period of great change. 

You think those who look at Western 
Europe and see the great changes 
there in terms of the movement in the 
Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, 
yearning apparently in many of the 
satellite countries for peace, and we 
hope and pray the same thing will 
take place in Asia. 

Those of us who have visited Korea 
on many occasions and examined our 
deployments there have come away 
with the question as to whether the 
continued presence of so many troops 
is really necessary. I have no argu­
ment with the Senators from Arkansas 
and Louisiana about their questioning 
of the continued presence there. 

I think everyone ought to question 
our deployment of forces abroad, but 
we ought to recognize that under our 
Constitution the President is the Com­
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces. 
We have a series of treaties which we 
must keep. The troops that we have in 
Korea are the only United States 
troops on the Asian continent. They 
represent the defense of the United 
States and they represent the decision 
of a series of administrations that this 
presence is necessary to defend our in­
terests throughout the world. 

The amendment that I have called 
up is an amendment that is similar to 
the one that is contained in the armed 
services bill which is in conference. It 
is not totally the same because this is 
a sense-of-the-Senate resolution. 

It calls on the President to prepare 
and send to us the same type of report 
on April 1 of next year reviewing the 
necessity for our presence in Korea, 
assessing the contributions made by 
our ally Korea, recognizing that Korea 
has been a good ally. 

It asks the President to tell us what 
in his judgment should be the contin­
ued deployment there and whether 
there is a way to maintain our pres­
ence to the extent that it is necessary, 
at a lower cost. 

I deem this to be the best way to 
handle this subject again tonight as it 
was handled in the armed services bill, 
and the amendment is offered as a 
means of proceeding cautiously be­
cause that bill is still in conference. It 
might not become law by the time this 
bill becomes law, and we ought not to 
leave this hanging in the sense of not 
requiring a similar report if this vehi­
cle becomes the only vehicle to repre­
sent the views of the Congress in 
terms of dealing with the deployment 
of troops in Korea. 

Mr. President, I am one who believes 
that we ought to recognize, as the Sen­
ator from New Hampshire has said, 
that North Korea is still a formidable 
military force; it is not only a military 
force, it is one of the sponsors of 
worldwide terrorism, as we know from 
the Rangoon bombing. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
spent a portion of his youth in Korea. 

I spent a portion of mine in China. I 
think those of us who have served 
overseas ought to use the experiences 
we have had to guide our judgments 
here and to try to convince the Con­
gress to be careful about what we do. 
We should not have a destabilizing in­
cident as far as our presence in Asia at 
this time, in my opinion. 

If there is to be a change in the de­
ployment of our forces in that area, it 
should be based upon military recom­
mendations to the Commander in 
Chief, one that would be reviewed by 
and I hope endorsed by the Congress. 
It ought not to be initiated here. 

That is my difference with the Sena­
tors from Arkansas and Louisiana. 

It is not the fact that we ought to se­
riously question whether we should 
maintain these forces there and how 
long we should maintain them there. 
That question is obviously heard down 
Pennsylvania A venue. 

The question is in view of our treaty 
responsibilities and in view of our rela­
tionships to this gallant ally of ours, 
and they have been an ally, how 
should we initiate any sense of change 
in our relationship to them from a 
military point of view? 

This Senator believes it ought to be 
based on military judgment, reviewed 
by the Commander in Chief and en­
dorsed here. It should not start here. 
If it starts here it will be a political 
judgment, a political judgment I think 
which would be ill-conceived at this 
time in our history. 

I long for the time that we can read 
about similar changes going on in 
North Korea, similar changes that will 
bring a different relationship between 
the nations of the Asian area and this 
country. I think I will live to see them. 
I hope I will. But I assure the Senator 
I will not support a mandatory with­
drawal of troops until it is endorsed by 
the Commander in Chief. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield to the Sena­
tor from California 1 minute. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment of the 
Senator from Alaska and in opposition 
to the underlying amendment. 

Mr. President, there are many rea­
sons for doing so. This amendment, as 
I understand it, was offered and then 
withdrawn in the Appropriations Com­
mittee because it ran into strong oppo­
sition. It should have. 

What the Senator from Alaska is 
doing is calling for an assessment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. If the Senator will 
yield, I challenge that statement. That 
was not the reason the amendment 
was withdrawn. It was a hotly debated 
issue. I fully expected that. It was not 
withdrawn because of nonopposition. 

Mr. WILSON. My friend from 
Alaska tells me it was simply with­
drawn. I will be happy to accept that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GORE). The time is controlled by the 
Senator from California. 

Mr. WILSON. I ask my friend for ad­
ditional time. 

Mr. President, the important thing 
is not only are we dealing with a gal­
lant ally but a friendly ally. There has 
been no real change in the demeanor 
of the collosus of the North, in this 
case a terrorist and military force with 
whom we must reckon: If we are talk­
ing about saving money, I will have to 
say that we are not likely to save 
money simply by bringing these troops 
home because of the host nation sup­
port. 

Because of the host nation's sup­
port, we are in fact probably able to 
quarter them and train them in Korea 
more cheaply than were they in the 
United States. And if we are asking 
about comparative commitment, the 
Republic of Korea is now devoting a 
third of its national budget to defense. 

Mr. President, when they have 
begun to move in the way of democra­
tization, it would be spectacularly ill­
advised at this point to reward that 
effort and the steadfastness they have 
shown by going forward with a with­
drawal that cannot help but be inter­
preted as the beginning of the end of a 
United States commitment to the 
mutual security of the Republic of 
Korea and, for that matter, a with­
drawal of United States commitment 
to the security of our other allies in 
northeast Asia. That is particularly 
true, I might point out when recent 
events in China have indicated a great 
instability in that country. 

So I think that the proper way to 
proceed is that which has been sug­
gested by the Senator from Alaska. He 
is asking that there be an objective as­
sessment of what is necessary for the 
United States to continue responsibly 
as the not sole defender of the securi­
ty of freedom in northeast Asia, but as 
one whose presence is inevitably essen­
tial to maintain that security. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 

yield me 2 minutes? 
Mr. BUMPERS. I yield the Senator 

2 minutes. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 

there are some who oppose the Bump­
ers-Johnston amendment. But one 
should not be deluded by thinking 
there is anything to the Stevens sub­
stitute amendment. 

Mr. President, if you think this is 
going to be the very vehicle for bring­
ing the troops home, I ask you to read 
it. It starts off in the first paragraph 
by saying: 

It is the sense of Congress that-
(1) until North Korea abandons its desire 

to reunite the Korean peninsula by force 
and ceases to seek modern weapon systems 
from foreign powers • • • the United States 
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military presence in the Republic of Korea 
will continue to be vital • • •. 

That is the tone of this far-reaching 
amendment that has already conclud­
ed that it is vital that American troops 
stay. Now, in the face of all of the evi­
dence, Mr. President, we are supposed 
to go along with this and say that we 
have already decided we ought to stay. 

Mr. President, we are told we should 
not make this decision. This Congress, 
which is given the right and authority 
and the sole responsibility to declare 
war, is told it cannot deal with troop 
amendments. 

Mr. President, we ought to be cut­
ting these troops. What we spend in 
Korea is half what it would cost to 
fund the whole catastrophic health 
care bill, half what it cost for 44,000 
troops. And what do they achieve in a 
country with a $10 billion trade sur­
plus with the United States? 

Mr. President, this chart says it all. 
While the United States' annual 
spending as a percentage of GNP in 
South Korea is going up, Korea's is 
coming down. Mr. President that 
ought to tell us something. Are we 
chumps? Are we suckers? Let us not 
pass this substitute amendment that 
does nothing except say we have al­
ready decided, you know, to make 
some more studies. We have been 
doing this virtually every year for 20 
years. 

We have had enough studies, Mr. 
President. We know what the GNP of 
Korea is. We know what the popula­
tion is, and we know that it is time to 
reduce the troops. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator form Arkansas has 13 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Louisiana has made a 
point that I will try to build on ever so 
slightly. And that is that this study, 
the Stevens amendment, is something 
similar to what is already in the De­
fense authorization bill. And you 
know, if you do not want to do any­
thing, that is fine. But this amend­
ment means you are not going to do 
anything. You are going to study it. 
Once again we are going to study it. 

You can make all of these philo­
sophical arguments about what our 
role is compared to what the Com­
mander in Chief's role is. You can 
make a philosophical argument about 
where the defense perimeter ought to 
be in the East. You can make a philo­
sophical argument about the fact that 
North Korea has a lunatic for a 
leader. That is not philosophical. That 
really is a fact. 

But as the Senator from Louisiana 
said, these are the irrefutable facts. 
Before I recite that, I was thinking, I 
hesitate to say this, but it seems that 
we are almost emulating North Korea 
with our military spending and they 
are bankrupt. They have a stagnant 

economy trying to maintain a military 
apparatus far beyond their ability. 
And the South Koreans are emulating 
Japan. As long as they can get us to 
pick up the tab and they can spend 
their money on technological advance­
ments so that they can outcompete us 
in world trade, would you not do it? 
Why, of course, you would do it. It 
makes sense. 

If you were the defense minister of 
South Korea, would you not come 
here and say: 

We know that you want out, and we un­
derstand that. And we are agreeable to that 
in the year 2004 to 2006. 

And then these arguments about 
how we ought not to be setting caps, 
we ought not to be unilaterally with­
drawing troops. That is another way 
of saying, we ain't ever going to get 
out of South Korea. But the facts are 
very simple. Here you have a nation 
with twice as many people, 41 million 
to 20 million, and if they choose to 
have a smaller army than North 
Korea, that is their decision. And I 
would make the same decision they 
did if I had Uncle Sugar there backing 
me up. 

I said in the opening, and I will 
repeat again, our commitment to the 
defense of Korea is total. If 43,800 
troops is what it takes to deter the 
North Koreans; in other words, if we 
have to have a physical presence 
there, does it have to be 43,800 troops? 
Would 5,000 deter North Korea? No? 
10,000? No? Twenty? Let us settle on 
20. If it only takes a physical presence 
by the U.S. Army, Navy, Air Force, 
and Marine Corps, what is the magic 
number? I defy anybody in this body 
to tell me what that magic number is. 

All I am telling you is the magic 
number, so far as I am concerned, is $3 
billion by a country that this year, in 
about less than one week, will have in­
cur:a:·ed a $160 to $170 billion deficit, as 
Will Rogers said, spending our way 
into the poorhouse. And yet, one argu­
ment after another, specious argu­
ments in my opinion, as to why we 
cannot do anything. 

And that is the reason we have $160 
to $170 billion deficit because we 
cannot do anything. Excuses, excuses, 
excuses. 

There is not one single person here 
tonight who is going to vote against 
the Bumpers-Johnston amendment 
who believes that the withdrawal of 
3,000 troops is going to entice North 
Korea to attack. Contrary to what the 
Senator from Maine said, you save 
$220 million if you bring those troops 
home. You save $10 million a year, ac­
cording to CBO, even if you do not 
muster them out. It is just crazy-I 
cannot believe this debate tonight; ab­
solutely crazy-to say that we ought to 
be propping up a country that has a 
much more viable economy than we 
have. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, what 
is the time remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Alaska has 6 minutes 39 
seconds remaining; the Senator from 
Arkansas has 7 minutes 52 seconds re­
maining. 

Mr. STEVENS. Let me take just 2 
minutes and I will see what my friend 
from Arkansas wishes to do, Mr. Presi­
dent. 

I think that the great difficulty we 
have is to adjust our sights here. This 
Senator, when I was chairman of the 
subcommittee that the Senator from 
Hawaii is now chairman of, our De­
fense Subcommittee recommended a 
limit on further deployment of troops 
to Europe. We stopped the further de­
ployment of troops to Europe after 
consultation with the Department of 
Defense. We drew a line and said that 
is it. Do not go any further. I believe 
we can do that. But to say that we 
ought to start now and exercise the 
judgment of the Commander in Chief 
and order him to bring troops from 
Korea at this time, I believe is wrong. 

We have already had the statistics 
concerning the number of forces that 
North Korea has. One of the things 
that has not been brought up, they 
have over 1 million men under arms. 
Sixty-five percent of those North 
Korean forces are within 100 miles of 
the DMZ. 

It is the most heavily militarized 
area in the world today. Why? This 
nation of North Korea has treaties 
with Iran and Libya made just to 
prove that they were contrary to the 
interests of the United States. 

South Korea still sits there. It is a 
very vibrant society. I have enjoyed 
going to see how it is developing and I 
marvel at their capacity to develop. 
But they still sit there totally alone if 
we are not with them. To send a mes­
sage now from the floor of the United 
States Senate that we are starting to 
withdraw from Korea without the con­
sultation of the Defense Department, 
and their consent, and that of the 
President of the United States, I still 
believe is wrong. 

That is why I offer this amendment 
which reaffirms, again, what the 
Armed Services Committee did and 
what was supported here on the floor 
of the Senate by everyone who voted 
for the defense bill this year and made 
this statement. We reaffirm it again 
tonight in this amendment. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the 
amendment which was reviewed by 
the Armed Services Committee be sent 
to us even if that does not become law 
before the appropriations bill is signed 
by the President. And it says: 

Send us a report and tell us what do you, 
Mr. President, believe we should do. 

I call the specific attention of my 
colleagues to this last paragraph of my 
amendment that Senator Inouye and I 



September 26, 1989 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21677 
have presented. It says the President 
should submit to Congress a report 
that contains: 

• • • a discussion of the plans for long­
term United States military presence 
throughout the Pacific region, the antici­
pated national security threats in that 
region, the roles and missions of the Armed 
Forces of the United States for the protec­
tion of the national security interests of the 
United States in that region, the force 
structure necessary for the Armed Forces to 
perform those roles and missions, and any 
force restructuring that could result in a re­
duction in the cost of performing such roles 
P..nd missions effectively. 

I believe that is the kind of informa­
tion we should have. I believe on the 
basis of such a review that this Presi­
dent may well tell us after consulta­
tion with our allies that we might 
bring some of these troops home. I 
hope and pray that is the case, but I 
want it to be because of the Presi­
dent's judgment and not because of 
the unilateral action by the Senate. 

If we had started this unilateral 
withdrawal from Europe at the time it 
was suggested, we would not have glas­
nost, we would not have perestroika, 
we would not have the changing world 
that we live in today. And the Senate 
ought to consider that. 

What is our role? Our role is to give 
advice to the Presi :lent, but not to ini­
tiate action that is his power under 
the Constitution. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sena­
tor RUDMAN be added as a cosponsor to 
my amendment. 

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

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, do I 
have any time left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Alaska has 2 minutes 30 
seconds remaining. 

Mr. STEVENS. I will let my friend 
from Arkansas decide what he wants 
to do with the time. I will let him use 
some of mine. 

Mr. BUMPERS. How much time 
have we? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 7 minutes 15 seconds. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me yield to the 
Senator from Louisiana for such time 
as he uses to engage in conversation. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator from 
Alaska is surely aware as ranking mi­
nority member of this subcommittee 
that this subcommittee, over the ob­
jections of the Pentagon, has recom­
mended a reduction to Army, Air 
Force, and military personnel appro­
priations of $121 million associated 
with the reduction of Pershing and 
ground-launched cruise missiles, that 
is GLCM personnel in Europe, result­
ing from implementation of the INF 
Treaty? 

Surely the Senator is aware of that 
in the four comers of this very bill. 
Our committee has, I think properly, 

said over the objections of the Penta­
gon that we ought to reduce these 
troops and yet when we do it in order 
to bring some home from Korea, some­
how that violates some principle. 

Would the Senator explain to me 
briefly why it is right to do it in 
Europe and not right to do it in 
Korea? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to respond to that. At the time 
the Pershings were sent to Europe, the 
amendment I previously mentioned 
that set a ceiling on deployments to 
Europe was increased in order to ac­
commodate that new system which 
was thought to be necessary to offset 
the SS-20's the Soviets had deployed 
in the Warsaw Pact. 

Now that they have come down, our 
committee has said: Bring back those 
people that we allowed to go over in 
excess of the ceiling we previously set. 
It is entirely consistent with what we 
have worked out with the Department 
of Defense in the past. We see no 
reason for those troops to stay there 
after their mission has been per­
formed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I would ' tell the 
Senator the point is very clear that 
this committee and this bill reduce 
troop strengths, and the Pentagon did 
not request it. 

The Senator from Alaska may be­
lieve that that is consistent with what 
the Pentagon wants or should ask or 
feels in their heart is correct. But I 
can tell the Senator it is not what they 
requested. They objected to it, and we 
did it in this bill because it was the 
right thing to do. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on my 
own time, we did it because we set the 
policy in the past which the President 
and the Department of Defense 
agreed with, in terms of ceilings. We 
yielded those ceilings, and now we are 
saying come back to them, which I 
think is consistent with the role of the 
Congress in advising the President in 
military affairs. 

I am prepared to yield back the re­
mainder of my time. 

I yield to my friend if he wants the 
last word. 

Mr. BUMPERS. How much time 
have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas has 5 minutes 
and 48 seconds remaining. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I want to just make 
a short statement. 

First of all, the authorization bill 
last year-I want to reiterate this just 
to show my colleagues the folly of this 
argument-set caps on how many 
troops we could have in every nation 
on Earth. We did that. And then we 
come here tonight and say: But we 
cannot do this. We cannot order a uni­
lateral withdrawal of troops from 
South Korea. And we just got through 
setting the cap last year. 

Somebody said, well, that is a cap. 
What if we set the cap in South Korea 
at 20,000? The Commander in Chief 
has no choice but to bring them home. 
Call it by any other name. 

But when we point out we have al­
ready established caps here, we have 
already set a precedent, if we needed 
one-we did not-but we set a prece­
dent last year to say the U.S. Congress 
has the right to decide precisely how 
many troops we are going to have in 
every nation on Earth. 

But tonight, I do not know what it 
is. 0, Lord, I used to be a trial lawyer. 
How I would love to take this to 12 
good citizens, true and honest. It 
would take about 15 minutes to get a 
unanimous verdict. 

I know something about the trial 
law. I know the native intelligence of 
people in this country. I do not know 
very much about it in the U.S. Senate. 

So, Mr. President, I suppose the die 
is cast on this. This is foolish. The 
United States is being foolish in the 
extreme to allow the situation to con­
tinue. This is not South Korea bash­
ing. This is simply talking sense about 
the budget. It is talking sense about 
our commitment to Korea, which is 
total. We are not suggesting we renege 
on the commitments to Korea. 

But, when a nation with the tremen­
dous resources they have, and twice as 
many people-! would ask the Senator 
from Alaska this one question. Why 
would the Senator from Alaska think, 
what would be his rationale for the 
South Koreans to have 400,000 fewer 
troops than North Korea, when they 
have twice the people and a 10 times 
more viable economy? What is the ra­
tionale for them having 400,000 fewer 
troops under on arms? 

Mr. STEVENS. I am sorry. I did not 
hear the Senator's question. 

Mr. BUMPERS. What would the 
Senator from Alaska guess is the ra­
tionale for South Korea, which pro­
fesses to be deathly afraid of North 
Korea, for those people to have 
400,000 fewer troops with double the 
people and 10 times the economy? 
What would be the rationale for them, 
all alone, to do that? 

Mr. STEVENS. That is simple. I 
asked the question when I was there. 
The cost of Korean troops approaches 
the cost of ours, with their GNP. 
North Korea has a devastated econo­
my, and their cost is just the cost of 
simply food. They literally can strip 
their people and keep them in poverty, 
and that is their military force. But it 
is a very formidable military force, 
nonetheless. 

Mr. BUMPERS. So a nation that 
runs a $10 billion trade surplus against 
the United States, flooding the coun­
try with Hyundais and television sets 
and everything else, a country that 
has that kind of resources and econo­
my cannot afford to keep up with a 
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country whose economy is absolutely 
stagnant; who is bankrupt? And they 
want us to? 

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator will 
let me answer, the Republic of Korea 
spends somewhere near 35 to 40 per­
cent of its government budget on de­
fense today. We spend about 26 per­
cent. John F. Kennedy spent 52 per­
cent. 

I think when we get into these fig­
ures, it is all relative. They have a de­
fense force that is probably the high­
est cost per capita in the world. And 
the Senator from Arkansas criticized 
them for not spending enough money? 
They are spending a lot more percent­
age for their army then we are on 
ours. 

Mr. BUMPERS. How does the Sena­
tor account for the fact they pay us 
$6,000 for each troop we have there 
and the Japanese pay us $40,000 for 
each one we have. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is not the same 
comparison at all because the Senator 
is talking about families. Most of the 
troops in Korea are unaccompanied 
and those in Japan are accompanied. I 
have a study on that, Mr. President. 
That is not a fair comparision. 

I again state to the Senate, the Ko­
reans do more to assist us. They have 
kept more of their pledges militarily 
than any other nation we have dealt 
with since World War II. 

Mr. BUMPERS. You and I both 
agree the United States ought to be 
strong enough, strong enough that no 
nation on Earth would dare tinker 
with us. If 25 percent is enough, I am 
for it. But if South Korea is terrified 
of North Korea, why are they not will­
ing to spend more to have another 
400,000 troops under arms? I certainly 
would if I were in South Korea and I 
was afraid of them as they profess to 
be. No, I would not either, if I had 
Uncle Sugar backing me up. 

Mr. STEVENS. Is there any time 
left, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Alaska has 1 minute 40 
seconds. 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield back the re­
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield back the re­
mainder of my time. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the Stevens 
amendment No. 861 to the Bumpers 
amendment No. 860. 

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

the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from MU.issippi [Mr. LoTT] is 
necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced-yeas 65, 
nays 34, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 206 Leg.] 

YEAS-65 
Armstrong 
Bid en 
Bond 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Fowler 
Gam 
Glenn 

Adams 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Conrad 
Cranston 
DeConcini 
Dixon 

Gore McClure 
Gorton McConnell 
Graham Moynihan 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grassley Nickles 
Hatch Nunn 
Hatfield Pressler 
Heflin Robb 
Heinz Rockefeller 
Helms Roth 
Hollings Rudman 
Humphrey Shelby 
Inouye Simpson 
Kassebaum Specter 
Kasten Stevens 
Kerrey Symms 
Kerry Thurmond 
Kohl Wallop 
Lugar Warner 
Mack Wilson 
Matsunaga Wirth 
McCain 

NAYS-34 
Ex on Mitchell 
Ford Packwood 
Harkin Pell 
Jeffords Pryor 
Johnston Reid 
Kennedy Riegle 
Lauten berg Sanford 
Leahy Sarbanes 
Levin Sasser 
Lieberman Simon 
Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 

NOT VOTING-! 
' Lott 

So the amendment <No. 861> to 
amendment No. 860 was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on the Bumpers 
amendment, as amended. 

The amendment <No. 860), as 
amended, was agreed to. 
EXCEPTED COMMITTEE Al\IENDMENT BEGINNING 

ON PAGE 38, LINE 22, THROUGH PAGE 37, LINE 
2, RELATING TO SDI 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on the second ex­
cepted committee amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we temporari­
ly set aside the pending amendment in 
order that we may consider five 
amendments: One by Senator KENNE­
DY, one by Senator GRAHAM of Florida, 
one by Senator LAuTENBERG, another 
by Senator REID, and Senator BRYAN, 
and one by Senator HELMS. 

All of these amendments have been 
cleared by both managers, and by both 
leadership. 

Mr. STEVENB. Reservinc the right 
to object, I would like to move to re­
consider the vote by which the Bump­
ers amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Now 
the question is: Is there objection to 
the unanimous-consent request of the 
Senator from Hawaii? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, re­
serving the right to object, I shall not 
object, I simply want to find out if the 
floor manager has plans tomorrow as 
to when he would like to bring up the 
excepted amendment, and if he wants 
to get a time agreement. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will bear with me for a 
moment I have been advised by the 
leader that he plans to request that we 
return at 9:30 tomorrow morning, and 
that at 10 o'clock the Transportation 
appropriations bill will be pending. Am 
I correct? 

Mr. MITCHELL. As I indicated earli­
er, and I believe both Cloakrooms 
have hotlines to Senators of both par­
ties, I am going to subsequently this 
evening seek agreement to resolve the 
drug matter that Senator DoLE, sever­
al other, and I have worked out. That 
contemplates going to the Transporta­
tion appropriations bill tomorrow 
morning, disposing of Senator BYRD's 
pending amendment, and then there 
will be several amendments incorpo­
rated into the agreement completing 
action on those, and then proceed to 
return to the Defense appropriations 
bill. 

So it is not possible to predict how 
long those other amendments will 
take, but I anticipate that it will not 
be until the afternoon that we will be 
back to the Defense bill. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
does the distinguished floor manager 
anticipate going to the excepted 
amendment as soon as we return to 
the bill? 

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Hawaii that the second 
excepted committee amendment be 
temporarily laid aside, and that the 
Senate be allowed to consider the five 
named amendments? Hearing none, it 
is so ordered. 

The Senator from Hawaii is recog­
nized. 

Mr. nfOUYE. Mr. President, would 
it be appropriate to take these en 
bloc? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It 
would require unanimous consent. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
state for this side of the aisle that we 
have reviewed these amendments, 
none are controversial, they have been 
clear-ed by both sides, and we would be 
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perfectly willing to consider them en 
bloc if the Senate would permit us. 

Mr. INOUYE. I so request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­

out objection, the five amendments 
will be considered en bloc. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 862 THROUGH 866 EN BLOC 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendments. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] 

proposes amendments Nos. 862 through 866 
en bloc, as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 862 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . STUDY OF ALTERNATIVE B-2 AIRCRAFT 

FORCE STRUCTURES. 
(a) REQUIREMENT FOR STUDY.-The Secre­

tary of Defense shall conduct a comprehen­
sive study comparing-

< 1) the current plan of the Department of 
Defense to produce 132 B-2 aircraft, with 

(2) two alternative plans, one to produce 
90-100 B-2 aircraft and another to produce 
60-70 B-2 aircraft. 

(b) MATTERS To BE lNCLUDED.-ln conduct­
ing the study under subsection (a), the Sec­
retary of Defense shall determine the impli­
cations of adopting the alternative plans de­
scribed in subsection (a)(2) with respect to 
each of the following: 

(1) The cost of the B-2 aircraft program, 
including-

<A> annual program costs; 
<B> total program costs; 
<C> 20-year life cycle costs; and 
<D> unit and flyaway costs. 
<2> The impact on the military posture of 

the United States, including-
<A> strategic nuclear deterrent capabili­

ties; and 
<B> long-range conventional strike capa­

bilities. 
(c) REPORT.-The Secretary shall submit 

to the Committees on Armed Services and 
Appropriations of both the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a report in both 
classified and unclassified form containing 
the results of the study conducted by the 
Secretary under subsection <a>. The Secre­
tary's report shall include such comments 
and recommendations as the Secretary con­
siders appropriate and shall be submitted 
not later than January 1, 1990. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
amendment is essentially identical to 
one I offered on the Defense authori­
zation bill, and which was accepted by 
voice vote. 

It would direct the Department of 
Defense to report to Congress by next 
January on the implications of a re­
duction in the planned procurement of 
132 B-2 bombers. 

Specifically, the amendment would 
require the Department to detail the 
cost and military implications of two 
alternative B-2 force structures: The 
first consisting of 90 to 100 bombers, 
and the second consisting of 60 to 70 
bombers. 

In my view, this information is indis­
pensable for sensible congressional de­
cisions on the future of the Stealth 
bomber. 

The B-2 has been in development 
for more than a decade. 

29-059 Q-90-46 (Pt. 15) 

I supported it at the beginning, be­
cause it was a better answer than the 
B-2-both militarily and economical­
ly-to the problem posed by the obso­
lescence of our B-52 bombers. But, 
with the double vision that character­
ized the Weinberger Pentagon, we pur­
sued both the B-1 and the B-2. 

The issue now is whether we need or 
can afford two strategic bombers, on 
top of the force of B-52's armed with 
cruise missiles. 

The idea of a Stealth bomber, invisi­
ble to radar, is appealing. But so far, 
the most invisible part of the B-2 pro­
gram has been the plane's mission. 

Originally, we were told that the 
plane was needed to attack Soviet 
mobile missiles. But the Pentagon now 
acknowledges that no weapon-includ­
ing the B-2-will be able to find and 
attack mobile targets. 

Then, we were told that the B-2 was 
needed to strike bunkers, silos, and 
other hardened targets. But for this 
role, we have a multitude of other 
weapons: The MX missile, the DS-5 
missile, and the new advanced cruise 
missile. 

Most recently, the Pentagon has 
argued that the B-2 is needed to 
ensure we have enough nuclear weap­
ons in the event that a START agree­
ment leads to significant reductions. 
But even without the B-2, the United 
States would retain 7,000 nuclear 
weapons under a START regime­
more than enough for a massive nucle­
ar deterrent. 

What is clear from these rapidly 
changing rationales is that there is 
nothing magic about the so-called re­
quirement for 132 B-2 bombers. 

The contribution of the B-2 to deter­
rence would result not from the 
number of weapons that it delivers, 
but from the diversification that it 
provides to our nuclear deterrent. Any 
force of B-2's-32, 62, or 132-provides 
a new threat to Soviet defenses that 
bolsters our deterrent. 

The prospect of a continuing 
squeeze on the Defense budget makes 
it imperative to examine options to 
buy fewer than 132 bombers. Some say 
that we have to buy 132 to maintain a 
reasonable unit cost. But the same is 
true if a family buys two or three cars 
from a dealer. 

It will get a better unit price than if 
it only buys one car. But no one buys 
more cars than they need. The bargain 
derived from a lower unit price is out­
weighed by the fact that buying too 
many cars can bankrupt the family. 

We should not buy more B-2's than 
we need. If we need only 50 to 70 air­
craft-and I strongly believe that this 
number will be sufficient to meet our 
military needs-then it makes no sense 
to buy another 50 to 70 B-2's just be­
cause they have a lower price. 

The number 132 is not written in 
stone. The purpose of the study re­
quired by this amendment is to ensure 

that Congress has sufficient data to 
make judgments on the size and cost 
of the B-2 program before we begin 
full-scale production in the next few 
years. I urge adoption of the amend­
ment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 863 

<Purpose: To require the Secretary of De­
fense to design a comprehensive strategy 
to involve civilian and military employees 
of the Department in partnership pro­
grams with elementary and secondary 
schools) 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
PARTNERSHIPS WITH SCHOOLS 

SEC. . (a) DEFINITIONS.-For the pur-
poses of this part-

< 1 > The term "school volunteer" means a 
person, beyond the age of compulsory 
schooling, working without financial remu­
neration under the direction of professional 
staff within a school or school district. 

(2) The term "partnership program" 
means a cooperative effort between the 
military and an educational institution to 
enhance the education of students. 

(3) The term "elementary school" has the 
same meaning given that term in section 
1471(8) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 and does not exclude 
military schools. 

<4> The term "secondary school" has the 
same meaning given that term in section 
1471<21) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 and does not exclude 
military schools. 

(5) The term "Secretary" means the Sec­
retary of Defense. 

(b) The Secretary shall design a compre­
hensive strategy to involve civilian and mili­
tary employees of the Department of De­
fense in partnership programs with civilian 
and military elementary schools and second­
ary schools. This strategy shall include: 

<1 > A review of existing programs to iden­
tify and expand opportunities for such em­
ployees to be school volunteers. 

(2) The designation of a senior official in 
each branch of the Armed Services who will 
be responsible for establishing school volun­
teer and partnership programs in each 
branch of the Armed Services and for devel­
oping school volunteer and partnership pro­
grams. 

(3) The encouragement of civilian and 
military employees of the Department of 
Defense to participate in school volunteer 
and partnership programs. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer an amendment to H.R. 
3072, the fiscal year 1990 Department 
of Defense appropriations bill. This 
amendment would require the Secre­
tary of Defense to design a compre­
hensive strategy to involve civilian and 
military employees of the Department 
in partnership programs with elemen­
tary and secondary schools through­
out the Nation. 

Educators today fulfill many rules in 
our children's lives. In addition to 
teaching, they befriend, coach, and 
counsel their students, many of whom 
are disadvantaged and at risk. This 
difficult task is being made easier in 
Florida where some 140,000 school vol­
unteers are helping teachers and 
schools meet this difficult challenge. 
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Many of these volunteers come from 
military installations throughout the 
State. 

The Navy has lead the Nation in the 
formation of partnerships between 
schools and the military. Naval volun­
teers have gained firsthand knowledge 
of the spirit and power of volunteer­
ism through active involvement in 
schools. 

There are 275 partnerships nation­
wide between schools and the Navy. 
Seventy-five of those are in Florida 
where such partnerships continue to 
expand as enlisted personnel learn of 
the valuable contributions they can 
make in their neighborhood schools, 
and the personal satisfaction gained 
through volunteerism. 

Partnerships with the military, such 
as Florida's Adopt-a-School Program, 
Saturday Scholars Program, and the 
math-science initiative greatly benefit 
their participants. Naval squadrons in 
Jacksonville adopt local schools by tu­
toring students, organizing sporting 
events, and other outreach activities. 

In the Saturday Scholars Program, 
students and Naval volunteers give up 
six Saturday mornings for tutoring 
sessions. The program culminates in a 
ceremony on base where graduates re­
ceive and cherish the white Dixie 
cups, or hats, of their tutors. Schools 
have had to turn away students for 
this popular program. 

The math-science initiative allows 
Naval officers with technical expertise 
to volunteer in schools by tutoring stu­
dents in math, science, and computer 
skills. At a time when math and sci­
ence teachers are in short supply, this 
program has been a valuable resource 
to participating schools and students. 

Mr. President, Florida has an effec­
tive network of partnerships between 
its schools and local military installa­
tions which I believe can be replicated 
elsewhere to the benefit of students, 
schools, and the military. This amend­
ment will encourage the growth of 
military partnerships in each branch 
of the armed services and in every 
State. It requires the Secretary of De­
fense to designate a senior official in 
each branch to coordinate and encour­
age the formation of such partner­
ships, and to encourage civilian and 
military employees of the Department 
to participate in them. 

Through a coordinated Department 
of Defense effort such as this, military 
partnerships will continue to flourish 
and provide valuable services and role 
models for our Nation's young people. 
I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

lands previously conveyed within the 
Caven Point Terminal and Ammunition 
Loading Pier, New Jersey, to the New 
Jersey Turnpike Authority) 

On page 108, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following new section: 

SEc. . The Secretary of the Army shall 
execute such documents and take such 
other action as may be necessary to release 
to the New Jersey Turnpike Authority, a 
corporate body organized under the laws of 
the State of New Jersey, the reversionary 
right, described in subsection <b>, reserved 
to the United States in and to that parcel of 
land conveyed by the United States to the 
New Jersey Turnpike Authority pursuant to 
the Act entitled "An Act to authorize the 
conveyance of certain lands within Caven 
Point Terminal and Ammunition Loading 
Pier, New Jersey, to the New Jersey Tum­
pike Authority", approved February 18, 
1956 <70 Stat. 19). The release provided for 
in this section shall be made without consid· 
eration by the New Jersey Turnpike Au­
thority. 

(b) The reversionary right referred to in 
subsection <a> is the right reserved to the 
United States by section 6 of the Act re­
ferred to in subsection <a> which provides 
that in the event the property conveyed by 
the United States pursuant to such Act 
ceases to be used for street or road purposes 
and other purposes connected therewith or 
related thereto for a period of two consecu­
tive years, the title to such land, including 
all improvements made by the New Jersey 
Turnpike Authority, shall immediately 
revert to the United States without any pay. 
ment by the United States. 

AMENDMENT NO. 865 

<Purpose: It is the sense of the Senate that 
the Secretary of Defense should halt con­
tinued land and airspace withdrawals in 
the State of Nevada pending submission 
of the Special Nevada Report) 
At the appropriate place insert the follow­

ing: 
The Senate of the United States finds 

that: 
< 1) Public Law 99-606 requires that a 

report <Special Nevada Report>. evaluating 
the impact on Nevada of the cumulative 
effect of continued or renewed land and air· 
space withdrawals by the military, be sub­
mitted to Congress no later than November, 
1991; 

(2) Public Law 99-606 also requires that 
appropriate mitigation measures be devel­
oped to offset any negative impacts caused 
by the military land and airspace withdraw­
al; and 

(3) the military has continued to propose 
additional land and airspace withdrawals 
prior to submitting the Special Nevada 
Report required under Public Law 99-606 to 
Congress; 

Therefore, it is the sense of the Senate 
that, absent critical national security re­
quirements, the further withdrawal of 
public domain lands or airspace in Nevada 
be halted until the Special Nevada Report is 
submitted to Congress as required under 
Public Law 99-606. 

MILITARY AIRSPACE AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT No. 864 Mr. REID. Mr. President, this 
(Purpose: To release certain reversionary amendment is on behalf of myself and 

rights of the United States on certain Senator BRYAN. 

I am proposing this sense-of-the­
Senate resolution in the form of an 
amendment which states that the Sec­
retary of Defense should halt contin­
ued land and airspace withdrawals in 
the State of Nevada pending the com­
pletion of the Special Nevada Report._ 

This report is mandated in section 6 
of Public Law 99-606. The law requires 
that no later than 5 years after the 
date of enactment, which was 1986, 
the Secretary of the Air Force, the 
Secretary of the Navy, and the Secre­
tary of the Interior shall submit to 
Congress a joint report, which shall in­
clude an analysis and an evaluation of 
the effects on public health and safety 
throughout Nevada of: 

First, the operation and uses of air­
craft at subsonic and supersonic 
speeds; 

Second, the use of aerial and other 
gunnery, rockets, and missiles; and 

Third, will include an evaluation of 
the cumulative effects of continued or 
renewed withdrawal on the environ­
ment and population of Nevada. 

Most important is this last consider­
ation: the cumulative impacts on 
public and private property in Nevada 
and on the fish and wildlife, cultural, 
historic, scientific, recreational, wilder­
ness, and other values of the public 
lands of Nevada resulting from mili­
tary and defense related uses of the 
lands withdrawn. 

The intent of this section of public 
law, and its straightforward language, 
has been the basis of numerous con­
versations between myself, the Secre­
tary of the Air Force and other top­
ranking military officials, and Con­
gressman, MoE UDALL, chairman of In­
terior, John Seiberling, former chair­
man of the House Public Lands Sub­
committee. 

These discussions resulted in what 
was an understanding that no further 
action would be taken with regard to 
military airspace in Nevada until the 
Special Nevada Report was completed. 

Recent events, however, have trig­
gered grave concerns about the 
strength of our agreement. 

I ask unanimous consent to submit, 
for the RECORD, two newspaper articles 
describing actions taken by the mili­
tary that clearly run counter to the in­
tentions of our agreement, and run 
counter to Public Law. 

One of the articles explains the mili­
tary's plans to expand the airspace of 
Saylor Creek Bombing Range, which 
straddles the Idaho/Nevada border, 
significantly into Nevada. This space 
would be used for testing live bombs 
and missiles. 

There being no objection, the mate­
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the Reno Gazette Journal, Aug. 19, 

1989] 
BRYAN, REID SAY NAVY'S PLAN TO FIRE 
CRUISE MISSILES AcROSS STATE ILLEGAL 

<By Mike Henderson) 
Nevada's two U.S. senators said Friday the 

Navy should halt plans to fire unarmed 
Tomahawk cruise missiles at an imaginary 
target 32 miles east of Fallon. 

U.S. Sens. Richard Bryan and Harry Reid, 
both Democrats, say they will write letters 
to the secretary of the Navy asking him to 
cancel plans for the two or three missile fir­
ings per year-the first aimed toward 
Fallon. 

The senators argue that it is illegal for 
the military to begin any new programs in 
the state until a congressionally mandated 
Special Nevada Report is completed in 1991 
and approved by Congress. The report will 
detail all current and proposed military uses 
of Nevada land. 

Reid said the military already controls 40 
percent of Nevada's air space-and wants 
more. 

Citizen Alert, a statewide public watch­
dog group, joined in opposing the missile 
program. 

But the Navy contends the training pro­
gram is safe and crucial to the nation's de­
fense because the unmanned missiles save 
airplanes and pilots. A Navy spokesman 
would not comment on the senators' chal­
lenge. 

As planned, the Navy would coordinate 
the simulated nuclear-missile launchings 
with flights of 80 to 85 airplanes in mock 
combat. In the test firings, seven airplanes 
would chase the missile and monitor its 456-
mph flight. 

A missile would be launched from an un­
dersea platform off Point Mugu, about 50 
miles north of Los Angeles, fly just north of 
Tonopah, then turn northwest toward the 
Bravo 17 landing site near Fallon. There, 
parachutes would be triggered and the $2 
million missile would make a soft landing so 
it could be used again. 

The Navy announced Thursday it has 
found the flights will have no significant 
impact on the state. Navy officials said that 
was the last obstacle to conducting the 
tests. Test dates are classified information 
but the launchings can begin at any time, 
the Navy said, assuring that the tests will be 
safe. 

But at least two cruise missile accidents 
have occurred in Nevada since 1983. Neither 
resulted in injury or great damage. The 
Navy has been flying Tomahawk cruise mis­
siles into southern Nevada and over Nevada 
into Utah since 1978. 

In 1985, an unarmed cruise missile was de­
liberately ditched in the Nevada desert near 
Cherry Creek in a remote area of north­
western Nevada about 45 miles north of Ely. 
Its target had been Dugway Proving 
Grounds in Utah. 

The planned Fallon flights will not go 
over populous areas, the Navy said. 

But the senators disagree. 
"I think there are considerable safety 

risks," Bryan said. "I was a fairly decent ge­
ography student and if they're going to 
launch these things off the coast of Califor­
nia and they're coming into Nevada, there 
are people in between. 

"My concern is not if things go well, but if 
things go wrong." 

And while the Navy says the program 
faces no further obstacles, "There is a con­
gressional obstacle that they need to be 
aware of," Bryan said. "When they say 
there is no significant impact, I don't think 

that would be the response of the man on 
the street who is told that missil~s are going 
to be overflying his street." 

Reid echoed Bryan's concerns and added 
that the Navy's announcement is another 
unwarranted military encroachment on 
Nevada airspace and land. 

"I think they ought to halt the cruise mis­
sile overflights until we get this matter re­
solved," he said. 

Both senators said they are concerned not 
only about the missile project but about the 
cumulative impact of all military operations 
on the state. 

Bob Fulkerson, head of Citizen Alert, said 
that below the missile's flight patch, the 
Army National Guard wants to deploy 300 
tanks and 12,000 troops. The Navy also want 
to use a Hawthorne-Fallon-Walker River 
Reservation route to fly up to 112 aircraft a 
day, 24 hours a day, he said. 

"The cruise missile flying through there 
presents no profound hazard, but when you 
consider the cumulative layers of military 
encroachment on the air and on the ground, 
it's very significant," Fulkerson said. 

The senators said they were not briefed 
on the missile plan, in the works for three 
or four years. But a spokesman for Fallon 
Naval Air Station said the senators, the gov­
ernor and the Legislature had been briefed. 

Rep. Barbara Vucanovich, R-Nev., who 
said she does not oppose the plan "at this 
moment," also said the briefings had oc­
curred. 

"We may not all have been briefed at the 
same time, but we were all briefed," Vucano­
vich said, adding that she believes the Navy 
has acted very responsibly. 

Another Navy spokesman said there were 
briefings in 1978 about overflights of south­
ern Nevada. That was before Reid and 
Bryan became senators. 

Scott Craigie, Gov. Miller's chief of staff, 
said Miller agrees the Navy should abide by 
terms of the Special Nevada Report legisla­
tion and "he is philosophically opposed to 
their <the Navy) going forward." 

In event of a mishap on the Fallon route, 
one of the chase planes would take over 
radio control of the missile, guide it to a 
remote spot, then trigger its parachute, said 
Olin Briggs, spokesman for Fallon Naval Air 
Station. The missile would descend at 15 
foot per second, he said. 

Bob Holsapple, director of public affairs 
for the cruise missile project in Washington, 
DC., said he does not know how the secre­
tary of the Navy will react to the senator's 
request that the program be stopped. 

"I can only say that because of the world 
situation that exists, cruise missile training 
missions in coordination with manned air­
craft is in the best interest of the national 
defense at this time," he said 

LAND WITHDRAWAL KEY TO BoMB RANGE 
EXPANSION 

(By N.S. Norkkentved) 
TwiN FALLS.-If Congress approves a land 

withdrawal for the Saylor Creek Bombing 
Range expansion, the Air Force can do what 
it wants with the land, warned a Nevada ac­
tivist. 

Once the land is withdrawn, it's their 
land, and there's nothing you can do about 
it. They can do whatever they want," said 
Grace Bukowsky, military projects director 
for Nevada's Citizens Alert. 

During the last six months, two major 
highways near Nevada bombing ranges had 
to be closed to detonate 500-pound bombs 
next to the highways, she said. 

Bukowsky spoke to nearly 100 Magic 
Valley residents gathered to hear about Ne­
vada's experience with military bombing 
and training ranges and to learn what they 
can do about the proposed expansion of the 
Saylor Creek Bombing Range. 

The meeting was sponsored by the Com­
mittee for Idaho's High Desert. Capt. Carlos 
Roque from Mountain Home Air Force Base 
attended the meeting but did not speak. 

The Air Force wants to increase the bomb­
ing range to about 1.5 million acres but has 
said the entire area will not be closed to cur­
rent uses. Though expansion plans are not 
definite, four areas with the expanded 
range would be closed and used for live 
bombs and missiles. 

"We're definitely opposed to this expan­
sion of the Saylor Creek range," and Tom 
Blessinger, member of the Owynee Cattle 
Association steering committee. 

Sixty-four stockmen use the area within 
the Air Force's proposed expansion, he said. 
Each one will be affected differently, but 
they all will be affected. 

The expansion also will eliminate about 
15,000 acres of private land from Owyhee 
County's tax base. The Air Force says it will 
compensate the county by building and 
maintaining roads on the range, Blessinger 
said. "But if you can't get out there, what 
good are roads," he said. 

What's to keep the missiles inside a live­
wire fence, one member of the audience 
asked. 

Ranchers in the audience feared they 
would be reimbursed only for the value of 
the land they lose to the expansion, not for 
the impact that loss would have on their op­
eration. 

"Most operations are well-balanced," said 
Bert Brackett, president-elect of the Idaho 
Cattleman's Association. "It's taken most of 
them years to get that way, but if you take 
out part of the range, its not balanced any 
more and probably not economical." 

The association has not taken a position 
yet, he said, but it supports multiple uses 
and the expansion doesn't seem like multi­
ple use to the ranchers. 

"Some people have worked for a lifetime 
to develop their operations," said Three 
Creek rancher Randall Brewer. The expan­
sion will "take the heart out of it." 

Once those grazing allotments are gone, 
they're gone forever, Brackett said. 

"We've got everything to lose everybody 
else does, plus a living," Brewer said. 

Though Air Force officials compare the 
expansion with the present range, the dif­
ference in size and the fact that live bombs 
will be used on the new range makes a real­
istic comparison impossible. 

"The live bombs are the most objection­
able to me," Brackett said. 

But Idahoans are faced with more than 
just the land withdrawal, Bukowsky said. 

The land withdrawal must be approved by 
Congress. But the Air Force's proposed Su­
personic Operations Area over Owyhee 
County must be approved by the Federal 
Aviation Administration. The change can be 
implemented in 90 days without public 
hearings and without public notice, she said. 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
has no jurisdiction over airspace, and the 
FAA only considers aeronautical issues. If 
the affected population wants a hearing on 
the proposed Supersonic Operations Area, 
they have to request a hearing, Bukowsky 
said. 

"If you don't do it, you won't have one," 
she said. 
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The FAA can be contacted at 800 Inde­

pendence Ave. S.W., Washington, D.C., or 
the Northwest Mountain Region, 17900 Pa­
cific Highway, Seattle, WA, 96168-0966. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, already, in 
the last 6 months, two major highways 
in Nevada have had to be closed so 
that 500-pound bombs could be deto­
nated nearby. 

Nobody in Nevada-neither the con­
gressional delegation, nor the Gover­
nor, nor the people of the State-were 
consulted on this proposed plan. 

I also ask unanimous consent to 
print in the REcoRD a letter dated 
August 31 that I wrote to the Secre­
tary of the Air Force about this pro­
posed expansion. 

The letter reiterates my understand­
ing that no new withdrawal plans be 
implemented until the special report is 
published in 1991. 

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

u.s. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, August 31, 1989. 

Hon. DoNALD B. RicE, 
Secretary of the Air Force, The Pentagon, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SECRETARY RICE: The present plans 

to withdraw airspace for the Saylor Creek 
Bombing Range concerns me greatly, espe­
cially the expansion of Paradise MOA to the 
southwest, which encroaches on Nevada. 

Over the years, the military has taken 
control of 40 percent of Nevada airspace, 
and no impact study of this withdrawal has 
ever been done to my satisfaction. I refer 
you to Section 6 of Public Law 99-606 re­
quiring a Special Nevada Report on the cu­
mulative effects of continued or renewed 
withdrawal of airspace. It is my understand­
ing that no new programs such as you are 
planning would be undertaken until this 
Special Report is published in 1991. 

I, therefore, make three requests: 1 > that 
all withdrawal of military airspace be halted 
until the Nevada Special Report is complet­
ed; 2} that public hearings be held in the ef­
fected areas of Nevada; and 3> that the 
Nevada delegation and the governor of 
Nevada be briefed on these proposed plans. 

I thank you in advance for your coopera­
tion, and I look forward to your reply on 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 
HARRY REID, 

U.S. Senator. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have re­
quested that the Air Force halt its 
pending new operations and expansion 
plans; hold public hearings in Nevada; 
and brief Nevada's congressional dele­
gation and the Governor on any pro­
posed plans for airspace withdrawal or 
new operations. 

I have not yet received a response. 
The second newspaper article sub­

mitted for the RECORD details the 
Navy's plans to fire Tomahawk cruise 
missiles from off the coast of Califor­
nia at an imaginary target 32 miles 
east of the town of Fallon, NV. 

These plans also involve maneuvers 
by more than 80 airplanes in mock 
combat. 

The Navy says these activities will 
have no significant impact on Nevada. 

How could they draw such a conclu­
sion? 

In 1983, a crippled missile crashed 
into Pilot Peak, not 10 miles from the 
town of Montello, NV; and in 1985, an­
other cruise missile was ditched just 
north of Ely, NV, on its way to Utah. 

Yet, the military says there will be 
no impact on Nevada. 

At this time, nearly 40 percent of 
Nevada's airspace is controlled in some 
way by the military. The Navy and Air 
Force are given virtually free rein to 
use the skies of Nevada. 

It is only fair that they are account­
able to the people of our State-that 
they hear our concerns and ensure 
that their operations do not jeopardize 
the quality of our environment and 
the livelihood and safety of our citi­
zens. 

It is only fair that they keep their 
word and follow the spirit of the law. 

Clearly, no further action to with­
draw airspace or initiate new oper­
ations in existing airspace should be 
considered until the special Nevada 
report is completed. 

Therefore, I ask that the Senate go 
on record-once again-to reaffirm 
that military airspace withdrawal be 
halted until the Nevada special report 
is submitted to Congress. We would 
only be following the law. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment expresses the sense of the 
Senate that proposed withdrawals of 
military land and airspace in Nevada 
be suspended until the Special Nevada 
Report required under Public Law 99-
606 has been completed. 

The State of Nevada is home to a va­
riety of military activities and the 
State has always been proud of the 
role it plays in protecting our national 
security. We are host to the Nation's 
only nuclear weapons testing site, the 
Fallon Naval Air Station, the Haw­
thorne Army Ammunition Depot, 
Nellis Air Force Base, and many other 
military facilities. 

In conjunction with these facilities, 
Nevada's land and air is used for vari­
ous military operations areas [MOA's], 
military training routes [MTR's], su­
personic operations areas [SOA's], and 
for other purposes such as cruise mis­
sile testing runs. 

As the training needs of the military 
operations have grown over time, a 
piecemeal approach has been adopted 
by the various branches of the Depart­
ment of Defense to Nevada's air and 
land resources. As a result, a patch­
work quilt has grown over the State 
with over 40 percent of Nevada's air­
space restricted for Department of De­
fense uses. 

The Nevada Report mandated by 
Public Law 99-606 is intended to be a 
comprehensive review of the current 
and planned future uses of Nevada's 
open space resources by the military, 
and a planning document to help miti­
gate the impact on our citizens of mili-

tary activities. Because little or no co­
ordination existed among the dispar­
ate DOD activities within the State 
previously, there was no effort made 
to consolidate training facilities and 
each new military need saw a fur­
ther-and often overlapping-en­
croachment upon Nevada's resources. 

With much of Nevada's population 
located in isolated rural areas that are 
affected by military overflight oper­
ations-including jets flying as low as 
100 feet above ground levels-the spe­
cific impacts of these activities is sig­
ni-ficant. Noise can be more than a nui­
sance for people and wildlife. It can be 
a hazard when coming as a surprise, it 
may pose health and stress risks, and 
it can cause hearing loss. Sonic booms 
can cause structural damage. 

Some examples of the problems 
Nevada has faced are illustrative: 

As Governor, I encouraged the mili­
tary users of Nevada's airspace to con­
solidate and mitigate the effects of 
their activities in the State. For in­
stance, Bravo-16 is a training range lo­
cated between two rapidly growing res­
idential areas-Fernley and Fallon, 
NV -and it should be closed. 

I made that request as Governor and 
I am renewing that request to the Sec­
retary of the Navy. It is sensible public 
policy that military activities that en­
croach upon populated areas should 
be conducted, if possible, in more 
remote, less populated areas. 

Also the Fallon facility has separate­
ly proposed both a 181,000-acre land 
withdrawal and a 230,000-acre with­
drawal to accommodate closely related 
activities. I am requesting that these 
proposals be consolidated, and that 
one environmental impact statement 
be prepared so that the cumulative 
effect of this proposal can be consid­
ered in its entirety. 

The Navy has proposed eliminating 
a safe corridor for private pilots flying 
between Fallon and Austin, NV, and 
replacing it with a radar system to 
vector private aviators through the 
area. I am requesting that the Navy 
establish this system and prove its fea­
sibility before the corridor is eliminat­
ed. 

The Navy has proposed a low-level 
route in which up to 112 jet flights per 
night would fly 300 feet above ground 
level from the Fallon NAS directly 
over the Walker Indian Reservation. I 
am requesting the Navy route such 
flights over unpopulated areas instead. 

Recently I learned that the proposed 
expansion of the Saylor Creek bomb­
ing range associated with Mountain 
Home Air Force Base in Idaho from 
100,000 acres to 1,500,000 acres would 
encroach upon areas of Humboldt and 
Elko Counties in northern Nevada. I 
have requested that the Secretary of 
the Air Force conduct public hearings 
to solicit the views of Nevada citizens 
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who may be affected by this expan­
sion. 

One persistent problem Nevada faces 
is the lack of continuity by the 
branches of the military about Neva­
dans concerns. The turnover at each 
facility is rapid due to military offi­
cers' periodic reassignments, and 
maintaining an institutional and his­
torical perspective about the concerns 
of Nevadans has been difficult for the 
branches of the military using 
Nevada's resources. 

To combat that I am requesting 
through the Secretary of Defense that 
the Secretary of the Navy and the Sec­
retary of the Air Force establish a per­
manent Nevada Military Office 
[NMOl staffed by senior staff to serve 
as civilian liaisons between the mili­
tary and Nevada's citizens, and be­
tween the branches of the services and 
Nevada's State and local governments. 

With proper planning, mitigation, 
and .cooperation, the military needs 
and the needs of the citizens can both 
be accommodated. This amendment 
will serve to facilitate that planning 
and mitigation process by allowing a 
timely completion of the Nevada 
Report before further military with­
drawals in Nevada are considered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 866 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEc. . <a> Congress makes the following 
findings: 

< 1> As of July 18, 1989, the Federal prison 
population reached an all time high of 
49,418 inmates. 

<2> The design capacity of Federal prisons 
is only 31,091 beds. 

(3) The overcrowding rate at Federal pris­
ons is 159 percent of capacity. 

<4> The Bureau of Prisons projects that 
the Federal prison population will exceed 
83,500 by 1995. 

(5) The President declared a war on drugs 
and has endorsed the idea of using old mili­
tary facilities as prisons. 

<6> The Federal Bureau of Prisons states 
in its 1988 report that using old military 
bases is the most cost-efficient method to 
obtain more space to house minimum secu­
rity offenders. 

<b> It is the sense of Congress that-
(1) in selecting an agency or instrumental­

ity for receipt of property or a facility 
scheduled for closure under the Base Clo­
sure and Realignment Act <Public Law 100-
526; 102 Stat. 2629; 10 U.S.C. 2687), the Sec­
retary of Defense should give priority to the 
Bureau of Prisons; and 

<2> the Commission on Alternative Utiliza­
tion of Military Facilities should give priori­
ty consideration to utilizing the military fa­
cilities that are scheduled for closure as 
minimum security prisons; and 

(3) before making any decision about 
transferring any real property or facility 
pursuant to the Base Closure and Realign­
ment Act, the Secretary of Defense should 
consult with the Governor of the State and 
the heads of the local governments in which 
the real property or facility is located and 
should consider any plan by the local gov­
ernment concerned for the use of such prop­
erty. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the 
pending sense-of-the-Senate resolution 

states that the Federal Bureau of Pris­
ons should be given priority to acquire 
some of the military bases that are 
scheduled to be closed under the Base 
Closure and Realignment Act. 

Under existing law, the Bureau of 
Prisons must wait in line with all 
other agencies in order to acquire such 
a military facility. There is a rapidly 
growing feeling across America that 
top priority should be placed on lock­
ing up drug users and drug dealers, 
thereby solving at least a part of the 
drug problem. 

Mr. President, more prison space is 
desperately needed. As of July 18, 
1989, the Federal prison population 
reached an alltime high of 49,418 in­
mates. The desigh. capacity of Federal 
prisons is only 31,091 beds. This is an 
overcrowding rate of 159 percent of ca­
pacity. 

Several weeks ago, the President de­
clared a war on drugs. I applaud the 
President for his initiative. He pro­
posed a tough and comprehensive pro­
gram to fight the drug problem. We 
must get tough on drug dealers and 
drug users. In order to get tough, we 
must put these criminals in jail. But 
Mr. President, at the present time we 
do not have enough prison space to 
house these criminals. 

Furthermore, the prison overcrowd­
ing problem will only get worse as we 
crack down on drug dealers and drug 
users. The Bureau of Prisons projects 
that the Federal prison population 
will exceed 83,500 by 1995. The U.S. 
Sentencing Commission projects the 
number of Federal prisoners could be 
as high as 125,000 by 1995. 

The States have similar problems 
with prison overcrowding. The State 
prison population hit an alltime high 
this summer of 577,474. State prisons 
can only hold 481,430. Many States are 
under court order to reduce the 
number of prisoners in their prison 
systems. As a result of prison over­
crowding, States are releasing prison­
ers from jail before their terms are 
completed. 

Mr. President, this is equivalent to 
giving criminals a "Get Out of Jail 
Free Card" because of lack of prison 
space. These criminals go back on the 
street, and many go back to robbing, 
raping, and killing innocent Ameri­
cans. 

The National Institute of Justice es­
timates that the crimes committed by 
released prisoners cost society as much 
as $430,000 a year per prisoner. 

President Bush recognizes the need 
for more prison space and he has re­
quest an additional $1 billion for new 
prisons. In his drug plan, the Presi­
dent endorses the idea of using old 
military bases as prisons. 

It is just common sense to convert at 
least some of the military bases that 
are scheduled for closure into prisons. 
It will cost a lot less than building new 
prisons. The costs could be as low as 

$4,000 per bed compared to the $40,000 
to $100,000 it costs for new prisons. 
The Federal Bureau of Prisons states 
in its 1988 report that using old mili­
tary bases is the most cost efficient 
method to obtain more space to house 
minimum security offenders. 

Mr. President, by using old military 
bases, we can increase prison capacity 
in a cost-efficient manner. This will 
enable us to lock up more drug dealers 
and drug users and to keep them 
behind bars where they belong. 

If we are really serious about fight­
ing a war on drugs, more prison space 
is imperative. We must ensure that 
there are enough prisons to lock up 
the drug dealers, and keep them 
locked up. Otherwise, any declaration 
of war is nothing but an empty threat. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ments en bloc. 

The amendments <Nos. 862 through 
866) were agreed to, en bloc. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendments were agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT BEGINNING 

ON PAGE 36, LINE 22, THRU PAGE 37, LINE 2, 
RELATING TO SDI 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on the second except­
ed committee amendment. 

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

Senator from Hawaii. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I re­
quest that the pending business when 
we return tomorrow to consider the 
DOD bill be the second excepted com­
mittee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the regular order. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Chair. 
COMPUTERIZED JOB CENTERS 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I 
would like to enter into a colloquy 
with the chairman regarding the 
report language accompanying the De­
fense appropriations bill for fiscal year 
1990. On page 39 of Senate Report 
101-132, there is a paragraph entitled 
"Job Centers." I understand that the 
intent of this language is to save 
money at military bases in the United 
States by using existing, state-based 
career guidance computer software 
packages, instead of commercial soft­
ware packages intended for nation­
wide use. 

Mr. INOUYE. Yes, in many States, 
computer software packages have been 
developed under section 422 of the 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education 
Act of 1963 and section 464 of the Job 
Training Partnership Act. These pro-
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grams provide career and job guidance 
that may be useful for our men and 
women in uniform. Whenever possible 
and appropriate, military installations 
should take advantage of these exist­
ing programs, which are low-cost or 
free. 

Mr. HARKIN. I understand that the 
Department of Defense has also quali­
fied two software programs under a 
competitively bid pilot program. These 
data packages provide educational and 
career guidance for our military per­
sonnel around the world. They include 
information from across the United 
States, so that our military personnel 
can select the best possible education­
al and career information. Some of the 
state-based career or job guidance 
packages may focus on specific train­
ing and job data for a given State. 

Am I correct that this report lan­
guage was not intended to preclude 
the use of these educational guidance 
programs that have been qualified by 
the Department of Defense? 

Mr. INOUYE. Our intention is 
simply to keep the Department of De­
fense from duplicating existing capa­
bilities. Evidence is that state-based 
systems are considerably cheaper than 
some of the commercial systems that 
the department is considering. Howev­
er, where state-based systems are un­
available or are inappropriate, we rec­
ognize that the Department of De­
fense will have need to provide the de­
sired capability. Our intention is not 
to deprive Department of Defense per­
sonnel of access to systems which will 
enable them to advance their careers 
but rather to provide adequate infor­
mation systems at the lowest possible 
price. 
AMENDMENT TO AUTHORIZE THE ~SE OF 

CERTAIN REVERSIONARY RIGHTS ON CERTAIN 
LANDS PREVIOUSLY CONVEYED WITHIN CAVEN 
POINT TERMINAL AND AMMUNITION LOADING 
PIER, NJ, TO THE NEW JERSEY TURNPIKE AU­
THORITY 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

this amendment would relieve the New 
Jersey Turnpike Authority from cer­
tain restrictive covenants of a deed on 
property within the former Caven 
Point Army facility in New Jersey. 

Let me say at the outset that I un­
derstand this amendment has been 
cleared by the authorizing commit­
tee-the Committee on Armed Ser­
ivces, and that the Army has no objec­
tion to it. 

In 1957, certain property in the vi­
cinity of Jersey City, NJ, was trans­
ferred at fair market value from the 
United States to the New Jersey Turn­
pike Authority, to be used for the 
Hudson County extension of the turn­
pike, and for related service areas. At 
the time, the Caven Point facility was 
already being phased out of operation. 
It now has, for many years, been out 
of operation. 

This area is now undergoing consid­
erable economic development. The city 

of Jersey City has entered into agree­
ments with major development compa­
nies to improve the area and expand 
the region's economic base. A total of 
approximately 8 to 9 acres of the prop­
erty previously transferred to the 
Turnpike Authority is needed for this 
development. 

I am pleased to note that many 
areas of New Jersey are undergoing an 
economic resurgence. The Hudson Ri­
verfront area is at the center of much 
of this growth. Transfer of the proper­
ty now under control of the Turnpike 
Authority would allow further com­
mercial and residential development to 
occur in this important region of New 
Jersey. 

When the property was transferred 
in 1957, it was then common practice 
to include a reverter clause in the 
deed. Such a clause stipulated that the 
property in question would revert back 
to the United States if it ceased to be 
used for the purposes intended at the 
time of the transfer. 

Today, this 8- to 9-acre parcel is no 
longer needed by the Turnpike Au­
thority. Nor is it needed by the Army, 
as made clear by a July 24, 1989 memo 
from the director of Housing and En­
gineering of the New York Area Com­
mand/US Army to the Commander of 
the New York District Army Corps of 
Engineers. In that memo, it is stated 
that-

It is the opinion of this office that there is 
no reason that this restrictive convenant 
should remain. However, in conferring with 
New York District and First Army, there ap­
pears to be no easy way of negating the re­
strictive covenant, short of Congressional 
action. 

Mr. President, that brings us to the 
amendment being offered today. It 
would simply negate the restrictive 
covenant of the 1957 deed, allowing 
the Turnpike Authority to transfer 
the property for economic develop­
ment under contract with the city of 
Jersey City, NJ. 

This amendment is supported by 
State and local officials, and will 
enable private developers to infuse sig­
nificant funds into the local economy. 
It has been cleared by the appropriate 
committees, and the administration. 

I greatly appreciate the cooperation 
of the distinguished manager of this 
bill, Senator INOUYE, and the ranking 
member, Senator STEVENS, in consider­
ing this amendment, and I urge its 
adoption. 

THE FATEFUL CHOICE ON SDI 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that an excellent 
article by our distinguished colleague, 
Senator MALcoLM WALLOP, entitled 
"Showdown Hour for SDI" and pub­
lished today in the Washington Times 
be printed in the RECORD at the end of 
my statement. 

Mr. President, MALCOLM WALLOP 
argues persuasively that Congress 
faces a fateful choice on SDI-either 

to vote enough funds to allow Presi­
dent Bush to make a deployment deci­
sion by 1992, or scrap the program and 
leave America vulnerable to Soviet nu­
clear blackmail. I agree with Senator 
MALCOLM WALLOP that Congress 
should vote enough funds to enable a 
Presidential decision to deploy SDI as 
soon as possible. America can not 
afford to wait any longer for SDI de­
ployment, and we can afford to fund a 
program that is truly a national de­
fense. 

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

SHOWDOWN HOUR FOR SDI 

<By Malcolm Wallop> 
For the first time in the history of the 

Strategic Defense Initiative program the 
Congress, the president, and indeed the 
nation, face a fundamental choice of direc­
tion. 

We can no longer put off, in view of the 
maturity of the SDI program and the irre­
sponsible cuts that the House of Represent­
atives is attempting to foist on the adminis­
tration, a decision on the future direction of 
the program. 

The issue before the nation is whether we 
will have a defense against ballistic missiles 
in place before the end of the century, or in­
stead have an interminable research pro­
gram with no final purpose except to escape 
the political cost of terminating that capa­
bility. 

Earlier, it was easy for the Reagan admin­
istraton and Congress to avoid tough 
choices about the program. The R&D effort 
recommended by the Fletcher Commission, 
after President Reagan had launched SDI 
in March 1983, was a broad and purposeful­
ly unfocused program to explore the feasi­
bility of advanced defenses. 

Predictably, this unfocused research pro­
gram came under attack from Capitol Hill. 
It lacked direction by seeking a romantic 
dream. It was hard for representatives and 
senators to see how this research-only pro­
gram-which planned to spend some $30 bil­
lion over five years-would provide the 
nation with its "impenetrable shield that 
would make nuclear weapons forever obso­
lete." 

Reacting to this criticism, and budget cuts 
that ensued, the Reagan administration 
trimmed much of the fat in the program 
and restructured it into a more feasible, 
phased approach to defensive deployments. 

The first phase of that approach-based 
on both ground- and space-based kinetic­
energy weapons-was slated for deployment 
in the mid-1990s. It was designed to counter 
a threat validated by the Defense Depart­
ment and a set of military requirements es­
tablished by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Subsequent cuts in Mr. Reagan's requests 
were painful, but because they were more 
limited than these, they could be absorbed 
by the program by slipping deployment a 
year or two while retaining a sense of pur­
pose. 

The Bush administration, after reviewing 
Mr. Reagan's program, affirmed its direc­
tion and committed America to an informed 
deployment decision in the next four years. 
Even the much-publicized emphasis on Bril­
liant Pebbles was in reality the result of ini­
tiatives taken during the Reagan adminis­
tration. In essence, then, Mr. Bush wisely 
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decided to keep intact the phased deploy­
ment approach advocated by Mr. Reagan. 

The difference in these two approaches 
cannot be clearer. 

The SDI program of old was a shopping 
bag of sorts. There were a few basic things 
to keep in the bag-milk, vegetables and 
meat-but the unfocused approach allowed 
a mix and match of the bag's contents. 
Since there was no goal by which to justify 
the added expenditure of any part of the 
program, the bag was left half empty. 

Today's program is more like a bicycle. 
One can eliminate the bell, or maybe put on 
a smaller reflector, but a bicycle needs two 
wheels, handlebars, a frame and a seat to 
make it work. 

Likewise, the SDI program needs its cen­
tral elements fully funded to move toward 
the late 1990s deployment, to make the pro­
gram "work." 

The choice before the congressional con­
ferees, and then the president, is between a 
House version that does not even maintain 
basic research and will never provide any 
defense for the country, or the Senate's sup­
port for the president's more robust pro­
gram to get us to that deployment decision 
before he leaves office. 

To achieve this, the president requested 
$4.6 billion dollars this year. The Senate es­
sentially supported the request with a mark 
of $4.3 billion, but the House savaged the 
program by allocating only $2.8 billion, 
almost a $1 billion reduction from last 
year's funding. 
If the House number prevails, or even if 

the conference were to meet halfway, as in 
the past, the result would be to dismantle 
the president's plan completely. He could 
not possibly make an informed deployment 
decision in the next four years, or even in 
the four years after that. These cuts would 
also require him to terminate support for 
allied cooperative research programs, such 
as Israel's Arrow ATBM program, a missile 
designed to intercept ballistic missiles that 
have proliferated throughout the Middle 
East. 

The national work force committed to 
SDI research would be reduced by more 
than 8,000 personnel, and defense contrac­
tors would be forced by fiscal constraints to 
take their best engineering teams off SDI 
projects and reassign them to other pro­
grams. 

This is exactly what happened when we 
abandoned the Expendable Launch Vehicle 
business in the 1970s and focused exclusive­
ly on the NASA Shuttle. It is why we faced 
a series of ELV failures-Scout, Delta and 
Titan-when we tried to get back into the 
EL V business after the Challenger disaster 
in 1986. 

Most important, the space- and ground­
based kinetic-energy programs would have 
to be dismantled and restructured, eliminat­
ing any Phase I deployment in reality, if not 
in name. Any initial deployment would be 
delayed indefinitely, until well after the 
year 2000, with no provision for follow-on 
systems to offset any Soviet countermeas­
ures. 

As Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney 
rightly said: "The House and Senate have 
voted on SDI programs with fundamentally 
different objectives, and the differences 
cannot be solved simply by selecting a fund­
ing level to split the difference in the au­
thorization values." 

At the House funding level, as the SDI 
program's detractors are well aware, there is 
no point in continuing any research at all. 

The history of our strategic defense pro­
gram after signing the ABM Treaty in 1972 

makes the point. Try as they might, propo­
nents of strategic defense in the 1970s were 
not able to sustain a research program that 
was not headed toward some future deploy­
ment. 

At the end of the day, dollars for pro­
grams that create real weapons will always 
win out over those that remain in perpetual 
research and development. Such a program 
would create nothing but a white-collar wel­
fare program and congressional blind in 
which to hide from public judgment. 

The time has now come to choose between 
two opposing visions of the future. 

One has America endlessly vulnerable to 
Soviet and Third World ballistic-missile 
attack. It has us eschew the technology we 
have in hand today to defend ourselves, in 
favor of endless research that squanders the 
nation's technical resources and the taxpay­
er's wealth, but protects its advocates from 
the judgment of Americans. 

The other commits America to the de­
fense of her people and homeland as best 
we can by the end of this century. We will 
provide future generations with the promise 
of an America, in concert with her allies, de­
fended against all types of ballistic missiles. 

We should thank the House membership 
for so clearly framing this choice. Now Con­
gress must choose. Let us hope we choose 
wisely. 

THE WILD HORSES ON WHITE SANDS MISSILE 
RANGE 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
would like to say a few words in sup­
port of a particular provision of the 
Department of Defense appropriations 
bill that is essential to saving over 
1,000 wild horses. These wild horses 
currently run free on the Army's 
White Sands Missile Range in south­
ern New Mexico. 

The desert Southwest was once a 
wide open space, where animals were 
free to roam. Those days are now his­
tory. Man has tamed the desert, and 
wild animals have been pushed off the 
land. 

One area that remains relatively un­
developed is White Sands Missile 
Range. Currently, a wild horse herd of 
approximately 1,000 is roaming the 
missle range. It is believed that these 
animals are the descendants of horses 
set free by ranchers when their land 
was taken by the Government in 1942 
to form the range. 

Over the last several years, the herd 
has grown tremendously in size. In 
just the last 3 years, the horses have 
nearly doubled in number. 

The Army feels that it is necessary 
to thin the herd to a size that can be 
adequately supported by the grazing 
resources of the range. It believes this 
number to be approximately 300. 

One option the Army and the State 
of New Mexico have for the horses 
that are rounded up is to sell them at 
public auction. When such auctions 
occur, however, it is unlikely that 
these animals go home with caring 
citizens. In most instances, slaughter­
houses purchase the horses and they 
are destroyed. This option is inhu­
mane and unacceptable. 

A provision in the Department of 
Defense Appropriations bill would pro­
vide the Army with a better option. 

This provision would allow the Sec­
retary of the Army to transfer any 
wild horses removed from White 
Sands Missile Range to the Secretary 
of Interior for their inclusion in the 
Bureau of Land Management's Adopt­
a-Horse Program. The Department of 
the Interior's cost of processing these 
animals would be reimbursed by the 
Army, provided these costs do not 
exceed $200,000. 

This provision is a humane response 
to the problem caused by the extraor­
dinary growth of the wild horse popu­
lation on White Sands Missile Range. 
It will allow us to maintain a viable 
herd of wild horses on the range, and 
will permit the Army and the BLM to 
find caring individuals to take the 
excess horses. It avoids the unaccept­
able option of allowing these creatures 
to be auctioned off and destroyed. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that the 
committee has included this provision 
in the fiscal year 1990 Defense appro­
priations bill, and I urge all Senators 
to support it. 

Mr. MITCHELL. 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. MITCHELL. 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. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT-H.R. 3015 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate resumes consideration of the 
Transportation appropriations bill, 
H.R. 3015, that it be considered under 
the following limitations: That Sena­
tor BYRD be recognized to modify the 
pending amendment to reflect the bi­
partisan negotiators agreement; that 
immediately upon the disposition of 
the Byrd-Hatfield amendment, the 
Senate proceed without any interven­
ing action or debate to vote on the un­
derlying committee amendment; that 
upon the disposition of the committee 
amendment, the following legislative 
language amendments be the only 
first-degree amendments in order, and 
that they not be subject to points of 
order when offered, or if amended; 
amendments to be offered by the mi­
nority leader or his designee: One re­
garding drug treatment plans, one re­
garding drug-free school plans, onere­
garding waivers for international nar­
cotics assistance, one regarding trans­
fer to special forfeiture fund for the 
drug czar. Amendments to be offered 
by the majority leader or his designee: 
One regarding pregnant women, one 
regarding abused children, one regard­
ing training professionals; that ger-
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mane amendments to these amend­
ments will be in order and not subject 
to point of order. That further amend­
ments to the bill relative to the alloca­
tion of the increased $800 million in 
budget authority shall be in order only 
if agreed to by the chairman and rank­
ing member of the Appropriations 
Committee; such amendments shall 
not be subject to further amendments 
or points of order; that no motions to 
recommit the transportation appro­
priations bill shall be in order. 

I further ask unanimous consent 
that immediately following the pas­
sage of the final regular appropria­
tions bill and the anticipated continu­
ing resolution, the Senate shall pro­
ceed to the immediate consideration of 
a bill to be introduced by Senator 
DoLE that totally incorporates the re­
maining legislative initiatives of the 
President's drug strategy; that this bill 
will be opened solely to drug-related 
amendments; amendments dealing 
with the matters to be included in the 
following bill will not be in order to 
this bill; that the majority leader, 
acting in consultation with the minori­
ty leader, shall determine the method 
for consideration of a bill or a motion 
to proceed to such bill dealing with 
the death penalty, habeas corpus re­
forms, exclusionary rule, Justice De­
partment reorganization, international 
money laundering, and the availability 
of firearms for purchase; that this ve­
hicle or motion to proceed to such ve­
hicle shall be sent before the Senate 
no earlier than October 20, 1989, and 
no later than sine die adjournment. 

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

Republican leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, and I shall not 
object, I want to commend the majori­
ty leader and chairman of the Appro­
priations Committee, Senator HAT­
FIELD, and others. I think we have an 
agreement here that I hope will be ap­
proved. I make just one comment with 
reference to sine die adjournment, and 
we have had this conversation. I think 
the RECORD might reflect that there 
will be a reasonable time before sine 
die adjournment to take up the crime 
bill; is that correct? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. Mr. President, 
the distinguished Republican leader 
and I and several of the Senators who 
participated in these negotiations dis­
cussed this at some length earlier 
today. The original agreement provid­
ed no later than November 15, 1989. I 
objected to that on the grounds that I 
do not know when sine die adjourn­
ment is going to occur and did not 
want to tie up the Senate for such a 
period after November 15, were that 
necessary. 

I also indicated to the distinguished 
Republican leader that, in my judg­
ment, two factors will control my ac­
tions with respect to this latter 

matter. The first is that this agree­
ment does not preclude the raising of 
these issues prior to the time when 
such vehicle will be presented to the 
Senate. If they are in fact presented to 
the Senate, all or some of them, and 
discussed at some length prior to 
them, obviously, what is or is not a 
reasonable time for their consider­
ation under this agreement will be less 
than if there is no raising of these 
issues prior to them, and this is the 
first time between now and then. 
When I say this, I mean the time set 
forth in this agreement, that would be 
the first time that those issues would 
be raised. 

In any event I told the Republican 
leader that I thought something in 
the order of 3 days is a reasonable 
time for consideration of this without 
attempting to define it precisely, just 
so there is no misunderstanding on 
anyone's part as to what my intention 
is and what we had in discussion 
today. 

Mr. DOLE. There is no agreement to 
limit it, if there is a filibuster or 
motion to proceed. We understand. I 
thought for someone reading the 
RECORD, that it would be helpful to 
them to have an explanation. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, reserv­
ing the right to object, and I shall not 
object, I would be grateful if the ma­
jority leader would clarify the point 
here. 

Mr. President, it is my understand­
ing, if I heard the majority leader cor­
rectly, that certainly first-degree 
amendments, and he recited those, will 
be in order offered by both the minori­
ty leader and the majority leader and 
that second-degree amendments to 
those first-degree amendments will be 
in order if they are germane. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 
Mr. WILSON. They shall not then 

be subject to points of order them­
selves? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 
The agreement explicitly states that 
immediately-and I am reading now 
from the agreement-immediately fol­
lowing the listing of the seven amend­
ments, the sentence that I read reads, 
therefore, I repeat, "that germane 
amendments to these amendments will 
be in order and not subject to points 
of order." 

Mr. WILSON. I thank the majority 
leader. 

I wish as a matter of courtesy to let 
him know that I will be offering an 
amendment, a germane amendment in 
the second-degree, and I appreciate his 
comments. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Will the majority 
leader yield for a question? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
Mr. DECONCINI. I would like a clar­

ification. In the next-to-last paragraph 
the majority leader refers to the "Ma­
jority leader and minority leader 

acting in consultation shall determine 
a method of floor consideration of a 
bill or a motion to proceed to a bill." 
He is talking about one legislative ve­
hicle here that will permit the attach­
ment or inclusion of all of these items 
spelled out in that paragraph? Is that 
what the Senator is talking about? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, but precisely 
because that matter has not been de­
fined or resolved it was phrased in this 
manner. We discussed that specifically 
today and it may be that it will simply 
be a motion to proceed to a specific 
legislative vehicle which has not yet 
been identified or developed. 

Mr. DECONCINI. If the majority 
leader will yield, I do not want to pro­
long this, but it is my understanding 
that if the majority leader and the mi­
nority leader find the death penalty 
bill to be the vehicle that comes to the 
floor, does this mean that all of these 
other bills could be offered as amend­
ments, no prohibition against that but 
also no guarantee there will be a vote 
on them or any action on them? It 
would just be a vehicle to throw the 
stuff on if you wanted to try to amend 
it. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is exactly cor­
rect. Neither I nor the distinguished 
Republican leader, nor any other Sen­
ator, I believe can at this time assure a 
vote on any one of these matters. 

What may occur from what we dis­
cussed as at least a possibility is devel­
oping a vehicle, making a motion to 
proceed, and if that encounters what 
might be opposition then filing a clo­
ture motion and having a vote on clo­
ture on the motion to proceed. That 
may occur. I do not mean to suggest 
either that will occur or that exhausts 
the possibilities of what might be oc­
curring. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the major­
ity leader. 

What he is saying, he is going to put 
forth his best effort to get a vehicle 
that could be amended, including all 
of these under normal procedures of 
legislation brought to the floor. 

Mr. DOLE. If the Senator will yield, 
it means the bill reported might have 
more than one of these provisions or 
all of these provisions and they could 
be stricken out. But we are going to 
try to make certain that everybody 
gets an opportunity to discuss it. 
Someone may have a particular inter­
est in it. I am not certain where it fi­
nally ends up, but it may be a lengthy 
debate. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the major­
ity leader and minority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the Sena­
tor from Arizona for raising the ques­
tion. It does clarify the point. 

So no Senator is under any misun­
derstanding, I am not committing to 
or even undertaking to assure ultimate 
disposition or even a vote on any one 
of these matters. As you can just tell 
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from the reading of them they are 
very controversial, and we will do our 
best to present a vehicle and take it 
from there. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
like to just clarify, also, if I can, one 
quick point which I think is under­
stood among the parties, but I want to 
make sure the record reflects it. There 
is in the unanimous-consent agree­
ment a prohibition regarding the rais­
ing of five matters, death penalty, 
habeas corpus reform, e~clusionary 
rule, Justice Department reorganiza­
tion, and international money launder­
ing except in the form mentioned by 
the majority leader at a separate time, 
and in discussion today it was agreed 
among the parties, and I would simply 
like the record to reflect it, hopefully 
with the assent of the minority leader, 
that international money laundering 
within that context refers to the wire 
transfer amendments and to the 
actual overseas aspects of internation­
al money laundering, but that domes­
tic actions, actions that can be taken 
within the confines of the United 
States by our authorities here with re­
spect to U.S. currency or with respect 
to enforcement are permissible under 
the terms of the agreement. 

Mr. MITCHELL. If I may interrupt 
the Senator, there is no prohibition in 
this agreement on any of these mat­
ters being brought up at any time 
prior to this. 

Mr. KERRY. The prohibition is that 
international money laundering is 
cited as one of the items that would be 
brought up separately as a matter of 
floor consideration at the last moment 
as per the majority leader's last com­
ments. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 
Mr. KERRY. But that are within 

the legislation that will follow immedi­
ately after the appropriations bill. 
There is an agreement that therein 
there can be consideration of some 
international money laundering but 
domestic concerns, and I just wanted 
the record to reflect that. 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct because I 
think it says matters included in the 
following bill will not be in order to 
this bill which means international 
money laundering will not be in order 
to the bill I intend to introduce. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Is the Senator re­
lating to the opportunity to present 
domestic matters to the bill? 

Mr. KERRY. Yes. They are domes­
tic matters but they pertain to money 
laundering. All I am trying to do is 
avoid confusion so someone does not 
raise points suggesting they are out of 
order as a consequence that they 
relate to money laundering. 

Mr. MITCHELL. As I understand it, 
what the Senator is saying is that 
when we take up the bill that is re­
ferred to here to be introduced by Sen­
ator DoLE to which drug-related 
amendments may be offered, he is 

saying that he wants it clear that he 
will be able to offer an amendment to 
that bill that deals with the subject he 
is just describing? 

Mr. KERRY. That is correct. When 
we proceed to the consideration of the 
bill incorporating the remaining goals 
and strategy, that is accurate. 

Mr. DOLE. My understanding is if 
there are sanctions on foreign banks 
or international agreement, they 
would not be in order? 

Mr. KERRY. That is correct. That is 
accurate. 

Mr. MITCHELL. But as described in 
more detail by the Senator earlier, he 
wants to make clear he does intend to 
offer an amendment. 

Mr. KERRY. Within the context of 
domestic, right. 

Mr. DOLE. Marcos on currency and 
things of that kind? 

Mr. BIDEN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the distinguish 
leader and the minority leader. 

Mr. BIDEN. Reserving the right to 
object, I know we are all in agreement. 
It would be nice to have in the RECORD 
so all the colleagues do not ask us all 
these questions tomorrow when the 
staffs can read the RECORD. In the fur­
ther unanimous-consent agreement 
immediately following the passage of 
the regular appropriations bill, the 
continuing resolution, where Senator 
DoLE is going to introduce a bill relat­
ing to legislative initiatives of the 
President, I want to make it clear to 
make sure we understand at that point 
the Senator from Delaware and others 
will introduce what is referred to as 
the Democratic strategy, goals, and 
initiatives. 

The reason I raise that is that a 
number of my colleagues have asked 
that question, and they should know 
that that will be available and will 
take place at that time. I have no ob­
jection. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Presumably, that 
will be offered as an amendment to 
the bill, as a substitute, but that will 
be offered as an amendment to the 
Dole proposal or not necessarily 
amending a particular provision, but 
adding a provision to the Dole propos­
al at that point. 

I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection? Hearing none, the 
unanimous-consent agreement pro­
pounded by the majority leader is 
agreed to. 

The text of the agreement is as fol­
lows: 

Ordered, That when the Senate resumes 
consideration of H.R. 3015, the Transporta­
tion appropriations bill, Senator Byrd be 
recognized to modify his pending amend­
ment to reflect the bipartisan negotiators 
agreement and that immediately following 
the disposition of the Byrd amendment, the 
Senate proceed, without intervening action 
or debate, to vote on the underlying com­
mittee amendment. 

Ordered further, That upon the disposi­
tion of the committee amendment, the fol­
lowing legislative language amendments be 
the only first degree amendments in order, 
and that they not be subject to points of 
order when offered, or if amended: 

Amendments to be offered by the minori-
ty leader, or his designee: 

One on drug treatment plans; 
One on drug-free school plans; 
One on waivers for international narcotics 

assistance; and 
One on transfer to special forfeiture fund 

for drug czar. 
Amendments to be offered by the majori-

ty leader, or his designee: 
One on pregnant women; 
One on abused children; and 
One on training professionals. 
Ordered further, That germane amend­

ments to these amendments be in order and 
not subject to points of order. 

Ordered further, That amendments to the 
bill relative to the allocation of the in­
creased $800 million in budget authority be 
in order only if agreed to by the chairman 
and ranking member of the Appropriations 
Committee, with such amendments not sub­
ject to further amendments or points of 
order. 

Ordered further, That no motions to re­
commit the Transportation appropriations 
bill be in order. <Sept. 26, 1989.> 

Ordered further, That immediately follow­
ing the passage of the final regular appro­
priations bill and the anticipated continuing 
resolution, the Senate proceed to the imme­
diate consideration of a bill by Senator Dole 
that solely incorporates the remaining legis­
lative initiatives of the President's drug 
strategy. 

Ordered further, That this bill be open 
solely to drug related amendments; amend­
ments dealing with the matters to be includ­
ed in the following bill will not be in order 
to this bill. 

Ordered further, That the majority leader, 
acting in consultation with the minority 
leader, shall determine a method for floor 
consideration of a bill, or a motion to pro­
ceed to such bill, dealing with the death 
penalty, habeas corpus reform, exclusionary 
rule, Justice Department reorganization, 
international money laundering, and the 
availability of firearms for purchase. 

Ordered further, That this vehicle, or 
motion to proceed to such vehicle, be set 
before the Senate no earlier than October 
20, 1989, and no later than sine die adjourn­
ment.<Sept. 26, 1989) 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank all those who have been 
instrumental in bringing us to this 
point-the distinguished Republican 
leader; the chairman and ranking 
member of the Appropriations Com­
mittee, who led the negotiations on 
both sides; the Senator from Dela­
ware, who is here; the Senator from 
Massachusetts; and others who partici­
pated, as well. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­

out objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that there be a 
period for morning business with Sen­
ators permitted to speak therein. 

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

THE ERROR AND HOPE IN 
TODAY'S RELIGIOUS LIBERTY 
DECISION 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 

this morning the U.S. Court of Ap­
peals for the District of Columbia Cir­
cuit issued its opinion in Clarke versus 
United States, the religious liberty 
case. 

As Members of the Senate will re­
member, 2 years ago the D.C. Court of 
Appeals ordered a religiously affiliated 
university to give tangible benefits to 
homosexual student groups even 
though the university has moral and 
religious objections to homosexual 
practices. One year ago, Congress and 
the President enacted the Nation's 
Capital Religious Liberty and Academ­
ic Freedom Act which ordered the 
D.C. Council to change D.C.'s Human 
Rights Act so that a religiously affili­
ated school could decide for itself 
whether it would extend recognition 
or benefits to homosexual individuals 
or groups. A Federal district court 
found that the Religious Liberty Act 
unconstitutionally abridged the free 
speech rights of members of the city 
council, and today the court of appeals 
affirmed the lower court. 

As Senators will also remember, just 
a few days ago, on September 14, the 
Senate adopted this year's version of 
the Nation's Capital Religious Liberty 
and Academic Freedom Act as an 
amendment to the D.C. Appropria- · 
tions bill, H.R. 3026. This year's ver­
sion amends the D.C. Code directly; 
last year's version ordered the council 
to make the amendment. Therefore, 
this year's amendment raises none of 
the constitutional issues in today's de­
cision. When this year's version is en­
acted, therefore, Congress itself will 
have amended the laws of the District 
of Columbia to protect religious liber­
ty. 

The court proceedings have served 
to delay enactment of the Religious 
Liberty Act, and delay simply means 
that the D.C. Council has continued to 
sit as a board of 13 moral authorities 
who have power to compel religious in­
stitutions to violate their moral princi­
pals with respect to homosexuality. I 
hope Congress will soon enact this 
year's version of the Religious Liberty 
Act so that religious schools in the Na­
tion's Capital can reclaim a portion of 
their autonomy and moral authority. 

I might add that, since the first 
amendment reads, "Congress shall 
make no law respecting an establish­
ment of religion • • • " and since the 
Constitution clearly establishes that 
Congress is the legislature for the Dis­
trict of Columbia, one wouldn't have 
thought that the Nation's Capital Re­
ligous Liberty and Academic Freedom 
Act would be necessary. Unfortunate­
ly, the D.C. Council, sustained by the 
District's highest court, made congres­
sional action necessary. 

The court of appeals did not seem to 
understand the need for the Religious 
Liberty Act. Writing for the court, 
Judge Harry T. Edwards said: 

Rather than seek review of the decision in 
the United States Supreme Court, George­
town <University> agreed to a settlement 
based on the District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals' decision, indicating publicly 
through its President that it regarded the 
outcome of the case as an essentially fair 
one. Nonetheless, certain members of Con­
gress disagreed. • • • " Clarke v. United 
States, slip op. at 7-8 <D.C. Cir. No. 88-5439, 
decided Sept. 26, 1989> <citation omitted>. 

Mr. President, the Religious Liberty 
Act did not come about because any 
Member of Congress believed George­
town's settlement with the student 
groups was not a fair one. Indeed, 
under the Religious Liberty Act, 
Georgetown University or any other 
religiousy affiliated school in the Dis­
trict will be able to make an arrang­
ment it deems appropriate with re­
spect to homosexuals. The Court did 
not seem to realize that the Religious 
Liberty Act came about-and remains 
necessary-because Congress refuses 
to allow the D.C. Council to sit in 
judgment of religious schools and 
their policies with respect to homosex­
uals. I regret that the court of appeals 
did not understand that Congress's 
motivation for the Religious Liberty 
Act was nothing more than religious 
liberty. 

In addition to the religious liberty 
aspects of this case, there is also the 
question of congressional power. Of 
course, the Constitution gives Con­
gress "exclusive" legislative authority 
"in all cases whatsoever" that involve 
the District of Columbia. The court 
held that Congress couldn't compel 
the members of the council to vote in 
a certain way. This strikes me as al­
lowing the D.C. Council, a subordinate 
institution with delegated powers, to 
use the first amendment to cancel the 
terms under which its powers were del­
egated. 

The court's opinion has enormous 
implications within the District of Co­
lumbia and, perhaps, for congressional 
power wherever exercised. For exam­
ple, in the fiscal year 1989 District of 
Columbia Appropriations Act alone, 
Congress made many decisions that 
can be said to affect someone's claim 
to free speech. For example: 

In title I, under the heading "Gov­
ernment Direction and Support" Con-

gress forbade funds being used for 
"lobbying to support or defeat legisla­
tion pending before Congress or any 
State legislature." 

Section 111 forbade education funds 
being used "to permit, encourage, fa­
cilitate, or further partisan political 
activities." 

Section 112 required the D.C. budget 
to be transmitted to Congress by a cer­
tain date. 

Section 116 forbade any of the funds 
being used for "publicity or propagan­
da purposes. • • •" 

Section 141 required the D.C. gov­
ernment to adopt a residency rule that 
allows the hiring of noncity residents. 

Section 143 required the D.C. gov­
ernment repeal an act relating to non­
discrimination and insurance <the 
AIDS-insurance issue). 

Section 144 required the District to 
report certain information with re­
spect to abortion. 

And, section 145, the religious liber­
ty amendment, required the District to 
stop ordering religiously affiliated 
schools to support homosexual groups. 
This is the section that the court 
today held unconstitutional. 

What congressional rule for the Dis­
trict will the courts strike down next? 
Will it be unconstitutional to tell 
council members they can't lobby or 
engage in propaganda? Will Congress 
be forbidden to tell the council to 
change its residency rules? Will it be 
unconstitutional for Congress to tell 
the Mayor and the council that they 
must speak, that is, issue their budget, 
by a certain date? 

If this line of reasoning is to be ex­
tended to the States, the implications 
will be enormous. As we know, Con­
gress regularly threatens the States 
with a loss of funds if the States don't 
change their speed limits or their edu­
cational policies or their environmen­
tal standards. If Congress cannot 
compel the D.C. City Council to act to 
protect religious liberty then presum­
ably our powers with respect to the 
States also have been diminished. This 
would be a salutary result, in my opin­
ion. Perhaps Clarke versus United 
States will have the beneficial effect 
of reinvigorating the idea and practice 
of federalism. 

I wish to emphasize that in my judg­
ment Clarke was wrongly decided be­
cause Congress has plenary legislative 
power over the District and the court 
should have upheld our exercise of 
that power. Congress does not have 
plenary power over the States, howev­
er. If the reasoning of Clarke is ex­
tended to the States I may often find 
myself in agreement with the results 
because the constitutional powers of 
the general government are limited 
and those "powers not delegated to 
the United States by the Constitution, 
nor prohibited by it to the States, are 
reserved to the States respectively, or 
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to the people." U.S. Const., Amend. 10. 
The District of Columbia, however, is 
not a State; it is the national Capital 
and it is governed by the national Con­
gress. The Framers gave Congress "ex­
clusive" powers over the "Seat of Gov­
ernment;" no such powers were given 
with respect to the States. 

If the legal theory of Clarke versus 
United States were to be applied gen­
erally, much of the existing body of 
law by which Congress regulates cer­
tain kinds of activities would be over­
turned. 

Judge James Buckley, in a concur­
ring opinion that criticized the scope 
of the court's opinion, took note of 
some of these possibilities. He wrote: 

[Olur decision today opens up enough 
new territory to potential judicial review to 
suggest the prudence of limiting its scope to 
essentials. As virtually no government or in­
stitution can act today except with the con­
sent of its legislative or governing body, I 
suspect this court and others may be called 
upon to answer a number of questions as 
litigators explore the implications of our de­
cision. At what point, for example, does a 
federal grant-in-aid program cross the line 
that separates the encouragement of state 
or municipal action from its coercion? Are 
the constitutional rights of corporate direc­
tors and university trustees comparable to 
those of state and municipal legislators? 
And when (if ever) is a particular govern­
ment interest important enough to justify 
any burden on legislative speech? Clarke v. 
United States, id. at 3 <Buckley, J. concur­
ring) <emphasis in original). 

Mr. President, the court today erred 
greatly on the question of religious lib­
erty. Fortunately, the Senate has al­
ready acted to address that problem 
and I am hopeful that the House will 
join the Senate <as it did last year) in 
protecting religious liberty in the Na­
tion's Capital. On the question of con­
gressional power over the District of 
Columbia the court erred again. How­
ever, if the logic of today's decision re­
garding congressional power is ex­
tended to the States and interpreted 
in light of our traditions of federalism 
and our Constitution of delegated 
powers, then perhaps we will yet see 
some good come of today's decision in 
Clarke versus United States. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
opinion be printed in the REcoRD. 

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

[U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit] 

<Argued April 20, 1989; Decided September 
26, 1989) 

No. 88-5439 
DAVID A. CLARKE, ET AL. v. UNITED STATES OF 

AMERICA, APPELLANT 

Appeal from the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia 

<D.C. Civil Action No. 88-03190) 
John C. Harrison, Associate Deputy Attor­

ney General, U.S. Department of Justice, 
for appellant. John R. Bolton, Assistant At­
torney General at the time the brief was 
filed, and Jay B. Stephens, United States At-

torney, and Michael Jay Singer and Alfred 
Mollin, Attorneys, U.S. Department of Jus­
tice, were on the brief for appellant. 

I. Michael Greenberger, with whom James 
R. Bird and Gregory E. Mize were on the 
brief, for appellees. 

Lincoln C. Oliphant was on the brief for 
amici curiae U.S. Senators and U.S. House 
of Representatives, urging reversal. 

Michael Davidson, Senate Legal Counsel, 
and Ken U. Benjamin, Jr., and Morgan J. 
Frankel, Assistant Senate Legal Counsel 
were on the brief for amicus curiae United 
States Senate, urging reversal. 

Rex E. Lee, Carter G. Phillips, and Mark 
D. Hopson were on the brief for amici 
cu~ae National Ass'n of Evangelicals, et al., 
urgmg reversal. 

John Vanderstar, Nan D. Hunter, Arthur 
B. Spitzer, Elizabeth Symonds, and A us tin 
P. Frum were on the brief for amici curiae 
American Civil Liberties Union, ACLU of 
the National Capital Area, and Unitarian 
Universalist Ass'n, urging affirmance. 

Philip W. Horton entered an appearance 
for amici curiae Washington Council of 
Lawyers, uring affirmance. 

Before EDWARDS and BUCKLEY, Circuit 
Judges, and RoBINSON, Senior Circuit Judge. 

Opinion for the court filed by Circuit 
Judge EDWARDS. 

Concurring opinion filed by Circuit Judge 
BUCKLEY. 

EDWARDS, Circuit Judge: The issue in this 
case is whether Congress, consistent with 
the Constitution, can compel members of 
the Council of the District of Columbia 
("the Council") to enact a particular piece 
of legislation. In response to a judicial deci­
sion construing District of Columbia law to 
bar Georgetown University from discrimi­
nating on the basis of sexual preference, 
Congress passed the Nation's Capital Reli­
gious Liberty and Academic Freedom Act, 
Pub. L. No. 100-462, § 145, 102 Stat. 2269-14 
(1988), also known as the "Armstrong 
Amendment." The Armstrong Amendment 
makes expenditure of funds appropriated 
for ~he District in the current fiscal year 
contmgent on the Council's adoption of the 
following measure: 

"[Ilt shall not be an unlawful discrimina­
tory practice in the District of Columbia for 
any educational institution that is affiliated 
with a religious organization or closely asso­
ciated with the tenets of a religious organi­
z~tion to deny, restrict, abridge, or condi­
tiOn-

" <A> the use of any fund, service, facility, 
or benefit; or 

"(B) the granting of any endorsement, ap­
proval, or recognition, 
to any person or persons that are organized 
for, or en~aged in, promoting, encouraging, 
or condonmg any homosexual act, lifestyle, 
orientation, or belief." <Id. § 145(c). 

Instead of enacting this measure into Dis­
trict law, however, all thirteen members of 
the City Council <"appellees" or "Council 
members") filed suit in federal court at­
tacking the constitutionality of the Arm­
strong Amendment on various grounds. The 
District Court held that the Armstrong 
Amendment, by compelling Council mem­
bers to vote in favor of a particular piece of 
legislation, violated the Council members' 
right to free speech, see Clarke v. United 
States, 705 F. Supp. 605 <D.D.C. 1988), and 
appellant United States <"United States" or 
"the Government") appealed. 

The Supreme Court long ago made it clear 
that "[tlhe manifest function of the First 
Amendment in a representative government 
requires that legislators be given the widest 

latitude to express their views on issues of 
policy." Bond v. Floyd, 385 U.S. 116, 135-36 
(1966). Pursuant to this mandate the First 
Circuit recently held that "the act of voting 
on public issues by a member of a public 
agency or board comes within the freedom 
of speech guarantee of the first amend­
ment," and that "[tlhere can be no more 
def~te expression of opinion than by 
votmg on a controversial public issue.'' 
Miller v. Town of Hull, 878 F.2d 523 532 <1st 
Cir. 1989>. We agree. Accordingly,' we hold 
that the votes of each appellee, like the 
votes of any other legislator, constitute 
"speech" protected by the First Amend­
ment. Because the Armstrong Amendment 
coerces the Council members' votes on a 
particular piece of legislation, and because 
none of the interests asserted to justify the 
Amendment is sufficient-under any stand­
ard of First Amendment review-to justify 
the abridgment of the Council members' 
free speech rights, we find the Armstrong 
Amendment unconstitutional. The judg­
ment of the District Court is therefore af­
firmed. 

I. BACKGROUND 

A. The Structure of District Government 
To understand the full dimensions of this 

case, it is necessary to examine the nature 
and background of local government in the 
District. Article I, section eight of the Con­
stitution authorizes Congress "[tlo exercise 
exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatso­
ever, over ... the Seat of the Government 
of the United States," a grant of power that 
has been construed to invest Congress with 
near-plenary authority over the structure of 
government in the District. See, e.g., North­
ern Pipeline Construction Co. v. Marathon 
Pipe Line Co., 458 U.S. 50, 76 (1982); Pal­
more v. United States, 411 U.S. 389, 397-98 
<1973). Although Congress has provided for 
a variety of governmental frameworks since 
the District was incorporated in 1802, for 
most of the District's existence until 1973 
its governors were selected without the elec~ 
toral input of the District's residents. See 
generally H.R. Rep. No. 482, 93d Cong., 1st 
Sess. 47-49 <1973) [hereinafter H.R. Rep. 
No. 482], reprinted in 2 Staff of House Com­
mittee on the District of Columbia, 93d 
Cong., 2d Sess., Home Rule for the District 
of Columbia 1973-1974, Background and 
Legislative History of H.R. 9056 and H.R. 
9682 and Related Bills Culminating in the 
District of Columbia Self-Government and 
Governmental Reorganization Act 1487-89 
<Comm. Print 1974> [hereinafter Legislative 
History]. This long absense of democratic 
government in the nation's capital drew reg­
ular bipartisan objection, 1 and lead to re­
peated legislative efforts to provide for rep­
resentative government in the District. See 
S. Rep. No. 219, 93d Cong., 1st Sess. 3 <1973) 
reprinted in 3 Legislative History at 2723 
<noting that over 40 home rule bills were in­
troduced in Congress between 187 4 and 
1972). 

These efforts culminated successfully 
with the passage of the District of Columbia 
Self-Government and Governmental Reor­
ganization Act <"Home Rule Act"), Pub. L. 
No. 93-d198, 87 Stat. 774 <1973). Intended to 
"grant the inhabitants of the District of Co­
lumbia powers of local self-government," id. 
§ 102(a), the Home Rule Act provides for a 
popularly elected Council and a popularly 
elected Mayor, id, §§ 401<a>, 421<a), charged 
with responsibility for superintending mu-

Footnotes at end of article. 
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nicipal life in the District. The central aim 
of the Act, in short, was to provide the Dis­
trict "a System of municipal government 
similar to that provided in all other cities 
throughout the United States." H.R. Rep. 
No. 482 at 2, reprinted in 2 Legislative His­
tory at 1442. As House supporters of home 
rule explained: 

Restoration of an elected local govern­
ment with powers of legislation and finance 
is, in the judgment of the committee, per­
haps the most important step which this or 
any Congress can take for the Nation's Cap­
ital. Self-government is necessary to respon­
sive and responsible government. Id. at 50, 
reprinted in Legislative History at 1490. 

The Home Rule Act vests the District's 
legislative power in the Council. See Home 
Rule Act § 404(a). Under the legislative 
process established by the Act, the Council 
has the authority, subject to approval by 
the Mayor, to enact laws for the District by 
majority vote, and the power to override 
mayoral vetoes by a two-thirds vote. See id. 
§§ 404(e), 412(a). The legislative power con­
ferred by the Act to the Council, with enu­
merated exceptions, "extend[sl to all right­
ful subjects of legislation within the District 
consistent with the Constitution of the 
United States and the provisions of this 
Act." Id. § 302. 

The Home Rule Act's delegation of legis­
lative power, however, is neither complete 
nor irrevocable. Congress provided several 
mechanisms to assure itself a supervisory 
role in District governance. Most signifi­
cantly, under seciton 601 of the Act, Con­
gress "reserve[dl the right, at any time, to 
exercise its constitutional authority as legis­
lature for the District, by enacting legisla­
tion for the District on any subject ... in­
cluding legislation to amend or repeal any 
law in force in the District ... and any act 
passed by the Council." Home Rule Act 
§ 601.2 Moreover, although the Council and 
Mayor are obliged to prepare an annual 
budget for the District, see id. § 442, no ex­
penditures may be made by the District­
either of funds furnished to the District by 
the federal Government or of funds raised 
through the District's own means of reve­
nue collection-unless approved by act of 
Congress, see id. § 446. Finally, of course, 
Congress retains its constitutional authority 
under article I, section eight to modify or 
even abolish the framework of local govern­
ment established by the Home Rule Act. 

B. The Armstrong Amendment 
The Armstrong Amendment was passed 

by Congress in response to the District's 
Human Rights Act, D.C. CODE ANN. §§ 1-
2501 to 1-2557 <1981>. Enacted by the Coun­
cil in 1977, the Act was intended to prohibit 
discrimination in employment, housing, 
public accommodations and education based 
on "race, color, religion, national origin, sex, 
age, marital status, personal appearance, 
sexual orientation, family responsibilities, 
matriculation, political affiliation, physical 
handicap, source of income, and place of 
residence or business." Id. § 1-2501. 

In 1987, two student, gay rights groups at 
Georgetown University <"Georgetown" or 
"the University") brought suit under the 
Human Rights Act, seeking to compel 
Georgetown to grant them official "Univer­
sity Recognition," as well as the campus 
privileges corresponding to that status. See 
Gay Rights Coalition v. Georgetown Univer­
sity, 536 A.2d 1 <D.C. 1987) <en bane>. 
Georgetown, which is affiliated with the 
Catholic Church, defended on the grounds 
that the Human Rights Act did not apply to 
it and that, if it did, the Act violated the 

University's rights under the free exercise 
clause of the First Amendment. The District 
of Columbia Court of Appeals, hearing the 
case en bane, ruled that the Human Rights 
Act did not oblige Georgetown to "recog­
nize" or otherwise endorse the gay student 
groups, but held that the Act did require 
Georgetown to afford the groups equal 
access to University facilities and services. 
See id. at 16-17. Rather than seek review of 
the decision in the United States Supreme 
Court, Georgetown agreed to a settlement 
based on the District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals' decision, indicating publicly 
through its President that it regarded the 
outcome of the case as an essentially fair 
one. See Letter from Timothy Healy, S.J., to 
faculty and alumni of Georgetown Universi­
ty <Mar. 28, 1988), reprinted in 134 CoNG. 
REc. S9114-16 (daily ed. July 8, 1988). 

Nonetheless, certain members of Congress 
disagreed, and decided that congressional 
consideration of the District's proposed 1989 
budget presented an opportunity to initiate 
legislative action to overrule the George­
town decision. On July 8, 1988, Senator 
Armstrong proposed the following amend­
ment to the 1989 D.C. appropriations bill: 

"Sec. .<a> this section may be cited as the 
"Nation's Capital Religious Liberty and Aca­
demic Freedom Act." 

"(b) None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be obligated or expended after 
December 31, 1988, if on that date the Dis­
trict of Columbia has not adopted subsec­
tion <c> of this section. 

"(c) Section 1-2520 of the District of Co­
lumbia Code (1981 edition) is now amended 
by adding after subsection (2) the following 
subsection: 

"'(3) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of the laws of the District of Columbia, it 
shall not be an unlawful discriminatory 
practice in the District of Columbia for any 
educational institution that is affiliated 
with a religious organization or closely asso­
ciated with the tenets of a religious organi­
zation to deny, restrict, abridge, or condi­
tion-

" '<A> the use of any fund, service, facility, 
or benefit; or 

"'(B) the granting of any endorsement, 
approval, or recognition, to any person or 
persons that are organized for, or engaged 
in, promoting, encouraging, or condoning 
any homosexual act, lifestyle, orientation, 
or belief.' " 134 CONG. REC. S9108 (daily ed. 
July 8, 1988). 

Debate over the Armstrong Amendment 
was dominated as much by considerations of 
parliamentary procedure as it was by con­
cerns of policy. Senator Armstrong justified 
his Amendment as essential to protecting 
Georgetown's right not to subsidize activi­
ties it believed to be "sinful," 134 CoNe. REc. 
S9104 (daily ed. July 8, 1988> <remarks of 
Sen. Armstrong), a religious conviction with 
which Senator Armstrong indicated his 
agreement, see id. at S9105 <same>. Most of 
the discussion in the Senate, however, fo­
cused on whether the Armstrong Amend­
ment comported with Senate Rule XVI, 3 

which prohibits the enactment of substan­
tive legislative through an appropriations 
bill. See, e.g., id. at S9125 <remarks of Sen. 
Byrd> (objecting to the Amendment as "a 
bad precedent" for "various and sundry 
amendments that constitute legislation on 
an appropriation bill"); id. at S9175 (daily 
ed. July 11, 1988) <remarks of Sen. Weicker). 
See generally id. at S9123-34 <daily ed. July 
8, 1988). Supporters of the Armstrong 
Amendment in the House, like Senator 
Armstrong himself, based their defense on 

their perception that the Human Rights 
Act, as interpreted and applied by the Dis­
trict of Columbia Court of Appeals, violated 
the constitutional rights of religious institu­
tions by requiring them to provide support 
for organizations advocating practices that 
were incompatible with the institutions' re­
ligious teachings. The Armstrong Amend­
ment was finally passed as a part of the 
1989 District of Columbia Appropriations 
Act, Pub. L. No. 100-462, 102 Stat. 2269 
<1988) ("1989 D.C. Appropriations Act"), on 
October 1, 1988. 

It is clear from the tremendous pressure 
the Armstrong Amendment brings to bear 
on the Council members that the Amend­
ment was designed to compel the appellees 
to enact the specified amendment to the 
city's Human Rights Act. The 1989 District 
of Columbia Appropriations Act provided 
$3.7 43 billion to finance District expenses. 
See id. In the event that the Council failed 
to enact the amendment, the District would 
be legally barred from spending any of the 
appropriated funds, including the $3.206 bil­
lion-approximately 85% of the total­
raised through the city's own means of reve­
nue collection. See id. The price of refusing 
to vote "aye" when the amendment came to 
a vote in the Council, in other words, was to 
be the complete shut-down of municipal 
services in the District-from public hospi­
tals and public schools, to garbage collec­
tion, law enforcement and virtually all 
other services essential to the health, safety 
and welfare of the District's residents. As 
the Government concedes, the severity of 
these consequences makes the Armstrong 
Amendment a "mandate" that the Council 
members "cannot ... ignore [ ]." Brief .for 
the Appellant at 23 n.13. 

C. The Proceedings in the District Court 
Rather than take action one way or the 

other on the specified amendment, the thir­
teen members of the Council, including 
Council .Chairman David Clarke, filed suit 
in both their individual and official capac­
ities, seeking to have the Armstrong Amend­
ment declared unconstitutional and to have 
its enforcement preliminarily and perma­
nently enjoined. See Clark v. United States, 
705 F. Supp. 605 <D.D.C. 1988). The Council 
members challenged the Armstrong Amend­
ment as a violation of their rights to free 
speech under the First Amendment; as an 
unconstitutional condition on a spending 
measure; as an unconstitutional taking; as 
an establishment of religion; and as a viola­
tion of the speech and associational rights 
of District residents who express a particu­
lar position on homosexuality. See 705 F. 
Supp. at 607. The United States moved for 
summary judgment, and the Council mem­
bers countered with a cross motion for sum­
mary judgment. 

Finding the Armstrong Amendment to be 
a violation of the Council members' rights 
to freedom of speech, the District Court 
granted the motion of the Council members 
and entered judgment in their favor. The 
trial court found the votes of the Council 
members to be sufficiently expressive to 
qualify as "speech," and that the severe 
consequences attendant to rejecting the 
amendment meant the Council members 
were effectively coerced into not opposing 
it. See id. at 609-10. The court also held that 
because Congress itself could have enacted 
the specified amendment to the Human 
Rights Act, the Government had no legiti­
mate interest in the Armstrong Amendment 
sufficiently important to outweigh the 
Council members' speech rights. See id. at 
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609. The United States appealed, and we 
now affirm. 4 

II. ANALYSIS 
A. The Constitutional Prerogatives of the 
Council and the Armstrong Amendment 

Congress' authority over the structure of 
local government in the District of Colum­
bia is indisputably broad, but it is not 
boundless. Congress has the discretion to 
create institutions of government for the 
District and to define their responsibilities 
only " 'so long as it does not contravene any 
provision of the Constitution.'" Palmore v. 
United States, 411 U.S. 389, 397 <1973> <quot­
ing Capital Traction Co. v. Hof. 174 U.S. 1, 5 
<1899)). This limitation on Congress' powers 
is merely an instance of the general princi­
ple that the Government may not disregard 
the strictures of the Constitution when con­
ferring discretionary benefits. See, e.g., 
Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 262-63 
<1970) <welfare benefits cannot be condi­
tioned on waiver of procedural due process 
rights); Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398, 403-
06 <1963) <free exercise clause bars condi­
tioning of unemployment benefits on agree­
ment to work on Sabbath>; Speiser v. Ran­
dall, 357 U.S. 513, 518-19 <1958) (First 
Amendment bars conditioning of tax ex­
emption on showing that taxpayer had not 
engaged in subversive advocacy>. See gener­
ally Epstein, The Supreme Court, 1987 
Term-Foreword: Unconstitutional Condi­
tions, State Power, and the Limits of Con­
sent, 102 HARv. L. REV. 4, 6-8, 73-102 <1988). 5 

Through the Home Rule Act, Congress 
has furnished the District with a democratic 
form of government and vested the legisla­
tive power of this government in the Coun­
cil. Therefore, members of the Council are 
"legislators" in every traditional sense. As 
such, they enjoy broad First Amendment 
protections in discharging their responsibil­
ities. See, e.g., Bond v. Floyd, 385 U.S. 116, 
135-36 <1966). In Bond, the Supreme Court 
held that a state could not exclude an elect­
ed representative from its legislature be­
cause of his outspoken opposition to the 
Vietnam War: 

"The manifest function of the First 
Amendment in a representative government 
requires that legislators be given the widest 
latitude to express their views on issues of 
policy .... Legislators have an obligation to 
take positions on controversial political 
questions so that their constitutents can be 
fully informed by them, and be better able 
to assess their qualifications for office; also 
so they may be represented in governmental 
debates by the person they have elected to 
represent them." 
Id. at 135-37 <emphasis added>. Unless .and 
until Congress restructures District govern­
ment to divest the Council of its legislative 
functions, it must respect the broad First 
Amendment rights that the Council mem­
bers enjoy by virtue of their status as legis­
lators. 

The issue in this case is whether the Ann­
strong Amendment is consistent with these 
rights. The United States concedes that the 
Armstrong Amendment does not alter the 
legislative process established by the Home 
Rule Act; the assent of a majority of the 
Council's members is necessary before the 
specified amendment to the Human Rights 
Act, or any other measure before the Coun­
cil, can become law. Nonetheless, the United 
States contends that the Armstrong Amend­
ment has effectively redefined the responsi­
bilities of the Council members for the 1989 
fiscal year imposing on them the "ministeri­
al duty" of passing the specified amend-

ment. See Brief for the Appellant at 22-23. 
Although we are skeptical that those mem­
bers of Congress who supported the Ann­
strong Amendment conceived of the meas­
ure in these terms, we do feel constrained to 
confirm our intuitions through an extensive 
inquiry into the history and meaning of the 
Armstrong Amendment. For the United 
States' position merely poses, without by 
any means answering, the question we must 
decide: whether Congress can impose the 
duty to enact the amendment to the Human 
Rights Act consistent with the constitution­
al rights of the Council members as legisla­
tors. We hold that it cannot. 

B. Voting as Protected "Speech" 
The central issue in this case is whether 

the Armstrong Amendment is a regulation 
of speech for purposes of the First Amend­
ment. The United States concedes that the 
condition that the Armstrong Amendment 
attaches to the District's funding exerts vir­
tually irresistible pressure on the Council 
members to vote, and to vote in a particular 
way. See Brief for the Appellant at 23 n.13. 
Threats considerably less extreme than this 
one have been held to trigger the First 
Amendment's "exacting ... scrutiny," Riley 
v. National Federation of the Blind, 108 S. 
Ct. 2667, 2678 <1988), when aimed at coerc­
ing affirmations of belief or conviction. See, 
e.g., Speiser, 357 U.S. at 518-19 (loss of tax 
exemption). The United States argues, how­
ever, that the Armstrong Amendment 
should be spared such scrutiny, because 
voting by the Council members is not pro­
tected speech. Like the First Circuit, "we 
have no difficulty" in concluding that "the 
right to vote freely on issues as they arise" 
falls within the broad First Amendment 
protections afforded legislators under Bond. 
Miller v. Town of Hull, 878 F.2d 523, 532, 
532-33 <1st Cir. 1989). 

A legislator's vote is inherently expressive. 
This is so, moreover, not simply because the 
act of voting requires a verbal utterance. 
Voting, as the Supreme Court has recog­
nized, is the "individual and collective ex­
pression of opinon[] within the legislative 
process." Hutchison v. Proxmire, 443 U.S. 
111, 133 <1978) <emphasis added). It serves 
the function not only of mechanically dis­
posing of proposed legislation, but of regis­
tering the " 'will, preference, or choice' " of 
an individual legislator on an issue of con­
cern to the political community. Montero v. 
Meyer, 861 F.2d 603, 607 <lOth Cir. 1988> 
(quoting BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 1414 (5th 
ed. 1979)), cert. denied, 109 S. Ct. 3249 
(1989). For this reason, a legislator's voting 
record is "the best indication of [his or herl 
position on specific issues and his or her ide­
ological persuasions." M. Barone & G. Uji­
fusa, THE ALMANAC OF AMERICAN POLITICS 
1988 xviii <1988) ; see also id. at xvi-xviii 
(identifying and describing eleven ideologi­
cal scales for rating congressional voting 
records>. 

The two federal courts that have directly 
considered the question of whether legisla­
tive voting is protected speech have both 
concluded that it is. 6 In Miller v. Town of 
Hull, 878 F.2d 523 <1st Cir. 1989), a munici­
pal board of selectmen ordered the elected 
members of the town's redevelopment au­
thority to vote to terminate the town's com­
mitment to finance a public housing project. 
When the members of the redevelopment 
authority refused, they were suspended by 
the board. See id. at 527. Suggesting that 
the proposition was "unassailable," the 
First Circuit concluded: 

"[Wle have no difficulty finding that the 
act of voting on public issues by a member 

of a public agency or board comes within 
the freedom of speech guarantee of the first 
amendment. This is especially true when 
the agency members are elected officials. 
There can be no more definite expression of 
opinion than by voting on a controversial 
public issue." 
Id. at 532 (footnote omitted); see also id. at 
533-34 (finding protected status of voting 
sufficiently "apparent," and violation of 
First Amendment sufficiently "egregious," 
to overcome claim of qualified immunity). 

The District Court for the Western Dis­
trict of Wisconsin also equated a legislator's 
vote with speech in Wrzeski v. City of Madi­
son, 558 F. Supp. 664 <W.D. Wise. 1983). In 
that case, the city council enacted a meas­
ure obliging individual council members to 
vote either in favor or against all pieces of 
legislation considered by the council. Noting 
that the plaintiff council member's "status 
as a legislator does not strip her of any 
rights she would otherwise enjoy under the 
First Amendment to speak freely or not to 
speak at all," and that the city council had 
failed to show that the requirement would 
further its effective operation, the court 
sustained the plaintiff's claim that the man­
datory-vote provision violated her First 
Amendment right to abstain. I d. at 667. 

The Supreme Court's recent decision in 
Texas v. Johnson, 109 S. Ct. 2533 <1989), 
lends further support to our conclusion that 
the votes of the Council members are pro­
tected by the First Amendment. Invalidat­
ing the respondent's conviction for burning 
an American flag, the Court in Johnson 
reaffirmed the test established in Spence v. 
Washington, 418 U.S. 405 <1974), for identi­
fying conduct sufficiently expressive to 
merit First Amendment status. The relevant 
questions, the Court indicated, are "wheth­
er '[aln intent to convey a particularized 
message [is] present, and [whether] the 
likelihood [is] great that the message will 
be understood by those who view[] it.' " 
Johnson, 109 S. Ct. at 2539 <quoting Spence, 
418 U.S. at 410-11). 

Under these criteria, there is no question 
that the votes of the Council members qual­
ify as speech. Under the scheme of local 
government established by the Home Rule 
Act, the Council members perform the same 
functions that legislators perform in any 
other municipality. Like the votes of legisla­
tors elsewhere, the votes of the individual 
Council members are intended to express 
their positions on issues of public policy, 
and are understood to do so by the Council 
members' constituents and other observers. 

The United States contends, however, 
that any vote by the Council on the particu­
lar issue of Congress' specified amendment 
to the Human Rights Act should be deemed 
conduct, not speech. The coercive effect 
that the Armstrong Amendment exerts on 
the Council members, the United States rea­
sons, leaves them no real choice but to 
adopt the specified amendment. And be­
cause the Council members have no choice, 
their approval of the amendment is no 
longer an act of personal expression, but 
rather a "ministerial duty" that Congress 
may legitimately impose on the Council 
members pursuant to its near-plenary au­
thority over the structure of the District's 
government. See Brief for the Appellant at 
22-23. Pointing to the Supreme Court's deci­
sion in Arcara v. Cloud Books, Inc., 478 U.S. 
697 <1986), the United States concludes that 
the Armstrong Amendment should there­
fore be upheld as a valid regulation of the 
"noncommunicative" component of the 
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Council members' "conduct" in performing 
their official responsibilities. See Brief for 
the Appellant at 24-27. 

We find this argument, including the 
United States' strained reliance on Arcara, 
to be wholly unconvincing. In Arcara, the 
Court held that a state law mandating the 
closure of any building used for prostitution 
or other forms of lewdness could be applied 
to a bookstore without raising First Amend­
ment concerns. See 478 U.S. at 704-07. Cases 
applying First Amendment scrutiny to gen­
erally applicable laws that incidentally 
affect speech were inapposite, the Court ex­
plained, because unlike the expressive ac­
tivities at issue in those cases, "the sexual 
activity carried on in this case manifests ab­
solutely no element of protected expression." 
Id. at 705 <emphasis added); see also id. at 
706 n.3 <"Here ... the 'non-speech' conduct 
subject to a general regulation bears abso­
lutely no connection to any expressive activ­
ity." <emphasis added)). 

The same cannot be said of the Council 
members' votes. No matter how little choice 
the Council members have when consider­
ing the legislation contained within the 
Armstrong Amendment, their votes will 
retain their expressive character precisely 
because the Council members will be acting 
as legislators. As we have already concluded, 
and as the United States concedes, the Arm­
strong Amendment does not alter the legis­
lative process established by the Home Rule 
Act. Before the specified amendment to the 
Human Rights Act can become law in the 
District, the amendment, like any other 
piece of legislation before the Council, must 
be enacted by majority vote of the Council's 
members. Thus, the Armstrong Amendment 
coerces an "individual and collective expres­
sion of opinion[)," Proxmire, 443 U.S. at 
133, by the Council members on an issue of 
importance to the District as a political 
community. 

Such coerced affirmation clearly violates 
the First Amendment. The right to free 
speech necessarily compris[esl the decision 
of both what to say and what not to say." 
Riley, 108 S. Ct. at 2677. 7 Thus, the coercive 
character of the Armstrong Amendment, 
far from converting an act of protected ex­
pression into one of unprotected conduct, is 
the very source of the Amendment's consti­
tutional deficiency. 

C. First Amendment Scrutiny 

1. Conventional Standards 
Because we find that the votes of the 

Council members merit First Amendment 
protection, we must now determine whether 
the Government's interest in enforcement 
of the Armstrong Amendment is sufficiently 
strong to outweigh the Amendment's in­
fringement of the Council members' free 
speech rights. It is unnecessary to engage in 
an extended inquiry into whether the 
United States must show that the Arm­
strong Amendment advances "a compelling 
state interest and ... is narrowly drawn to 
achieve that end," Perry Educ. Ass'n v. 
Perry Local Educs.' Ass'n, 460 U.S. 37, 45 
<1983>-the appropriate standard of scrutiny 
for a content-based regulation of speech-or 
only that the Armstrong Amendment "fur­
thers an important or substantial . . . inter­
est" and imposes "no greater [a restriction 
of speech] than is essential to the further­
ance of that interest," United States v. 
O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 277 <1968>-the stand­
ard appropriate to general regulations that 
only incidentally abridge speech. For we 
conclude that the interests asserted to justi­
fy the abridgment of the Council members' 

free speech rights are insufficient under 
either standard of First Amendment review. 

It is undisputed that, under both article I, 
section 8 of the Constitution and section 601 
of the Home Rule Act, Congress could have 
directly enacted the legislation that is the 
subject of the Armstrong Amendment. 
Doing so, moreover, would have avoided im­
posing any restriction on the Council mem­
bers' speech. Thus, because the Armstrong 
Amendment " 'burden[s] substantially more 
speech than is necessary to further' " the 
Government's interest in simply having the 
specified amendment incorporated into the 
D.C. Code, Board of Trusees v. Fox, 109 S. 
Ct. 3028, 3034 <1989> <quoting Ward v. Rock 
Against Racism, 109 S. Ct. 2746, 2758 
<1989)), that interest is insufficient to sus­
tain the Amendment. 8 

The United States and amici identify two 
interests supposedly advanced by forcing 
Council members to enact the legislation 
here at issue. First, it is claimed that condi­
tioning District funds on legislative action 
by the Council allowed the Senate to secure 
an amendment to the D.C. Code without 
violating Senate Rule XVI's prohibition on 
"general legislation" in an appropriations 
bill. 9 See Brief of the United States Senate 
as Amicus Curiae at 9-10 & 10 n.6. Second, 
the United States contends that the legisla­
tive procedure dictated by the Armstrong 
Amendment was aimed at facilitating future 
repeal of the specified amendment to the 
Human Rights Act. Since the Council gener­
ally has no authority to modify or override 
District laws passed by Congress, requiring 
the Council to enact the specified amend­
ment preserved the Council's right to repeal 
the amendment at the end of the fiscal 
year, an objective harmonious with the 
principles of home rule. See Brief for the 
Appellant at 36-38. 

Neither of these interests, however, is suf­
ficient to redeem the Armstrong Amend­
ment. The Senate's interest in protecting 
the integrity of its parliamentary proce­
dures-the concern that dominated Senate 
debate over the Armstrong Amendment, see 
134 Cong. Rec. S9123-34 <daily ed. July 8, 
1988)-is a respectable one, but it is not suf­
ficiently important to outweigh rights guar­
anteed the Council members under the Con­
stitution. Indeed, Rule XVI was not viewed 
as sufficiently important to prevent the 
Senate from directly approving general leg­
islation in other qortions of the 1989 D.C. 
Appropriations Act. See 1989 D.C. Appro­
priations Act § 135 <amending D.C. Code 
Ann. § 11-1563<d> <1981) (judicial pension 
plan)). In any case, Congress could have se­
cured the desired modification of the 
Human Rights Act consistent with Rule 
XVI by enacting the specified amendment 
independently of the 1989 D.C. Appropra­
tions Act. Thus, we conclude that in this re­
spect also the Armstrong Amendment bur­
dens substantially more speech than is nec­
essary to further the Government's asserted 
interest. 

Nor is the asserted interest in facilitating 
repeal of the specified amendment by the 
Council sufficient to allow the Armstrong 
Amendment to survive scrutiny under the 
First Amendment. Indeed, we find this in­
terest to be specious. As the United States 
concedes, nothing in the legislative history 
of the Armstrong Amendment suggests that 
Congress was motivated by this end. See 
Brief for Appellant at 38. Furthermore, it 
borders on inconceivable that a piece of leg­
islation defended as necessary to protect the 
First Amendment rights of religious institu­
tions in the District of Columbia could si-

multaneously be defended as easy to 
repeal.l° Courts face no obligation to credit 
"sham" interests asserted to justify restric­
tions of constitutional liberties. See Wallace 
v. Ja,ffree, 472 U.S. 38, 75 (1985) <O'Connor, 
J., concurring). But even if we accepted this 
interest at face value and deemed it to be 
substantial or important, the fact remains 
that Congress could have passed the speci­
fied amendment and affirmatively author­
ized its repeal by the Council after an indi­
cated date.U Thus, under this theory, too, 
the Armstrong Amendment must be deemed 
to abridge substantially more speech than is 
essential to the furtherance of the Govern­
ment's asserted interest, and hence to be in­
valid.12 

2. The Pickering Test 
The United States' final argument aban­

dons all reliance on conventional standards 
of First Amendment review and suggests 
that even the relaxed degree of scrutiny 
under O'Brien is too strict in this case. 
Under this line of analysis, the United 
States contends that, for the purposes of 
the specified amendment to the Human 
Rights Act, the obligatory character of the 
Armstrong Amendment makes the relation­
ship between Congress and the Council 
analogous to one between a superior and a 
subordinate. For that reason, the United 
States argues, we should assess whatever 
effect the Armstrong Amendment has on 
the speech of the Council members under 
the standard established in Pickering v. 
Board of Education, 391 U.S. 563 <1968), for 
evaluating restrictions of the speech of gov­
ernment employees. We reject this position 
as plainly untenable under existing First 
Amendment law. 

Pickering examined the First Amendment 
claim of a public-school teacher who was 
dismissed for publishing a letter critical of 
the school administration. The Court deter­
mined that this claim and the claims of like­
situated public employees should be decided 
by balancing the employee's "interests[,] 
. . . as a citizen, in commenting upon mat­
ters of public concern and the interest of 
the State, as an employer, in promoting the 
efficiency of the public services it performs 
through its employees." 391 U.S. at 568; see 
also Rankin v. McPherson, 483 U.S. 378, 388 
<1987>. Applying this test, the Court in Pick­
ering upheld the teacher's claim on the 
ground that the school had failed to show 
that his letter caused actual disruption of 
the school's operations. See 391 U.S. at 570-
71. Nonetheless, pointing to numerous lower 
court decisions that have sustained restric­
tions of the speech of different civil serv­
ants, the United States argues that applica­
tion of the Pickering balancing test in this 
case would result in the vindication of the 
Armstrong Amendment. 

The United States' suggestion that Picker­
ing controls the outcome of this case is obvi­
ously wrong. The members of the Council 
are not Congress' employees; under the 
Home Rule Act, they are independent legis­
lators, intended to be "responsible and ac­
countable to the voters" of the District. 
H.R. Rep. No. 482 at 2, reprinted in Legisla­
tive History at 1442. Although Congress has 
the constitutional authority to change the 
character of the Council, it did not do so in 
the Armstrong Amendment. 13 As we have 
already discussed, so long as the Council 
members continue to occupy the status of 
legislators, Congress is obliged to respect 
the constitutional protections that attend 
that position. 
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The cases that the United States cites in· 

volving civil servants are therefore inappo­
site. As the Seventh Circuit explained in 
Grossart v. Dinaso, 758 F.2d 1221 <7th Cir. 
1985)-the case on which the United States 
places primary reliance-"the conduct of a 
civil servant acting at the behest of an elect­
ed superior is not expressive; such conduct 
is not commonly attributed to the civil serv­
ant as a manifestation of her inner beliefs, 
but rather is attributed to her elected supe­
rior, for whom the civil servant acts as an 
agent." Id. at 1232. In contrast, the Council 
members, because they are legislators, are 
presumed to express their personal will 
when they vote, subject only to electoral 
control by their constituents. 

Attempts by the United States to analo­
gize the Council members to ambassadors 
and other governmental "ministers" are 
similarly unavailing. An ambassador is an 
agent of the Government, commissioned to 
represent the United States in the "transac­
tion of its diplomatic business." In re Baiz, 
135 U.S. 403, 419 <1890>. When an ambassa­
dor performs official responsibilities, she is 
understood to be acting for the Govern­
ment. Because speaking on behalf of the 
Government is an essential "requirement 
for the effective performance of" an ambas­
sador's official responsibilities, removal of 
an ambassador who refused on political 
grounds to perform an assigned task would 
be justified by the Government's "vital in· 
terest in maintaining governmental effec­
tiveness and efficiency." Branti v. Finkel, 
445 U.S. 507, 518, 517 <1980>; see also Elrod 
v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 367-68 <1976> (plural­
ity). The Government has no similar inter­
est, however, in controlling the political 
speech of popularly elected legislators. Con­
sequently, Congress can no more demand 
partisan loyalty from the Council members 
than it can from the District's public de­
fenders, see Branti, 445 U.S. at 519, or from 
the process servers and bailiffs of the Dis­
trict's courts, see Elrod, 427 U.S. at 360-73. 

But even if Pickering did supply the ap­
propriate line of analysis in this case, we 
would still hold the Armstrong Amendment 
to be unconstitutional. Insofar as we have 
already determined that the votes of the 
Council members constitute protected 
speech, we have little trouble reaching the 
further conclusion that any vote by the 
Council members on the specified amend­
ment to the Human Rights Act would be 
speech dealing with a "matter of public con­
cern." See generally Rankin, 483 U.S. at 384-
87. It is also clear that the interest of the 
Council members in avoiding any restriction 
of their votes is extremely strong. First, as 
individual citizens, they possess the impor­
tant right, recognized by the Court in Bar­
nette and Wooley, see note 7, supra, not to 
be used as vehicles for a message with which 
they disagree. a Second, as legislators, they 
have an interest in being free to discharge 
their "obligation to take positions on con­
troversial political questions," Bond, 385 
U.S. at 136, and otherwise represent their 
constituents in accord with their best judg­
ment of the public interest. The Govern­
ment's interest in restricting the speech of 
the Council members, on the other hand, is 
very weak. Because, as we have already de­
termined, any of the interests asserted to 
justify the Armstrong Amendment could 
easily be achieved by direct congressional 
action, the United States cannot credibly 
claim that the power to coerce the votes of 
the Council members advances the efficien­
cy of governmental operations in any signif. 
icant way. 

III. CONCLUSION 

Congress must observe the requirements 
of the Constitution when it exercises its 
broad discretion over the structure of gov­
ernment in the District. See Palmore, 411 
U.S. at 397. Through the Home Rule Act, 
Congress has established a representative 
government for the District's residents, and 
has vested the legislative power of that gov­
ernment in the Council. So long as this 
form of government obtains, therefore, Con­
gress must respect the "wide[] latitude" 
that the First Amendment guarantees the 
Council members as legislators "to express 
their views on issues of policy," Bond, 385 
U.S. at 136, including their "right to vote 
freely on issues as they arise." Miller, 878 
F.2d at 532-33. Because the Armstrong 
Amendment coerces the Council members' 
votes on a particular piece of legislation, 
and because none of the interests asserted 
to justify the Amendment is sufficient­
under any standard of First Amendment 
review-to justify the abridgment of the 
Council members' free speech rights, we 
find the Armstrong Amendment unconstitu­
tional. The judgment of the District Court 
is therefore affirmed. 

Affirmed. 
Buckley, Circuit Judge, concurring: The 

Supreme Court's teaching is clear: If a stat­
ute regulating conduct imposes an inciden­
tal burden on expressive conduct, it is sub­
ject to First Amendment scrutiny, Arcara v. 
Cloud Books, Inc., 478 U.S. 697, 702 <1986) 
<citing United States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 
367 <1968)), including the "important or 
substantial government interest" /"restric­
tion . . . no greater than necessary" test set 
forth in O'Brien. 391 U.S. at 377. Although 
the Armstrong Amendment does not regu­
late conduct as such, it certainly falls within 
the O'Brien rationale. 

As the affirmative vote required by the 
Armstrong Amendment of the D.C. Council 
members has "at least the semblance of ex­
pressive activity," Arcara, 478 U.S. at 702, I 
agree that the court's central analysis is 
compelled by Supreme Court precedent. 
Simply stated (and without burdening this 
summary with the citations to be found in 
the court's opinion>, it is this: As the Arm­
strong Amendment would require members 
of the District of Columbia Council to enact 
a particular amendment to the D.C. Code, it 
implicates the First Amendment; and as 
Congress could have amended the Code on 
its own authority, the Armstrong Amend­
ment fails any of the relevant Supreme 
Court tests because it places some burden 
on the members' speech whereas none is re­
quired. <Certainly none can be justified by 
the contrived reasons advanced by the gov­
ernment and the Senate amicus in support 
of Congress' decision to require the District 
of Columbia to enact the amendment to its 
Code rather than achieving that end by 
direct congressional action. See court op. at 
20-23.) 

This summary constitutes both the basis 
and the limits of my concurrence because I 
see no purpose in expanding the discussion 
<as the court's opinion does> beyond the 
limits required to resolve what is an impor­
tant case of first impression. Thus, for ex­
ample, I would delete the last paragraph of 
its discussion of the Pickering test. Court 
op. at 26-27. Having decided that Pickering 
is inapplicable because members of the Dis­
trict of Columbia Council are not employees 
of the United States Congress, there is no 
need to engage in a discussion of what we 
might hold were this case governed by Pick­
ering. 

I would also delete the final paragraph of 
Part B. and its accompanying footnote. 
Court op. at 18-19. The first sentence of 
that paragraph suggests that the Armstrong 
Amendment violates the Constitution just 
because it commands members of the Coun­
cil to cast a distasteful vote. As I understand 
the relevant law, the command, standing 
alone, merely implicates the First Amend­
ment. The Armstrong Amendment violates 
the Constitution because its command both 
burdens the Council members' speech and 
fails the tests set forth in both Perry and 
O'Brien. See court op. at 19. 

I find footnote 7 equally inappropriate as 
neither of the cases discussed in it is appo­
site. In the case before us, the infringement 
on the members' speech is incidental to the 
Armstrong Amendment's objective, which is 
to bring about an amendment to the D.C. 
Human Rights Act. While this would re­
quire the members to participate in a one­
time-only vote with which they fundamen­
tally disagree, the measure's purpose is to 
amend the Act, not to require Council mem­
bers to give voice to a particular message. In 
contrast, as the Supreme Court noted in 
Wooley v. Maynard.· 

"Here, as in Barnette, we are faced with a 
state measure which forces an individual, as 
part of his daily life-indeed constantly 
while his automobile is in public view-to be 
an instrument for fostering public adher­
ence to an ideological point of view he finds 
unacceptable." 
430 u.s. 705, 715 <1977). 

The footr..ote is unfortunate not only be­
cause Barnette and Wooley are so clearly 
distinguishable, but because, in context, it 
implies a basis for finding the Armstrong 
Amendment unconstitutional that goes 
beyond the application of the standards de­
scribed in Part C.l. of the court's opinion. 
Court op. at 19. As it is, our decision today 
opens up enough new territory to potential 
judicial review to suggest the prudence of 
limiting its scope to essentials. As virtually 
no government or institution can act today 
except with the consent of its legislative or 
governing body, I suspect this court and 
others may be called upon to answer a 
number of questions as litigators explore 
the implications of our decision. At what 
point, for example, does a federal grant-in­
aid program cross the line that separates 
the encouragement of state or municipal 
action from its coercion? Are the constitu­
tional rights of corporate directors and uni­
versity trustees comparable to those of state 
and municipal legislators? And when (if 
ever> is a particular government interest im­
portant enough to justify any burden on 
legislative speech? 

For better or worse, we may have opened 
the door to more litigation than we can now 
appreciate. 

FOOTNOTES 

1 Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson and 
Nixon all strongly supported legislation aimed at 
establishing democratic government in the District. 
See H.R. Rep. No. 482, at 2-3, reprinted in 2 Legisla­
tive History at 1442-43. 

2 In addition, any law enacted according to the 
legislative procedure established by the Home Rule 
Act must be submitted to Congress, which then has 
30 days to disapprove the law by concurrent resolu­
tion before the law becomes effective. See Home 
Rule Act§ 602<c><l>. 

3 Rule XVI provides that "no amendment offered 
by any ... Senator which proposes general legisla­
tion shall be received to any general appropriation 
bill .... " Rule XVI, 14. reprinted inS. Doc. No. 33, 
lOOth Cong., 2d Sess, 11 <1988> [hereinafter S. Doc. 
No. 331. The Rule also prohibits the Senate Com­
mittee on Appropriations from "report[ingl an ap-
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propriation bill containing amendments to such bill 
proposing new or general legislation." Id., 112. re­
printed inS. Doc. No. 33 at 11. 

4 Because it ruled in the Council members' favor 
on their First Amendment claim, the District Court 
did not reach the other constitutional issues raised 
in their complaint. See id. at 607 & n.l. The Council 
members have rltised these claims again on appeal, 
but because we agree with the District Court that 
the Armstrong Amendment violates the First 
Amendment, we also do not address them. In par­
ticular, we express no opinion on whether the speci­
fied amendment to the Human Rights Act would be 
constitutional if enacted by Congress directly. 

6 For this reason, the cases drawn to our atten­
tion by the United States in which the Supreme 
Court has acknowledged the broad authority of 
state legislatures over municipal institutions, see, 
e.g., Hunter v. Pittsburgh, 207 U.S. 161, 178-79 
(1907), do not come close to settling this case. Just 
as Congress is obliged to observe the Constitution 
when it exercises its near-plenary authority over 
the affairs of the District, so the states are obliged 
to observe the Constitution when they exercise 
their power over the structure of municipal govern­
ments. See, e.g., Gomillion v. Lightfoot, 364 U.S. 
339, 344-45 (1960) ("Legislative control of munici­
palities, no less than other state power, lies within 
the scope of relevant limitations imposed by the 
United States Constitution.">. 

8 The Second Circuit expressly avoided this ques­
tion in United States v. City of Yonkers, 856 F.2d 
444 <2d Cir. 1988>, cerL granted in part sub nom. 
Spallone v. United States, 109 S. Ct. 1337, cerL 
denied, 109 S. Ct. 1339 <1989>, assuming for the pur­
pose of analysis that "the act of voting has suffi. 
cient expressive content to be accorded some First 
Amendment protection .... " Id. at 457. That the 
Supreme Court may reach this issue when it re­
views Yonkers does not prevent us from reaching 
the issue in this case. Moreover, as we explain 
below, see note 12 infra. we find Yonkers to be dis­
tinguishable on its facts from the case before us. 

1 The Armstrong Amendment's directive to vote 
in favor of the specified amendment is comparable 
to the compulsory flag salute law struck down in 
West Virginia State Board of Education v. Bar­
nette, 319 U.S. 624 <1943), and the law mandating 
.display of the license-plate motto, "Live Free or 
Die" struck down in Wooley v. Maynard, 430 U.S. 
705 <1977>. The Court invalidated those laws not 
simply because onlookers might mistakenly have 
concluded that those involuntarily compelled to 
assert the challenged messages agreed with them, 
but also because an individual has a right not to be 
made an "instrument [of] ... an ideological point 
of view he finds unacceptable." I d. at 715. 

8 The United States points out that O'Briens's re­
quirement that an incidental regulation of speech 
be "no greater than is essential," 391 U.S. at 371, 
has been construed by the Supreme Court to be less 
demanding than the "least-restrictive-means" test 
used to evaluate content-based restrictions of 
speech. See, e.g., Fox, 109 S. Ct. at 3034 n.3. In Fox, 
the Court explained that a regulation of conduct 
that incidentally affects speech is valid so long as it 
does "not 'burden substantially more speech than is 
necessary to further the government's legitimate 
interest.'" Id. at 3034 <quoting Ward, 109 S. Ct. at 
2758). Because the Armstrong Amendment does 
burden substantially more speech than is necessary 
to further any of the asserted interests, it necessar­
ily fails to satisfy either the less demanding 
O'Brien standard or the more demanding content­
based-regulation standard. 

e See note 3 supra. 
10 The United States' suggestion that Congress 

decided to compel the Council to enact the speci­
fied legislation in order to accommodate home rule, 
in addition to being paradoxical, is directly refuted 
by the Armstrong Amendment's legislative history. 
See, e.g., 134 Cong. Rec. S9106 (dally ed. July 8, 
1988> <remarks of Sen. Armstrong) <"I do not think 
home rule is the issue. We quite regularly make de­
cisions which are contrary to our general presump­
tion in favor of home rule.">; id. at S9176 <daily ed. 
July 11, 1988) <remarks of Sen. Armstrong) ("There 
are some here today who want to dismiss this as a 
home rule issue, and it is not anything of the 
sort.''>; Id. at H9188 (daily ed. Sept. 30, 1988) <re­
marks of Rep. Doman> <expressing "hope that 
[debate over the Armstrong Amendment] is not 
going to be couched in terms of home rule">. 

11 The United States suggests that the Supreme 
Court's decision in INS v. Chadha, 462 U.S. 919 
<1983), would have barred Congress from authoriz-

ing the Council to repeal the specified amendment 
if Congress had enacted the amendment directly. 
We read Chadha quite differently. In that case, the 
Court held that Congress could not reserve to itself 
the power unilaterally to disapprove regulations or 
orders issued by administrative agencies. This "leg­
islative veto" mechanism, the Court reasoned, vio­
lated the presentment clause of article I, section 7, 
under which Congress is obliged to submit legisla­
tion to the President for this approval or disapprov­
al. See id. at 944-59. Thus, Chadha plainly man­
dates that Congress, not agencies created by Con­
gress, must comply with the presentment clause. 
Indeed, the decision presupposes that Congress 
may delegate to agencies broad legislative powers 
the exercise of which is not subject to the proce­
dural mechanisms comprehended in article I. If 
Congress were to authorize the Council to repeal 
specified acts of Congress, we would analyze this 
grant of legislative power under the flexible dic­
tates of the "nondelegation doctrine," see generally 
Mistretta v. United States, 109 S. Ct. 647, 654-55 
<1989), not under Chadha. 

12 In United States v. City of Yonkers, 856 F.2d 
444 <2d Cir. 1988>, cerL granted in part sub nom. 
Spallone v. United States, 109 S. Ct. 1337, cerL 
denied, 109 S. Ct. 1339 <1989), the Second Circuit 
affirmed a finding of contempt issued against city 
council members who refused to comply with a 
court order directing them to authorize a public 
housing project. Because the court order was based 
on a consent decree in which the city agreed to con­
struct public housing as a remedy for past acts of 
racial discrimination, the city's failure to provide 
the housing was itself an illegal act. Thus, the 
court held that even if the refusal of the council 
members to comply with the court order was 
speech, such speech, under Brandenburg v. Ohio, 
395 U.S. 444, 447 <1969> <per curiam), would not be 
protected by the First Amendment. See Yonkers, 
857 F.2d at 457. However, because the refusal of the 
appellees in this case to enact the legislation con­
tained the Armstrong Amendment would not be il­
legal-or even subject to legal penalty but for the 
Armstrong Amendment-Yonkers clearly does not 
apply to this case. C/. Miller, 878 F.2d at 533 n.14 
<distinguishing Yonkers>. 

13 That Congress provided that the District would 
lose its funding rather than that the Council mem­
bers would be terminated-the ordinary penalty for 
insubordination-confirms that Congress did not 
intend the Armstrong Amendment to establish an 
employment relationship between Congress and the 
Council members. 

14 The United States suggests that because the 
Council members remain free to express their views 
on the specified amendment by means other than 
voting, we should discount the strength of their in­
terest in avoiding the abridgment of speech im­
posed by the Armstrong Amendment. The Supreme 
Court rejected this argument in Johnson, see 109 S. 
Ct. at 2546 n.ll, and we reject it here. 

TRIBUTE TO TWO NEVADAN 
CHAMPIONS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to two young Ne­
vadans, Fernando Sanchez and Juan 
Carlos Canosa. They prove that cham­
pions start with hard work, determina­
tion, and a dream. 

Fernando Sanchez started boxing at 
age 7 with the encouragement and 
support of his father. As the years 
passed, Fernando spent countless 
afternoons working out in the gym 
while other kids were out playing. 
There were times when he didn't feel 
like going to the gym and his father 
would tell him he could quit if he 
wanted. But the word "quit" just made 
Fernando more determined to train 
hard. 

Those years of training and determi­
nation paid off. At age 15, Fernando 
Sanchez became Las Vegas' first-ever 
national amateur boxing champion. 
He earned this title at the U.S. Junior 

Olympic Boxing Championships in 
Davenport, lA. Fernando's success 
took him even farther. From Iowa, he 
went to Ireland where he won the 
International Junior Olympic Boxing 
Championships in his weight class. 

Juan Carlos Canosa was born in Ga­
licia, Spain, where he became interest­
ed in Tae Kwon Do at the young age 
of 6. Juan Carlos' uncle encouraged 
him to pursue his interest in this 
Korean art of self-defense. 

Juan Carlos began to compete when 
he was 13 years old. Soon after that, 
his family left Spain and moved to Las 
Vegas where he continued his study of 
Tae Kwon Do. His teacher at Kim's 
World TaeKwonDo, located at Com­
mercial Center in Las Vegas, recog­
nized his championship potential and 
started him in an intensive training 
program. 

On May 13 of this year, Juan Carlos 
Canosa won the Junior Olympics Gold 
Medal for the State of Nevada. From 
there, he went to Rochester, NY, 
where he competed in the National 
Junior Olympic Tae Kwon Do Cham­
pionship. Once again, Juan Carlos 
took home the gold-all the way back 
to Las Vegas. 

For these young Hispanic adults, the 
world is just beginning to open up. De­
spite the long hours they devote to 
their sports, both Fernando and Juan 
Carlos are continuing their education 
at Las Vegas high schools. They know 
that success does not come from a 
stroke of luck. It comes from hard 
work and determination. In Nevada, 
these fine young men can share their 
secret for success with Nevadans of all 
ages, from all parts of our State. 

Hispanic Americans across the coun­
try can take pride in the achievements 
of Fernando Sanchez and Juan Carlos 
Canosa. They set out to take home the 
gold and they did just that. Their sto­
ries are those of true to life champi­
ons. We can all learn from them. 

BERTRAM TALLAMY 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

rise with sadness to report to my col­
leagues the death of a positively in­
spired civil engineer and dedicated 
public servant. Bertram Tallamy, Fed­
eral Highway Administrator under 
President Eisenhower and head of the 
Bureau of Public Roads from 1957 to 
1961, died just last weekend. His work 
was no less than the supervision of the 
largest public works program in the 
history of the world-the building of 
the Nation's Interstate Highway 
System. The product of his work en­
dures and remains unparalleled. 

New York State was lucky enough to 
receive the benefits of his talents 
before he assumed his leadership posi­
tion in Washington. After receiving 
his civil engineering degree from the 
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute at 
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Troy, NY, he worked as a field engi­
neer and later began a firm with 
friends. 

The successful firm was reorganized 
and, in 1941, he personally directed 
the planning of what became the Buf­
falo-Niagara Falls section of the New 
York State thruway and also of a Buf­
falo-Lackawanna expressway. This was 
but the start. 

After having served as Buffalo's di­
rector of city planning, Bert Tallamy 
was appointed deputy superintendent 
of the New York State Public Works 
Department by Gov. Thomas E. 
Dewey. In this capacity, he helped to 
coordinate all postwar construction de­
velopment and to analyze the future 
needs of the State's highways. 

He was soon appointed chief engi­
neer of the public works department 
and, in the fall of 1948, Governor 
Dewey appointed Bert superintendent 
of public works. It was in this position 
that he began to bring to fruition the 
construction of a 427-mile high-speed 
highway running from the outskirts of 
New York City to Buffalo. Very 
wisely, Dewey appointed Tallamy 
chairman of the Thruway Authority 
and New York State is all the better 
for it. 

Mr. President, in 1956 Congress au­
thorized the Interstate and Defense 
Highway System-a 13-year, 42,500-
mile, $33 billion venture which con­
nected 42 State capitals. Who could 
possibly be better to accomplish the 
feat. President Eisenhower knew the 
answer and Bertram Tallamy was 
asked to fill the newly created position 
of Federal Highway Administrator. 
Mind, in later years President Eisen­
hower would cite this project as the 
most important domestic accomplish­
ment of his administration. 

Of course, Tallamy designed the 
Interstate Highway System by the 
model set in New York. It should be 
noted that this project could not help 
but affect the lives of a majority of 
the Nation's population. In New York, 
no less than 85 percent of our citizens 
live within 15 miles of the thruway. It 
is New York's lifestream. It is our Na­
tion's lifestream. 

We are indebted to Bert Tallamy. 
This Nation was indeed fortunate to 
have a model of capability and exper­
tise at the helm of a project of this 
magnitude. His work endures, as does 
our respect for him. 

I am certain my colleagues join me 
in sending our condolences to his wife 
and son and entire family. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that an obituary from the Wash­
ington Post be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 17, 19891 
BERTRAM TALLAMY, DIRECTOR OF HIGHWAYS 

IN 1950's, DIES 
<By Richard Pearson> 

Bertram D. Tallamy, 87, a former consult­
ing engineer who was federal highway ad­
ministrator and head of the Bureau of 
Public Roads from 1957 to 1961, died of 
renal failure Sept. 14 at Georgetown Univer­
sity Hospital. He lived in Washington. 

As highway administrator under President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mr. Tallamy direct­
ed the early years of the construction of the 
41,000-mile interstate highway system. In 
the mid-1950s, it was estimated that the su­
perhighways would connect 90 percent of all 
cities with populations over 50,000 and 
would carry 20 percent of all traffic. 

During his four years in office, he directed 
the building of an unequaled road system 
with little fanfare and no scandal. He 
gained bipartisan support for his programs 
and steered his projects through the finan­
cial shoals of inflation. 

When he took up his duties, a column in 
The Washington Post described him as a 
"tough engineer with a passion for esthetic 
design." Before coming to Washington, the 
New York Republican had gained a reputa­
tion as a highly competent state public 
works director and New York State 
Thruway Authority chairman. 

Upon taking his post, his new boss, Secre­
tary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks, described 
Mr. Tallamy as "one of the world's greatest 
builders of roads." His former boss, Thomas 
E. Dewey, said, "There are not enough su­
perlatives to describe Bertie Tallamy." 

An outdoorsman of note, Mr. Tallamy 
hiked nearly the entire 427-mile route of 
the New York Thruway, on separate occa­
sions. He also became an ardent foe of high­
way billboards, saying they not only de­
stroyed the view of a beautiful country, but 
by causing drivers to become bored, and 
thus fall asleep, they contributed to the 
highway death toll. 

After leaving government employment, 
Mr. Tallamy was a consulting engineer in 
Washington until retiring in 1970. 

He was a native of Plainfield, N.J., andre­
ceived a bachelor's degree in civil engineer­
ing from Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute 
in 1925. He was awarded an honorary doc­
torate by that institution in 1957. 

From the late 1920's to mid-1930s, he was 
a consulting engineer in New York. In 1937, 
he became deputy engineer of the Niagara 
Frontier Planning Board in western New 
York state. He was superintendent of the 
New York Public Works Department from 
1948 to 1954. In 1950, in addition to that 
post, he was named Thruway Authority 
chairman. In that job, he directed the con­
struction of the Thruway, from New York 
City to Buffalo, and the upkeep of 14,000 
miles of state roads. 

Mr. Tallamy was president of the Ameri­
can Association of State Highway Officials 
from 1951 to 1952. 

Survivors include his wife, Doris F., of 
Washington; a son, Bertram F., of Burgess, 
Va.; a sister, Louise Millward of Lakewood, 
N.J.; and three grandchildren. 

SUDDEN INFANT DEATH 
SYNDROME 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, sudden 
infant death syndrome [SIDSl is a 
tragic syndrome which is the No. 1 
cause of infant mortality in infants 
under the age of 1 year. Although the 

cause is still unknown, a common 
theme runs through the discussion of 
all research areas. It is that some ab­
normality in development makes some 
infants between 1 and 12 months vul­
nerable to internal or external stresses 
which may trigger death. To prevent 
SIDS, we need to understand the way 
in which these infants are vulnerable, 
discover markers of this vulnerability, 
and determine the interaction of the 
vulnerability with stresses. 

The Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Labor, Health, and Human Services 
and Education has included, for fiscal 
year 1990, funding for a 5-year SIDS 
research program at the National In­
stitute of Child Health and Human 
Development. This project will hope­
fully shed some light on this syn­
drome. In response to the SIDS re­
search initiative, I recently received 
the following letter from a constituent 
and friend. Her plea for funding says 
it best. 

DEAR SENATOR REID: Eighteen years have 
passed since your wife Landra and I shared 
a hospital room following the birth of our 
babies-my first-somewhere in the middle 
of yours. I am writing now to you about an­
other baby in my life. 

Jim and I became foster parents in the 
spring of 1988 to a newborn baby named 
Darren. We quickly grew to love him and 
had thoughts of adopting him should that 
become possible. Our goal was to save a life 
from neglect and abuse-to save a child. 
This dream died on April 23rd, 1988 when 
Darren died from SIDS. That day will for­
ever remain the worst day of our lives. 

I have attended support group meetings 
for SIDS parents and I have witnessed the 
tragic effects the death of these babies has 
on the lives of these people and their surviv­
ing children. Jim and I and our three chil­
dren are fortunate in that we have stable 
happy lives and have come through this ex­
perience intact. Perhaps because I did not 
carry the baby 9 months or perhaps be­
cause, as a registered nurse, I understand 
sudden infant death syndrome better, I 
have escaped most of the guilt and "why" 
questions most of these parents endure. It 
appears to have a devastating effect on 
their lives. 
If you've read this far, I'm sure you realize 

by now, the point of this letter is to urge 
you to support the funding for fiscal year 
1990 to implement the 5-year Sudden Infant 
Death Syndrome Research plan that was 
developed by the National Institute of Child 
Health and Human Development. As the 
No. one cause of infant death from 1 month 
to 1 year, it certainly merits further re­
search. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARY KAYE CASHMAN. 

THE WAR ON DRUGS 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 

last night Democrats and Republicans 
reached an agreement that will add 
$900 million to the funding proposed 
earlier by President Bush. Despite the 
difficult negotiations, this develop­
ment adds substantial funding to the 
war on drugs-particularly for educa­
tion, prevention, and treatment-and 
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reflect a serious commitment to a na­
tional antidrug program. 

It is my sincere hope that this com­
promise will mark the end of the 
recent trend in the Senate of scatter­
shot budget cuts, rooted in politics, 
that make picayune contributions to 
the war on drugs. 

In the past few weeks, we have la­
bored mightily over one-time propos­
als that have added little to the anti­
drug effort. For example, we voted 
overwhelmingly to cut the appropria­
tions for the District of Columbia by 
$150,000, and contribute that sum to 
the war on drugs. What is the logical 
extension of such proposals? Reduced 
hours at the Library of Congress? 
Closing museums at lunch time? Not 
cutting the grass on the Mall? Will the 
public really believe that such meas­
ures reflect a deep commitment to 
eradicating drug abuse? I think not. 

We also voted to eliminate funding 
or mailings to our constituents and to 
contribute the money to the war on 
drugs. As expected, the provision did 
not survive intact in conference, in 
part because it did not reflect a real, 
long-term commitment. Does anyone 
believe that Congress will be willing 
each year to eliminate communica­
tions to our constituents? Nor should 
we be willing to do that-we must keep 
our constituents informed. They are 
entitled to that much from us for all 
they give to the Federal Government. 

These measures are not meaningful 
battles in the war on drugs. We all 
know that a massive effort is neces­
sary to wage a successful war on drugs. 
The President's $8 billion plan offers a 
sound starting point, and Senator 
BYRD's modified proposal for adding 
$900 million is a significant improve­
ment. These can be potent weapons, if 
we pass them, monitor their imple­
mentation, and follow through in sub­
sequent years. 

Let this be the day when we resolve 
not to occupy ourselves again with 
taking minor pot shots across the 
budget, to create the appearance that 
we are busy trying to fund the war on 
drugs. Let us fight the real war on 
drugs, not a phony, political war. We 
can begin today, by passing the addi­
tional funding proposed by Senator 
BYRD. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

which were referred to the appropri­
ate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro­
ceedings.) 

COMPREHENSIVE CAMPAIGN FI­
NANCE REFORM ACT-MES­
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT­
PM 62 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 

before the Senate the following mes­
sage from the President of the United 
States, together with accompanying 
papers; which was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administra­
tion: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to submit for your con­

sideration and enactment the "Com­
prehensive Campaign Finance Reform 
Act of 1989." This legislative proposal 
would implement the reforms I an­
nounced earlier this summer. It repre­
sents comprehensive campaign finance 
reform legislation designed to reduce 
substantially the power of special eco­
nomic interests while enhancing the 
role of individuals and political par­
ties. The proposal also restores compe­
tition to congressional elections by re­
ducing the advantages of incumbency. 

I look forward to working with the 
Congress on these critical issues. 

GEORGE BUSH. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 26, 1989. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 3:01 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an­
nounced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 967. An act to establish the Amistad 
National Recreation Area in the State of 
Texas, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 971. An act to require the Federal 
Communications Commission to prescribe 
rules to protect consumers from unfair prac­
tices in the provision of operator services; 

H.R. 1396. An act to amend the Federal 
securities laws in order to facilitate coopera­
tion between the United States and foreign 
countries in securities law enforcement; 

H.R. 2364. An act to amend the Rail Pas­
senger Service Act to authorize appropria­
tions for the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation, and for other purposes: and 

H.R. 2365. An act to improve airport secu­
rity by providing additional funding for re­
search on, and evaluation of, explosives de­
tection equipment. 

Messages from the President of the ENROLLED BILL siGNED 

United States were communicated to The message also announced that 
the Senate by Mr. Kalbaugh, one of the Speaker has signed the following 
his secretaries. enrolled bill: 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 

S. 85. An act to authorize the acceptance 
of certain lands for addition to Harpers 
Ferry National Historical Park, West Vir­
ginia. 

Officer laid before the Senate mes- At 4:08 p.m., a message from the 
sages from the President of the United House of Representatives, delivered by 
States submitting sundry nominations Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-

nounced that the House has passed 
the following joint resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 407. Joint resolution making 
continuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
1990, and for other purposes. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the 

first and second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 967. An act to establish the Amistad 
National Recreation Area in the State of 
Texas, and for other purposes: to the Com­
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 971. An act to require the Federal 
Communications Commission to prescribe 
rules to protect consumers from unfair prac­
tices in the provision of operator services: to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

H.R. 2364. An act to amend the Rail Pas­
senger Service Act to authorize appropria­
tions for the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation, and for other purposes: to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

H.R. 2365. An act to improve airport secu­
rity by providing additional funding for re­
search on, and evaluation of, explosives de­
tection equipment; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con­
sent, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 1396. An act to amend the Federal 
securities laws in order to facilitate coopera­
tion between the United States and foreign 
countries in securities law enforcement. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate together with 
accompanying papers reports, and doc­
uments, which were referred as indi­
cated: 

EC-1704. A communication from the 
President of the United States, transmit­
ting, pursuant to law, a request to consider 
an amendment to the request for appropria­
tions for fiscal year 1990 for the Depart­
ment of Defense Military; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. FORD, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, with an amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute and an 
amendment to the title: 

S. 874. A bill to establish national voter 
registration procedures for Presidential and 
Congressional elections, and for other pur­
poses <Rept. No. 101-140). 
• Mr. FORD. Mr. President, today I 
am submitting the report of the Com­
mittee on Rules and Administration 
on S. 874, the National Voter Registra-
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tion Act of 1989, as amended, which 
the committee has reported favorably. 

This bill recognizes that it is the re­
sponsibility of the States to provide 
programs to assure that all who are el­
igible to vote have the opportunity to 
register. It will require motor-voter, 
mail and agency based registration 
programs in all States to increase 
voter registration of eligible citizens in 
elections for Federal office. 

The issue of increasing voter turnout 
is obviously tied to the issue of in­
creasing voter registration, yet one 
does not automatically follow the 
other. By placing the responsibility for 
increasing voter registration with the 
State officials, this legislation would 
free the parties and other organiza­
tions to put more of their efforts into 
voter education and get-out-the-vote 
drives. 

So far, 18 Members have joined as 
cosponsors of this important legisla­
tion. 

This substitute amendment was pre­
pared with the cooperation of State 
election officials and representatives 
of organizations supportive of this leg­
islation. I have continued to receive 
their comments and in response will 
offer the following amendments. 

The fitst would exempt any State 
that permits registration for Federal 
elections on election day. 

Another would permit each State to 
design its own mail registration form 
or use a model form prepared by the 
Federal Election Commission. 

The third will permit each State 
broader discretion in the design of its 
agency registration program. 

In preparing this bill, I have made 
every effort, consistent with its objec­
tives, to give State election officials 
broad discretion in its implementation, 
and to keep costs as low as possible. 
This bill, therefore, will 'set standards 
for State voter list purges instead of 
mandating a biennial purge process, 
and will permit separate forms in the 
motor-voter program rather than re­
quire computerization of driver's li­
cense and voter lists. This will lower 
costs to the States. It is estimated that 
a biennial purge requirement would 
cost about $20 million, while the Con­
gressional Budget Office estimates no 
additional costs to the States for this 
bill's purge standards. CBO puts a 
price tag of $60 to $70 million on 
motor-voter computerization, which is 
not required by S. 87 4, but may be nec­
essary under the House bill. 

Mr. President, S. 874 will improve 
the voter registration process, increase 
the rolls of registered voters, allow our 
State election officials broad discre­
tion and keep the costs of implementa­
tion at a minimum.e 

By Mr. HOLLINGS, from the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with an amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute: 

S. 577. A bill to clarify the congressional 
intent concerning and to codify certain re­
quirements of the Communications Act of 
1934 that ensure that broadcasts afford rea­
sonable opportunity for the discussion of 
conflicting views on issues of public impor­
tance <Rept. No. 101-141>. 

By Mr. RIEGLE, from the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with­
out amendment: 

S. 1672. An original bill to amend the De­
fense Production Act of 1950 <Rept. No. 
101-142). 

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. BENTSEN (for himself and 
Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 1669. A bill to provide Hispanic-serving 
institutions of higher education with finan­
cial assistance to improve their capacity to 
expand Hispanic educational attainment; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re­
sources. 

By Mr. LEVIN <for himself and Mr. 
RIEGLE): 

S. 1670. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to clarify the medically 
necessary. procedures related to atrophic 
and weakened jaws are covered under such 
title, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. COATS (for himself, Mr. 
COCHRAN, and Mr. THURMOND) (by 
request>: 

S. 1671. A bill to amend title X of the 
Public Health Service Act to authorize a 
program of grants to States for family plan­
ning programs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re­
sources. 

By Mr. RIEGLE, from the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af­
fairs: 

S. 1672. An original bill to amend the De­
fense Production Act of 1950; placed on the 
calendar. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN: 
S. 1673. A bill to amend title XIX of the 

Social Security Act to provide for substance 
abuse treatment services on request for indi­
viduals desiring to rid themselves of sub­
stance abuse problems, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BOND: 
S. 1674. A bill to amend title XVI of the 

Social Security Act to allow a recipient of 
supplemental security income benefits to re­
ceive contributions through a trust estab­
lished by the State for the benefit of such 
individual without affecting the eligibility 
of such individual for such benefits, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi­
nance. 

By Mr. KENNEDY <for himself, Mr. 
PEu., Mr. DODD, Mr. DoMENICI, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. MATSUNAGA, 
Mr. ME'l'zENBAUM, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. BuRDICK, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. RocKEFELLER, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. BoREN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
GoRE, and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 1675. A bill to provide financial assist­
ance for teacher recruitment and training, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. KENNE­
DY, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. METZ­
ENBAUM, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. MATSU­
NAGA, Mr. DoDD, Mr. CocHRAN, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. RoBB, Mr. BuRDICK, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. BoREN, and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 1676. A bill to strengthen the teaching 
profession, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S.J. Res. 205. Joint resolution designating 

December 3 through 9, 1989, as "National 
Cities Fight Back Against Drugs Week"; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GORE <for himself, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. SAN­
FORD, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
WIRTH, Mr. BAucus, Mr. D'AMATo, 
and Mr. DODD): 

S.J. Res. 206. Joint resolution calling for 
the United States to encourage immediate 
negotiations toward a new agreement 
among Antarctic Treaty Consultative par­
ties for the full protection of Antarctica as a 
global ecological commons; to the Commit­
tee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON <by request>: 
S.J. Res. 207. Joint resolution approving 

the location of the Memorial to the Women 
who served in Vietnam; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. HELMS: 
S. Res. 186. Resolution relating to the pro­

tection of the Antarctic System; to the Com­
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BENTSEN <for himself 
and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 1669. A bill to provide Hispanic­
serving institutions of higher educa­
tion with financial assistance to im­
prove their capacity to expand Hispan­
ic educational attainment; to the Com­
mittee on Labor and Human Re­
sources. 

HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER 
EDUCATION ACT 

e Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I 
think it's fair to say that every 
Member of the Senate is deeply con­
cerned about the state of our educa­
tional system today. At a time when 
technological advances and global 
competition put a premium on highly 
trained intelligence and advanced 
skills, our educational system is strain­
ing to meet these demands. Our role 
here in Congress is to help the system 
meet these demands. 

Today I am introducing legislation 
that addresses one important aspect of 
this problem-the ability of our col­
leges and universities to provide qual­
ity education and training to our Na­
tion's increasing, and increasingly im­
portant, Hispanic population. We are 
probably all aware of the fact that our 
Hispanic population is the youngest 
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and fastest growing group in our coun­
try, expected to reach 30 million by 
the year 2000. But some Members of 
this body may not be aware of some of 
the startling statistics relating to His­
panic educational achievement. 

According to the Hispanic Associa­
tion of Colleges and Universities, out 
of every 1,000 Hispanic students who 
enter our educational system, only 70 
graduate from college. In some areas 
of the country, the rate is even more 
dismal, dropping down to only 25 out 
of every 1,000. This had led to a gross 
underrepresentation of Hispanics in 
the medical and professional fields. 
For example, Hispanics comprise only 
2 percent, or about 100,000 of the Na­
tion's scientists and engineers al­
though our total Hispanic population 
exceeds 18 million. 

Clearly we need to do a better job of 
providing a college education and ad­
vanced training to our Hispanic popu­
lation. To help accomplish that goal, 
today I am introducing legislation au­
thored by my good friend and col­
league in the House, ALBERT BUSTA­
MANTE. This legislation will provide 
special Federal assistance to colleges 
and universities that serve a large 
number of Hispanic students, in an 
effort to help broaden their education­
al horizons. 

Under this bill, H.R. 1561 in the 
House, the Secretary of Education 
would be authorized to make grants to 
Hispanic-serving institutions across 
the country. Any college or university 
with a student enrollment that is at 
least 25 percent Hispanic would be eli­
gible to apply. The Federal funds 
could be used to bolster student serv­
ices at these Hispanic institutions, in­
cluding student financial aid pro­
grams, recruitment and retention pro­
grams, tutoring and counseling pro­
grams. Authorized funding for this 
program would be $70 million for 
fiscal year 1990 and such sums as may 
be necessary for the succeeding 4 
years. 

Approximately 100 colleges and uni­
versities in the 50 States and Puerto 
Rico serving over 200,000 students 
stand to benefit from this program. 
But the reach of this bill is not limited 
to those schools and their students. 
One provision of this bill which I 
strongly support and feel is vitally 
needed is that which authorizes par­
ticipating schools to enter into collabo­
rative programs with local educational 
agencies to deal with the Hispanic 
dropout problem. 

In my State of Texas and across the 
Nation, we have a terrible Hispanic 
dropout problem. The dropout rate for 
Hispanics nationwide is 36 percent, 
and it is higher in some parts of the 
country, such as south Texas. This bill 
recognizes that problem. It would 
allow colleges participating in this pro­
gram to work with the local school dis­
tricts, identify Hispanic students at 

risk of dropping out and implement 
programs to prevent that from hap­
pening. We must attack this problem, 
and I am pleased that this legislation 
will make a contribution toward solv­
ing it. 

Mr. President, for our Nation's 
future to remain bright, we must do a 
better job of training and educating 
our Hispanic population. Hispanics are 
a proud, bright, and hard-working 
people, but they have been denied the 
opportunities so many of us take for 
granted. We need to expand their op­
portunities, and this legislation will 
help to do that. 

I am pleased that my good friend 
from New Mexico, Senator BINGAMAN, 
joins me today in introducing this 
measure. As chairman of the Senate 
Democratic Task Force on Hispanic 
Issues, he is well aware of the need for 
this important legislation. I hope that 
the rest of our colleagues will join us 
in support of this measure as well.e 
e Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce with my good 
friend and distinguished colleague, 
Senator BENTSEN, the Hispanic-Serv­
ing Institutions of Higher Education 
Act of 1989. The intent of this legisla­
tion is simple. This bill would provide 
key Federal support to a nationwide 
network of college and universities en­
rolling large numbers of Hispanic stu­
dents. In doing so, it would help 
ensure access to quality higher educa­
tional opportunities for a traditionally 
underrepresented, but vital segment of 
our population. 

As we begin a renewed commitment 
to educational excellence and mainte­
nance of our leadership role in the 
international marketplace, I believe 
that legislation such as this is crucial. 
According to U.S. Census Bureau sta­
tistics, little more than half-51 per­
cent-of our Nation's total Hispanic 
population over the age of 25 had 
graduated from high school in 1988. 
Even more troubling, the Census 
Bureau reports that only 10 percent of 
Hispanics over age 25 had completed 4 
or more years of college by 1988. Of 
those Hispanics who do pursue a 
higher education, most are likely to be 
enrolled in community colleges, rather 
than 4-year institutions. According to 
the National Council of La Raza, more 
than half of all Hispanic post-second­
ary students are enrolled in 2-year 
public institutions. 

Although the educational attain­
ment of our Hispanic youth is improv­
ing in many respects, the proportion 
of non-Hispanics completing high 
school-78 percent-and college-21 
percent-remains continually higher 
than that of Hispanics. Nationally, for 
every 1,000 Hispanic children entering 
elementary school, only about 70 will 
graduate from college. 

In my home State of New Mexico, 
this problem is especially evident. New 
Mexico, richly enhanced with 543,000 

Hispanic residents, boasts the largest 
percentage Hispanic population in the 
Nation, and in terms of actual num­
bers, ranks eighth nationally. Of these 
residents, who have been so vital to 
our cultural heritage and who contin­
ue to be the key to our economic vital­
ity, a high percentage-more than 50 
percent of all adults-have completed 
4 years of high school. 

But according to New Mexico Com­
mission on Higher Education statistics 
for the 1988 school year, Hispanic indi­
viduals comprised only 22 percent of 
the nearly 13,000 students enrolled in 
the State's 2-year institutions. They 
made up only 26 percent of the nearly 
39,000 students enrolled in our 4-year 
institutions. And they comprised only 
15 percent of the 7,860 graduate stu­
dents statewide. Perhaps equally trou­
bling, however, is the fact that if cur­
rent trends continue, only a very small 
percentage of those Hispanic students 
currently enrolled in our colleges and 
universities will complete their degrees 
in a typical4-year timeframe. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today addresses all of these concerns 
by helping key colleges and universi­
ties strengthen important student-sup­
port efforts. These efforts include fi­
nancial assistance programs, minority 
recruitment plans, counseling and tu­
torial services, and dropout prevention 
programs. Through this support, we 
can foster a truly effective pipeline for 
Hispanic higher education. 

To keep that pipeline flowing, this 
legislation stipulates that participat­
ing 2-year institutions must reserve at 
least 25 percent of their funding to 
assist graduates in matriculating into 
4-year schools, while 4-year schools 
must reserve an equal amount for re­
cruiting graduates from 2-year schools. 
These measures, coupled with the 
bill's structured academic and student­
life support systems, will go far in en­
hancing higher educational opportuni­
ties for this important segment of our 
population. 

We estimate that nearly 100 institu­
tions, located in 10 States and Puerto 
Rico, would be eligible to participate 
in the program our bill would develop. 
In New Mexico, institutions such as 
the University of New Mexico, New 
Mexico State University, New Mexico 
Highlands University, Western New 
Mexico University, and their satellite 
schools, would be eligible. Without 
question, the asssitance this legislation 
contemplates would improve the abili­
ty of these important schools to 
expand Hispanic educational attain­
ment. 

Mr. President, I will close by noting 
that there exists a widening gap in 
educational attainment of members of 
minority groups and the majority pop­
ulation. If we allow these disparities to 
continue, our country inevitably will 
suffer a compromised quality of life 
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and a lower standard of living. Our 
ability to compete in world markets 
would suffer and our domestic econo­
my would falter. In brief, we will find 
ourselves unable to fulfill the promise 
of equality for all Americans, and we 
will threaten our future as a strong, 
competitive force. I sincerely believe 
that now is the time for our Nation to 
renew its commitment to the advance­
ment of all minority educational op­
portunities. I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE BILL 
Two and 4-year institutions with 25 

percent or higher Hispanic enrollment 
would be eligible for financial assist­
ance for recruiting, tutoring, counsel­
ing, support service, and dropout pre­
vention programs. 

Grants would be awarded by the De­
partment of Education on a competi­
tive basis. 

Two-year institutions must retain 25 
percent of their funds to assist gradu­
ates in continuing their studies at a 4-
year institutions. 

Four-year institutions must retain 25 
percent of their funds to assist grad­
uates in continuing graduate studies. 

One hundred campuses in 10 States 
would be eligible.e 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and 
Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 1670. An bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to clarify 
that medically necessary procedures 
related to atrophic and weakened jaws 
are covered under such title, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

MEDICALLY NECESSARY JAW RECONSTRUCTION 
UNDER MEDICARE 

e Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today, along with 
my colleague from Michigan, Senator 
RIEGLE, legislation to provide Medicare 
reimbursement for medically neces­
sary surgical jaw procedures. This leg­
islation is necessary to guarantee pa­
tients access to care for acute jaw pain 
and dysfunction which poses a severe 
medical hazard. 

Imagine if the simplest of processes, 
that of chewing food, was impossible 
due to pain and weakness in the jaw 
itself. The only alternative to total 
starvation would be a diet of liquids 
and purees of limited nutritional value 
that would only postpone eventual 
hospitalization. Imagine further that a 
surgical procedure existed that would 
effectively eliminate your medical 
problem, but that this life-saving 
treatment is beyond your reach. 

Although it is logical that Medicare 
would cover the oral and maxillofacial 
surgery that holds out the prospects 
of reversing the vicious cycle of decay 
of some senior citizens, reimbursement 
for this procedure has been sporadical­
ly denied. On occasion, the Health 
Care Financing Administration 
[HCFAl has denied benefits for such 

treatment due to an ambiquity in the 
Dental Exclusionary Act. While HCFA 
has begun to view oral and maxillofa­
cial surgery as dental in nature, the 
procedure in fact remains a surgical 
jaw reconstruction. 

In fact, a HCFA Physicians Panel in 
1986 agreed that the procedures 
"appear to be a medical rather than a 
dental procedure, the Panel believes, 
and the primary reason for doing it is 
to relieve pain • • •" Despite this find­
ing by their own panel, HCFA contin­
ues to deny claims for these proce­
dures. 

Mr. President, to ensure that these 
procedures are not used for dental or 
cosmetic purposes-which they rarely 
would be due to the radical nature of 
the procedure-the legislation we are 
introducing contains criteria which 
ensure that the underlying medical 
condition demands surgical attention 
as a matter of medical necessity. 

I thank my colleague, Senator 
RIEGLE, for joining me in sponsoring 
this humane legislation and I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1670 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION l. COVERAGE OF MEDICALLY NECESSARY 

PROCEDURES RELATED TO ATROPHIC 
AND WEAKENED JAWS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Section 1862(a) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395y(a)) is 
amended-

<1> in paragraph 02), by striking "where" 
and inserting "subject to the last sentence 
of this subsection, where": and 

<2> by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: 
"Paragraph <12) shall not be construed to 
exclude payment under this title for those 
surgical and prosthodontic procedures fol­
lowing oral cancer, nor shall it be construed 
to exclude payment for jaw reconstruction 
performed with respect to an individual suf­
fering from generalized atrophy <as evi­
denced by loss of maxillary or mandibular 
basal bone> or nerve dehiscence, or localized 
weakness of the jaw muscles or bone caused 
by tumor, trauma, infection, systemic dis­
ease, or congenital abnormality (as support­
ed by specific x-ray or laboratory evidence 
or by a clinical examination)." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsection <a> shall become effec­
tive on the date of enactment of this Act.e 
• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague from 
Michigan, Senator LEVIN, in sponsor­
ing this bill S. 1670 to clarify that 
Medicare covers jaw reconstruction 
surgery in cases where it is medically 
necessary. 

For seniors who need this surgery, it 
can reverse a vicious process of physi­
cal deterioration. Without surgery, the 
jawbone becomes almost entirely atro­
phied and subject to breaking on mini­
mal force. The chewing of food be­
comes impossible due to pain and 

weakness in the jaw, ultimately lead­
ing to malnutrition and starvation. 
Typically, the raw nerve becomes ex­
posed causing excruciating pain. Surgi­
cal reconstruction of the jaw can 
eliminate these problems, but without 
Medicare, this life-saving treatment is 
beyond the reach of many seniors. 

The Health Care Financing Adminis­
tration [HCF Al has been denying 
many claims for this surgery under a 
statutory provision which excludes 
services in connection with care or 
treatment of teeth or structures di­
rectly supporting teeth. Experts in the 
field dispute that jaw reconstruction is 
dental in nature. They point out that 
the teeth, and their entire supporting 
structure, have already been eroded 
before the underlying jaw bone be­
comes atrophied. 

HCF A assigned an expert panel of 
physicians to study the question in 
1986. The panel concluded: "It appears 
to be a medical rather than dental pro­
cedure • • •, and the primary reason 
for doing it is to relieve pain." Still, 
HCF A contends the procedure is 
dental in nature. 

This legislation does not question 
the validity of the dental exclusion. It 
merely restates the intent of the Con­
gress that jaw reconstruction surgery 
is not subject to that exclusion. The 
bill narrowly distinguishes that Medi­
care will only cover those procedures 
which are medically necessary due to 
significant loss of bone. 

Mr. President, the HCFA is still de­
nying claims for this medically neces­
sary surgery. It is imperative that this 
bill be enacted as soon as possible. I 
will work with my colleague from 
Michigan to seek prompt passage of 
the bill.e 

By Mr. COATS (for himself, Mr. 
COCHRAN, and Mr. THURMOND) 
(by request): 

S. 1671. A bill to amend title X of 
the Public Health Service Act to au­
thorize a program of grants to States 
for family planning programs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

FAMILY PLANNING AMENDMENTS ACT 
e Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to introduce legislation 
on behalf of the administration, 
myself, and Senators CocHRAN and 
THURMOND, making significant reforms 
in our Nation's Federal Family Plan­
ning Program. This legislation goes a 
long way in addressing some of the 
more troubling aspects of the title X, 
Family Planning Program. And it does 
so without creating an additional Fed­
eral bureaucracy. 

The bill I am introducing would 
recast the current family planning 
project under title X of the Public 
Health Service Act into an authority 
for grants for State family planning 
programs and authorize appropria-
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tions for the State program for fiscal 
year 1990 and each of the following 2 
fiscal years. States would be given the 
flexibility to shape their programs to 
best meet the needs of their residents. 
Within this framework, certain Feder­
al requirements would be retained 
from current law, including the prohi­
bition on funding programs where 
abortion is a method of family plan­
ning, the priority for serving low­
income families, and the requirement 
that acceptance of services be volun­
tary. 

Currently approximately 4 million 
low-income women age 15 to 44 receive 
family planning services at 4,000 clinic 
sites nationwide funded through 88 
title X grantees. This bill builds upon 
the significant role States currently 
play in the administration and deliv­
ery of family planning services. 

The proposed program of State ad­
ministered grants would have many 
advantages over the present grant pro­
gram. It would result in improved allo­
cation of resources, improved services 
delivery and greater administrative 
flexibility. By providing States and 
territories with resources and appro­
priate control of those resources to de­
liver voluntary family planning serv­
ices effectively, it would promote effi­
ciency, responsiveness, and flexibility. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1671 
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 "Family 
Planning Amendments Act of 1989". 
SEC. 2. STATE FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAMS. 

Title X of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300 et seq.) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"TITLE X-STATE FAMILY PLANNING 
PROGRAMS 

"SEC. 1001. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
"For the purpose of assisting States to 

carry out programs under which acceptable 
and effective family planning methods and 
services <including natural family planning 
methods, infertility services, services for 
adolescents, and adoption services) may be 
provided, and in connection with which 
family participation is encouraged, there 
are authorized to be appropriated 
$138,364,000 for fiscal year 1990 and such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the 
fiscal years 1991 and 1992. 
"SEC. 1002. ALLOTMENTS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-From the amounts ap­
propriated under section 1001 for any fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall allot to each State 
an amount that bears the same ratio to such 
amounts appropriated as the amounts pro­
vided under this title <as such title existed 
before the date of enactment of the Family 
Planning Amendments Act of 1989) for 
fiscal year 1989 by the Secretary to the 
State and to entities in the State for family 
planning services bears to the amount pro­
vided for fiscal year 1989 to all States and to 

entities in all States for such services under 
such title. 

"(b) REALLOTMENTS.-To the extent that 
all funds appropriated under section 1001 
for a fiscal year are not otherwise allotted 
to States because-

"<1) one or more States have not submit­
ted an application or description of activi­
ties in accordance with section 1007 for such 
fiscal year; 

"(2) one or more States have notified the 
Secretary that they do not intend to use the 
full amount of their allotment; or 

"(3) some State allotments are offset or 
repaid under section 1008<b><2>; 
such excess amount shall be reallotted 
among each of the remaining States in pro­
portion to the amount otherwise allotted to 
such States for such fiscal year without 
regard to this subsection. 

"(C) RESERVATIONS FOR INDIANS.­
"(1) IN GENERAL.-If the Secretary-
"<A> receives a request from the governing 

body of an Indian tribe or tribal organiza­
tion within any State that funds under this 
title be provided directly by the Secretary to 
the tribe or organization; and 

"(B) determines that the members of the 
tribe or organization would be better served 
by means of grants made directly by the 
Secretary under this title; 
the Secretary shall reserve from amounts 
that would otherwise be allotted to the 
State under subsection <a> for such fiscal 
year the amount determined under para­
graph (2). 

"(2) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.-The Sec­
retary shall reserve for the purpose of para­
graph ( 1) from amounts that would other­
wise be allotted to the State under subsec­
tion (a) an amount equal to the amount 
that bears the same ratio to the allotment 
of the State for the fiscal year involved as 
the total amount provided for fiscal year 
1989 by the Secretary to such tribe or tribal 
organization to carry out this title bears to 
the total amount provided for such fiscal 
year by the Secretary to the State and enti­
ties <including Indian tribes and tribal orga­
nizations> in the State to carry out this title. 

"(3) DISTRIBUTION.-The amount reserved 
by the Secretary on the basis of a determi­
nation under this subsection shall be made 
available to the Indian tribe or tribal orga­
nization serving the individuals for whom 
such a determination has been made. 

"(4) PLAN.-An Indian tribe or tribal orga­
nization shall be eligible for a grant for a 
fiscal year under this subsection, if it sub­
mits to the Secretary a plan for such fiscal 
year that meets such criteria as the Secre­
tary shall prescribe. 

"(5) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section, 
the terms 'Indian tribe' and 'tribal organiza­
tion' have the same meaning -given those 
terms in section 4<b> and section 4<c> of the 
Indian Self-Determination and Education 
Assistance Act. 
"SEC. 1003. PAYMENT UNDER ALLOTMENTS TO 

STATES. 
"<a> IN GENERAL.-For each fiscal year, the 

Secretary shall make payments, as provided 
by section 6503 of title 31, United States 
Code, to each State from its allotment 
under section 1002 <other than any amount 
reserved under section 1002(c)) from 
amounts appropriated for that fiscal year. 

"(b) AVAILABILITY.-Any amount paid to a 
State for a fiscal year and remaining unobli­
gated at the end of that fiscal year shall 
remain available for the next fiscal year to 
the State for the purposes for which it was 
paid. 

"SEC. 1004. USE OF ALLOTMENTS. 
"(a) PERMISSIBLE UsES.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-A State may, consistent 

with the provisions of this title, use 
amounts paid to it under section 1003 as the 
State may find appropriate for-

"(A) acceptable and effective voluntary 
family planning methods or services; 

"(B) training of family planning person­
nel; 

"(C) developing and making available 
family planning and population growth in­
formation (including educational materials) 
for all individuals desiring such information 
(or materials); and 

"(D) conducting or supporting research to 
improve the delivery of family planning 
services. 
Amounts provided for the activities referred 
to in this paragraph may also be used for re­
lated planning, administrative, and educa­
tional activities. 

"(2) PRIORITY.-Priority shall be given, in 
any program in which funds provided under 
this title are used, to the furnishing of 
family planning services to individuals from 
low-income families <as defined by the 
State> to insure that economic status will 
not be a deterrent to participation in such 
program. 

"(b) LIMITATIONS.-A State shall not use 
amounts paid to it under section 1003 to-

"( 1 > provide inpatient services; 
"(2) purchase or improve land, purchase, 

construct, or permanently improve (other 
than minor remodeling) any building or 
other facility, or purchase major medical 
equipment; or 

"(3) satisfy any requirement for the ex­
penditure of non-Federal funds as a condi­
tion for the receipt of Federal funds. 

"(C) ADMINISTRATION.-Of the amounts 
paid to any State under section 1003 for any 
fiscal year, not to exceed 10 percent of such 
amounts shall be used for administering the 
funds made available under that section. 
The State will pay from non-Federal sources 
any remaining costs of administering those 
funds. 
"SEC. 1005. PROHIBITION ON ABORTION. 

"None of the funds appropriated under 
this title shall be used in programs where 
abortion is a method of family planning. 
"SEC.l006. VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION. 

"In any program in which funds provided 
under this title are used, the acceptance by 
any individual of family planning services or 
family planning or population growth infor­
mation shall be ·voluntary and shall not be a 
prerequisite to eligibility for or receipt of 
any other services or assistance from, or 
participation in, any other program of the 
entity or individual that provided such serv­
ice or information. 
"SEC. 1007. APPLICATION AND DESCRIPTION OF AC­

TIVITIES. 
"(a) APPLICATION.-TO be eligible to re­

ceive an allotment for a fiscal year under 
section 1002 a State shall submit an applica­
tion to the Secretary by such date as the 
Secretary shall require. 

"(b) PuBLIC CoMMENT.-After the expira­
tion of the first fiscal year for which a State 
receives an allotment under section 1002, no 
funds shall be allotted under such section to 
the State for any fiscal year unless the 
State affords an opportunity for public com­
ment on the proposed use and distribution 
of funds to be provided under section 1003 
for such fiscal year. 

"(C) CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.-As part Of 
the annual application required under sub­
section (a), the State shall certify that it-
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"( 1> agrees to use the funds allotted to it 

under section 1002 in accordance with the 
requirements of this title; 

"(2) agrees to establish, after providing 
reasonable notice and opportunity for the 
submission of comments, reasonable criteria 
to evaluate the effective performance of en­
tities that receive funds from the allotment 
of the State under this title; 

"(3) agrees to permit and cooperate with 
Federal investigations undertaken in accord­
ance with section 1008; 

"(4) has in effect a system to protect from 
inappropriate disclosure of client records 
maintained by the State in connection with 
a program receiving assistance under this 
title or by an entity that is receiving pay­
ments from the allotment to the State 
under this title; and 

"(5) has the administrative capability to 
carry out section 1004, to determine the 
need for family planning services, and to 
evaluate the performance of entities that 
receive assistance from the allotment of the 
State under this title. 
The Secretary shall not prescribe for a 
State the manner of compliance with the re­
quirements of this subsection. 

"(d) DESCRIPTION OF USE.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-The State shall, as part 

of the application submitted under subsec­
tion <a>. prepare and furnish to the Secre­
tary a description of the intended use of the 
payments that the State will receive under 
section 1003 for such fiscal year, including a 
statement of goals and objectives, informa­
tion on the types of programs to be support­
ed, geographic areas to be served, and the 
categories or characteristics of individuals 
to be served and the criteria and method to 
be used for the distribution of the pay­
ments. 

"(2) PuBLICATION.-The description re­
quired by paragraph <1> shall be made 
public within the States in such manner as 
to facilitate comment from any person (in­
cluding any Federal or other public agency) 
during the development of the description 
and after its transmittal. The description 
shall be revised throughout the year as may 
be necessary to reflect substantial changes 
in the programs assisted under this title, 
and any revision shall be subject to the re­
quirements of this paragraph. 

"<e> REQUIREMENTS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this title, the Secretary 
shall prescribe such requirements as the 
Secretary determines necessary to assure 
that payments made to a State under this 
title are not used in violation of the prohibi­
tion contained in section 1005. The State, as 
part the application required under subsec­
tion (a), shall certify that it will comply 
with all requirements imposed by the Secre­
tary pursuant to this title to carry out sec­
tion 1005, and shall describe the procedures 
it will follow, as required by the Secretary, 
to assure such compliance on a continuing 
basis. 

"(2) OTHER INFORMATION.-In addition to 
the provisions of subsection <c>, the State 
shall also certify, as part of the application 
required by subsection <a>. that it will fur­
nish, in its annual report to the Secretary or 
in such other form or at such other times as 
the Secretary may require, all information 
that the Secretary determines necessary to 
ascertain whether funds were spent in ac­
cordance with section 1005, or to conduct an 
investigation, or respond to a complaint, 
under section 1009(a)(2) or <3>, respectively, 
concerning compliance by the State with 
section 1005. 

"SEC. 1008. REPORTS. 
"(a) REQUIREMENT.-Each State shall pre­

pare and submit to the Secretary annual re­
ports concerning its activities under this 
title. Subject to section 1007<e>. report pre­
pared under this section shall be in such 
form and contain such information as the 
State determines to be necessary-

"( 1 > to determining whether funds were 
expended in accordance with the provisions 
of this title; 

"(2) to secure a description of the activi­
ties under this title; 

"<3> to secure a record of-
"<A> the purposes for which funds were 

spend under this title; 
"<B> the recipients of such funds; and 
"<C> the progress made toward achieving 

the purposes for which such funds were pro­
vided; and 

"<4> to determine how the State has met 
the goals and objectives previously stated. 
Copies of reports submitted under this sec­
tion shall be provided, on request, to any in­
terested person <including any public 
agency). 

"(b) ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS.-
"(1) AccouNTING PROCEDUREs.-Each State 

shall establish fiscal control and fund ac­
counting procedures as may be necessary to 
assure the proper disbursal of and account­
ing for Federal funds paid to the State 
under section 1003. 

"(2) REPAYMENTS.-A State shall, after 
being provided by the Secretary with ade­
quate notice and opportunity for a hearing 
within the State, repay to the United States 
amounts found not to have been expended 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
title or the certification provided under sec­
tion 1007. If such amounts are not repaid, 
the Secretary shall, after providing the 
State with adequate notice and opportunity 
for hearing, offset the amounts against the 
amount of any allotment to which the State 
is or may become entitled to under section 
1002. 

"(3) RESPONSE BY SECRETARY.-The Secre­
tary shall respond in an expeditious manner 
to complaints, of a substantial or serious 
nature, that a State has failed to use funds 
in accordance with the requirements of this 
title or the certification required under sec­
tion 1007. 

"(4) LIMITATION.-The Secretary shall not 
withhold funds under paragraph <1 > from a 
State for a minor failure to comply with the 
requirements of this title or the certifica­
tion provided under section 1007. 

"(b) RECORDS.-Each State, and each 
entity that has received assistance under an 
allotment made to a State under this title, 
shall make appropriate books, documents, 
papers, and records available to the Secre­
tary or the Comptroller General of the 
United States for examination, copying, or 
mechanical reproduction on or off the 
premises of the appropriate entity upon a 
reasonable request therefor. 

"(C) UNREASONABLE REQUESTS FOR INFORMA­
TION.-

"( 1) IN GENERAL.-In conducting any inves­
tigation in a State, the Secretary shall not 
request any information not readily avail­
able to the State or to any entity that has 
received funds from an allotment made to 
the State under this title or make an unrea­
sonable request for information to be com­
piled, collected, or transmitted in any form 
not readily available. 

"(2) EXCEPTION.-Paragraph <1> shall not 
apply to the collection, compilation, or 
transmittal of data in the course of a judi­
cial proceeding or an investigation to deter­
mine compliance with section 1005. 

"SEC. 1010. NONDISCRIMINATION. 

"(a) PROHIBITION.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-For the purpose of ap­

plying the prohibitions against discrimina­
tion on the basis of age under the Age Dis­
crimination Act of 1975, on the basis of 
handicap under section 504 of the Rehabili­
tation Act of 1973, on the basis of sex under 
title IX of the Education Amendments of 
1972, or on the basis of race, color, or na­
tional origin under title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, programs and activities 
that receive Federal financial assistance 
under this title shall be considered to be 
programs and activities receiving Federal fi­
nancial assistance. 

"(2) ON THE BASIS OF GENDER.-NO individ­
ual shall on the basis of gender be excluded 
from participation in, be denied the benefits 
of, or be subjected to discrimination under, 
any program or activity receiving Federal fi­
nancial assistance under this title. This 
paragraph shall not be construed to prohib­
it any conduct or activities permitted under 
paragraphs <1> through (9) of section 901(a) 
of the Education Amendments of 1972. 

"(b) ENFORCEMENT.-When the Secretary 
determines that a State, or an entity with 
respect to a program or activity that has re­
ceived a payment from an allotment to a 
State under section 1002, has failed to 
comply with a provision of law referred to 
in subsection <a><l>. with subsection <a><2>. 
or with an applicable regulations (including 
one prescribed to carry out subsection 
<a><2». the Secretary shall notify the chief 
executive officer of the State and shall re­
quest him to secure compliance. If within a 
reasonable period of time, not to exceed 60 
days, the chief executive officer fails or re­
fuses to secure such compliance, the Secre­
tary may-

"( 1) refer the matter to the Attorney Gen­
eral with a recommendation that an appro­
priate civil action be instituted; 

"(2) exercise the powers and functions 
provided by the Age Discrimination Act of 
1975, section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973, or title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, as the case may be; or 

"(3) take such other action as may be pro­
vided by law. 

"(C) CIVIL ACTION.-When a matter is re­
ferred to the Attorney General pursuant to 
subsection (b)<l), or whenever the Attorney 
General has reason to believe that a State 
or an entity is engaged in a pattern or prac­
tice in violation of a provision of law re­
ferred to in subsection (a)(l) or in violation 
of subsection <a><2>. the Attorney General 
may bring a civil action in any appropriate 
district court of the United States for such 
relief as may be appropriate, including in­
junctive relief. 
"SEC. 1011. CRIMINAL PENALTY FOR FALSE STATE­

MENTS. 

"Whoever-
"(1> knowingly and willfully makes or 

causes to be made any false statement or 
representation of a material fact in connec­
tion with the furnishing of items or services 
for which payment may be made by a State 
from the funds allotted to the State under 
this title, or 

"(2) having knowledge of the occurrence 
of any event affecting the initial or contin­
ued right of a person to any such payment 
conceals or fails to disclose such event with 
an intent fraudulently to secure such pay­
ment either in a greater amount than is due 
or when no such payment is authorized; 
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shall be fined not more than $25,000 or im­
prisoned for not more than 5 years, or 
both.". 
SEC. 3. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

Section 2([) of the Public Health Service 
Act is amended by striking out "1002(c),". 
SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE AND TRANSITIONAL PRO­

VISIONS. 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 

made by sections 2 and 3 shall become effec­
tive on the date of enactment of this Act, or 
October 1, 1989, whichever occurs later. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.-
(!> IN GENERAL.-!! any State <as defined in 

section 2([) of the Public Health Service Act 
<42 U.S.C. 201<f))) has not, prior to 30 days 
before the beginning of any calendar quar­
ter in fiscal year 1990, submitted an applica­
tion under section 1007 of the Public Health 
Service Act <as amended by section 2> for an 
allotment for such fiscal year under such 
section, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services may during that quarter, notwith­
standing such section 1002(b), provide all or 
part of the funds allotted to such State to 
the State or to entities in the State in ac­
cordance with title X of the Public Health 
Service Act as in effect prior to the effective 
date of section 2. 

<2> REDUCTION.-!! the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services provides 
amounts to a State or to entities in a State 
under paragraph < 1 > and the · State subse­
quently files an application under section 
1007 of the Public Health Service Act <as 
amended by section 2> for an allotment for 
fiscal year 1990 under section 1002(a) of 
such Act <as amended by Section 1), the al­
lotment shall be reduced by the amounts 
the Secretary has provided under paragraph 
<l>.e 

By Mr. BOND: 
S. 1674. A bill to amend title XVI of 

the Social Security Act to allow a re­
cipient of supplemental Social Securi­
ty income benefits to receive contribu­
tions through a trust established by a 
State for the benefit of such individ­
ual without affecting the eligibility of 
such individual for such benefits; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

TRUST FUND LEGISLATION 
e Mr. BOND. Mr. President, families 
of disabled persons have long been 
concerned about who will care for 
their loved ones when they are no 
longer able to do so. Today I am intro­
ducing legislation which will assure 
that disabled loved ones continue to 
receive care long after their families 
are gone. 

State and Federal governments pro­
vide basic services such as food, shel­
ter, and medical care for the develop­
mentally disabled, but it falls to the 
family to provide supplemental serv­
ices, such as additional therapies or 
vocational education, dental care, eye 
glasses, and recreational activities. 
Several States, including Missouri, Illi­
nois, Florida, Virginia, and Maine have 
established by law or are planning to 
establish family trust funds in the 
hope that these supplemental services 
will continue to be provided after the 
parent or guardian dies. The intent of 
these creative State laws is to enable 
families to continue to provide assist-

ance to their developmentally disabled 
family members through their estates. 

Under current law, a disabled indi­
vidual can lose SSI and health insur­
ance benefits if he or she receives an 
inheritance from his or her parents. 
The disabled person must spend down 
the inheritance before regaining eligi­
bility for public assistance he or she 
depends upon for basic services such 
as food, shelter, and medical care. 

A direct financial commitment or 
contribution to a disabled loved one 
would jeopardize the public assistance 
he or she depends upon for basic serv­
ices such as food, shelter, and medical 
care. Similarly, there is now confusion 
as to whether current Federal law 
would permit the Federal Government 
to count contributions to a family 
trust fund as income for the purposes 
of determining eligibility for Social Se­
curity disability income or Medicaid. 
This legislation will clear up that con­
fusion. 

The legislation I am introducing 
simply provides that trust fund 
moneys provided on behalf of an indi­
vidual pursuant to State law will be 
excluded from consideration as income 
for the purposes of determining eligi­
bility for SSI or Medicaid. 

Mr. President, this legislation is not 
an expansion of SSI or Medicaid bene­
fits. I expect that the fiscal impact 
will be zero. It is simply an assurance 
by the Congress that the Federal Gov­
ernment will not, somewhere down the 
road, jeopardize the essential benefits 
provided by the Social Security dis­
ability system by penalizing private 
contributions. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

s. 1674 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXCLUSION FROM CERTAIN INCOME 

TESTS OF CONTRIBUTIONS THROUGH 
TRUST FUNDS ESTABLISHED UNDER 
STATE LAW FOR THE BENEFIT OF AN 
SSI RECIPIENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Title XVI of the Social 
Security Act is amended by inserting after 
section 1613 the following new section: 

"TRUST FUNDS EXCLUDED FROM INCOME AND 
RESOURCES 

"SEc. 613A. <a> Notwithstanding any other 
provision under this title, all amounts con­
tributed on behalf of an individual described 
under section 1602, to a trust fund estab­
lished under any State law to supplement 
the care, support, and treatment of such in­
dividual shall be excluded from any deter­
mination of income or resource of such indi­
vidual under sections 1612 and 1613. 

"(b) As a condition of the eligibility of a 
State for Federal payments under section 
1903, the State plan for medical assistance 
shall, notwithstanding section 1903([), pro­
vide that, in determining the eligibility of 
an individual for medical assistance under 
the plan, there shall be excluded from the 

income of the individual the value of any 
contribution to, or amount received by the 
individual from, a trust fund described in 
subsection <a>. to the extent excludible from 
the income of the individual under such 
subsection.''. 

(b) REGULATIONS.-
( 1) PROPOSED REGULATIONS.-On or before 

February 1, 1990, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall issue proposed 
regulations to carry out the amendments 
made by this section. 

(2) FINAL REGULATIONS.-On or before 
March 1989, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall issue final regulations 
to carry out the amendment made by this 
section. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to pay­
ments under titles XVI and XIX of the 
Social Security Act for calendar months be­
ginning after December 31, 1989, without 
regard to whether regulations to carry out 
such amendments are promulgated by such 
date.e 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. PELL, Mr. DODD, Mr. Do­
MENICI, Mr. SIMON, Mr. ADAMS, 
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. METZ­
ENBAUM, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. BUR­
DICK, Mr. KERRY, Mr. ROCKE­
FELLER, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. GORE, 
and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 1675. A bill to provide financial as­
sistance for teacher recruitment and 
training, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources.· 

EXCELLENCE IN TEACHING ACT 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last 

week, a number of us joined together 
to propose a series of education goals 
for the Nation. Senator PELL and I are 
here today to propose ways to imple­
ment one of those goals-to reduce 
teacher shortages, increase the 
number of qualified teachers, and en­
hance the status of the teaching pro­
fession in America. 

Teaching today is a profession in 
crisis. 

Teachers are faced with one of the 
most important, most difficult, and 
most thankless jobs in the Nation. 
They are the frontline in the battle 
where America's future may well be 
determined-in the education of the 
next generation of Americans. 

Often today, in addition to their re­
sponsibilities as educators, teachers 
must also respond to the outside world 
that students bring into the class­
room-crime in their neighborhoods, 
drugs in their hallways, the abuse and 
neglect in their homes. 

In spite of these responsibilities, 
teachers endure unacceptably low sal­
aries and low status, and the results 
are hardly surprising. It is becoming 
harder to recruit teachers, and harder 
to retain them. 

There are 2.3 million public school­
teachers for grades kindergarten to 12 
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in the United States today. The De­
partment of Education estimates that 
over the next decade, we must hire 1.6 
million new teachers, or an average of 
160,000 teachers a year. Yet our pri­
mary source of new teachers, college 
students majoring in education, has 
fallen 55 percent since 1972. Today, we 
are graduating only about half the 
teachers we will need to fill the gap in 
the years to come. 

Retaining those who do enter teach­
ing is also a problem-20 percent of 
new teachers quit during their first 
year of teaching. More than half leave 
before the sixth year. 

Clearly we need to increase the at­
tractiveness of the profession to young 
people, as well as look to other sources 
for potential teachers. 

Historical and social factors are part 
of the acute shortage. In fact, teach­
ing has historically been a woman's 
profession, which accounts in large 
part for low status and low pay. Now, 
as barriers of sex discrimination con­
tinue to fall, countless able women 
who might have gone into teaching a 
generation ago have the opportunity 
to choose other attractive careers. 

States and localities have begun to 
accept the urgent task of raising 
teachers' salaries, but budgets are lim­
ited and competition among careers 
continues to be strong. Other profes­
sions spend millions of dollars on re­
cruitment. The Armed Forces, for ex­
ample, are spending $600 million for 
advertising and recruiting this year 
alone. We need to rely on these up-to­
date techniques to enhance recruit­
ment for teaching. 

The Federal Government has a lead­
ership role to play in this area which 
has been neglected too long. We have 
begun to take steps to address the 
teacher shortage through increased 
use of technology in the classroom. A 
new initiative called Star Schools is 
bringing the best teachers in math, 
science, and foreign languages to stu­
dents in remote areas through the use 
of satellite communications and other 
advanced technology. These are im­
portant advances which we must con­
tinue to support. But they will only be 
successful if good teachers are avail­
able. 

There is more we can and must do to 
attract people into the teaching pro­
fession. We can provide incentives for 
individuals to enter the profession. We 
can provide greater skills to help 
teachers meet the challenges that 
await them in the classroom. We can 
encourage them to continue their own 
education. We can provide greater rec­
ognition to those at the top of their 
profession. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today is a comprehensive effort to ad­
dress each of these challenges. 

We place special emphasis on re­
cruitment of minority teachers. In 
large cities across the country, 70 per-
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cent of the students are minorities, 
compared to only 30 percent of teach­
ers. 

We also emphasize the need to re­
cruit qualified teachers in math and 
science. In 1986, nearly a third of high 
school students were enrolled in a 
course in these subjects taught by a 
teacher not qualified to do so. 

Finally, we emphasize those who will 
teach in the inner cities, where short­
ages are most acute, and those who 
will teach in special categories of 
need-such as students with limited 
proficiency in English, the disabled, 
and preschool children. 

The centerpiece of the legislation is 
the revival of the Teacher Corps-an 
idea that worked well from its creation 
in the 1960's until it was abruptly and 
unwisely terminated at the beginning 
of the Reagan years. Nearly a decade 
has passed, and it is time to rectify 
that mistake. In return for college 
scholarship aid of up to $8,000 a year, 
young men and women in the corps 
will agree to teach 4 years in inner 
cities or in the fields of math or sci­
ence, or teach for 5 years in other 
areas with a shortage of teachers. 

Able young men and women deserve 
help in completing their college educa­
tion-and America needs their help in 
meeting the crisis in our schools. 

The Teacher Corps holds great 
promise for each of these challenges. 
It complements other proposals we 
have made to encourage national and 
community service that have broad bi­
partisan support and that are awaiting 
action by the Senate. We hope that in 
the years to come, the Teacher Corps 
will come to enjoy as much prestige 
and accomplishment in America as the 
Peace Corps enjoys overseas. 

For all of these programs, we au­
thorized $300 million in the first year. 
In future years, as the programs prove 
their potential, we expect that larger 
sums will be made available. 

The measure we are proposing is 
only a beginning. We stand ready to 
work with the administration and with 
leaders at every level across the coun­
try to deal with the challenge. We 
have set an ambitious national goal to 
enhance the quality of teaching in 
America-and it is time to start meet­
ing it. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
REcORD, along with the attached let­
ters of support. 

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

s. 1675 
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 "Excellence 
in Teaching Act". 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
Sec. 1. Short title. 

Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. Statement of purpose. 
Sec. 4. Definitions. 
Sec. 5. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 6. Cost sharing. 
Sec. 7. Evaluation. 
Sec. 8. Coordination. 
Sec. 9. Annual report. 

TITLE I-TEACHER CORPS 
Sec. 101. Short title. 
Sec. 102. Findings. 

PART A-TEACHER CORPS 
Sec. 110. Teacher corps programs author-

ized. 
Sec. 111. Secretary's use of funds. 
Sec. 112. State use of funds. 
Sec. 113. Local use of funds. 
Sec. 114. Teacher corps. 
Sec. 115. State application. 
Sec. 116. Local application. 
Sec. 117. Teacher corps scholarship pro­

gram. 
Sec. 118. Scholarship conditions. 
Sec. 119. Publication and recruitment. 

PART B-SENIOR TEAcHER CoRPS 
Sec. 120. Senior teacher corps programs au-

thorized. 
Sec. 121. Secretary's use of funds. 
Sec. 122. State use of funds. 
Sec. 123. Senior teacher corps eligibility. 
Sec. 124. State application. 
Sec. 125. Scholarship program. 
Sec. 126. Scholarship conditions. 
Sec. 127. Publication and recruitment. 

TITLE II-PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT ACADEMIES 

Sec. 201. Short title. 
Sec. 202. Findings. 
Sec. 203. Professional development acade-

my. 
Sec. 204. Allotment. 
Sec. 205. Use of allotted funds. 
Sec. 206. State application. 
Sec. 207. Local use of funds. 
Sec. 208. Local application. 
Sec. 209. Payments; Federal share; non­

Federal share. 
TITLE III-MINORITY TEACHER 

RECRUITMENT 
Sec. 301. Short title. 
Sec. 302. Findings. 
Sec. 303. Program authorized. 
Sec. 304. Use of funds. 
Sec. 305. Teaching programs at historically 

black colleges and universities. 
Sec. 306. Summer institutes for future 

teachers. 
Sec. 307. Teaching in magnet schools. 
Sec. 308. Study of barriers to minority 

entry into the teaching profes­
sion. 

TITLE IV-BILINGUAL TEACHER 
ENHANCEMENT ACT 

Sec. 401. Short title. 
Sec. 402. Findings. 
Sec. 403. Program authorized. 
TITLE V-EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVEL­

OPMENT TEACHER ENHANCEMENT 
ACT 

Sec. 501. Short title. 
Sec. 502. Findings. 
Sec. 503. Program authorized. 
Sec. 504. Eligible recipient. 
Sec. 505. Use of funds. 
Sec. 506. Application. 
Sec. 507. Child development associate. 

TITLE VI-TEACHERS OF CHILDREN 
WITH HANDICAPS ENHANCEMENT 

Sec. 601. Short title. 
Sec. 602. Findings. 
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Sec. 603. Program authorized. 
Sec. 604. Use of funds. 
Sec. 605. Application required. 

TITLE VII-MATHEMATICS AND 
SCIENCE TEACHER ENHANCEMENT 

Sec. 701. Short title. 
Sec. 702. Findings. 
Sec. 703. Definitions. 
Sec. 704. Program authorized. 
Sec. 705. Use of funds. 
Sec. 706. Program requirements. 
Sec. 707. Application required. 
Sec. 708. Evaluations. 
TITLE VIII-SCHOOL BASED MANAGE-

MENT /SHARED DECISIONMAKING 
INCENTIVE 

Sec. 801. Short title. 
Sec. 802. Findings. 
Sec. 803. Program established. 

TITLE IX-TEACHER RECOGNITION 
Sec. 901. Short title. 
SEC. 3. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this Act to-
O> improve teacher recruitment by identi­

fying, S'l.\PPOrting, and recruiting prospective 
teachers from junior high school through 
graduate school with incentives and finan­
cial support aimed at attracting highly 
qualified individuals; 

(2) encourage access to the teaching pro­
fession for people currently in other profes­
sions, with intense training in a supported 
environment, and measures of full licensure 
readiness equal to traditional preparation 
requirements; 

(3) alleviate shortages of teachers, includ­
ing minority teachers, particularly in urban 
schools with high concentrations of disad­
vantaged students, and teachers specializing 
in certain subject areas or trained to work 
with certain populations; 

(4) improve teacher training by encourag­
ing new developments in teacher prepara­
tion which provide for greater integration 
of subject matter and pedagogical training; 

<5> improve teacher retention by support­
ing new teachers' induction into the teach­
ing profession; 

(6) improve teacher skills by providing op­
portunity for in-service training in specialty 
areas, teaching and classroom management 
skills, and school based management; and 

(7) improve teacher retention by providing 
opportunities for experienced teachers to 
take leadership roles in professional devel­
opment academies, school based manage­
ment efforts, and sabbatical programs. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro­
vided, for purposes of this Act-

(1) The term "elementary school" has the 
same meaning given that term in section 
1471<8) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. 

(2) The term "handicapped child" has the 
same meaning given that term in section 602 
of the Education of the Handicapped Act. 

<3> The term "inner city school" means 
any school-

(A)(i) in a local educational agency with 
an enrollment of 30,000 or more students 
and which serves a central city of a metro­
politan statistical area or primary metropol­
itan statistical area; or 

(ii) in a local educational agency serving 
the largest city in a State; and 

<B> which qualifies under section 
465<a><2><A> of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 for loan cancellation for Perkins loan 
recipients who teach in those schools. 

(4) The term "institution of higher educa­
tion" has the same meaning given that term 

in section 120l<a> of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965. 

(5) The term "local educational agency" 
has the same meaning given that term in 
section 1471<12> of the Elementary and Sec­
ondary Education Act of 1965. 

(6) The term "preschool age" means chil­
dren below mandatory school attendance 
age, as determined by State law. 

<7> The term "school-age population" 
means ~he population of individuals aged 5 
to 17, as determined by the Bureau of the 
Census in the most recent decennial census. 

(8) The term "secondary school" has the 
same meaning given that term in section 
1471<21> of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. 

<9> The term "Secretary" means the Sec­
retary of Education. 

<10> The term "State" has the same mean­
ing given that term in section 1471<22) of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. 

<11> The term "State educational agency" 
has the same meaning given that term in 
section 1471<23) of the Elementary and Sec­
ondary Education Act of 1965. 

(b) SPECIAL RuLE.-For purposes of part A 
of title I, title III, and title IV-

<A> the term "teacher" includes a school 
psychologist, a school social worker and a 
school counselor, where appropriate; and 

<B> the term "teaching" includes the pro­
fessional services of a school psychologist, a 
school social worker, and a school counselor, 
where appropriate. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-There are authorized to 
be appropriated $215,000,000 for fiscal year 
1990, and such sums as may be necessary for 
fiscal years 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994, of 
which-: 

(1) 56.5 percent shall be available for title 
I, of which 82 percent of the amount avail­
able for title I shall be available for pur­
poses of awarding scholarships to teacher 
corps members under part A, 10 percent of 
the amount available for title I shall be 
available for the purpose of awarding schol­
arships to senior teacher corps members 
under part B of such title, and 8 percent of 
the amount available for title I shall be 
available for purposes of activities conduct­
ed by State educational agencies under such 
parts; 

(2) 20 percent shall be available for title 
II; 

<3> 12 percent shall be available for grants 
pursuant to section 303; 

(4) 8 percent shall be available for title V, 
of which not more than $2,500,000 shall be 
available to carry out the provisions of sec­
tion 507; and 

(5) 3.5 percent shall be available for title 
VI. 
SEC. 6. COST SHARING. 

The Secretary is authorized to seek cost­
sharing by State and local entities, institu­
tions of higher education, and nonprofit or­
ganizations for any program assisted under 
this Act. 
SEC. 7. EVALUATION. 

The Secretary shall conduct an evaluation 
of the teacher corps program and the senior 
teacher corps program conducted pursuant 
to parts A and B of title I. Results of such 
evaluation shall be reported to the appro­
priate committees of Congress no later than 
3 years following the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 8. COORDINATION. 

The Secretary shall designate an office 
within the Department of Education to co­
ordinate activities under this Act. 

SEC. 9. ANNUAL REPORT. 
The Secretary shall prepare and submit to 

Congress annually a report on teachers and 
the teaching profession 1 year from the 
date of enactment of this Act and each year 
thereafter. Such report shall include such 
information as the Secretary may deter­
mine, including data regarding the numbers 
of teachers in each State with-

<A> certification in various subject areas; 
and 

<B> baccalaureate and postbaccalaureate 
training and degrees in various subject 
areas. 

TITLE I-TEACHER CORPS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Teacher 

Corps Recruitment and Induction Act of 
1989". 
SEC. 102. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
0) there are 2.3 million public school 

teachers for grades kindergarten through 
12, and between 1988 and 1997 1,600,000 new 
teachers will be needed; 

<2> the proportion of women interested in 
pursuing a career in teaching declined from 
38 percent in 1968 to 13 percent in 1988; 

(3) the proportion of college students ma­
joring in education fell 55 percent between 
1972 and 1986; 

<4> in 1986, 87,000 bachelor's degrees in 
education were awarded; 

(5) shortages in the number of minority 
teachers limit opportunities for both minor­
ity and non-minority students to benefit 
from minority teacher instruction; 

(6) there are shortages in the number of 
teachers with specialized kinds of training, 
including early childhood education, bilin­
gual education, and special education and 
related services; 

<7> there are severe shortages of teachers 
trained to teach certain subjects, particular­
ly mathematics and science; 

<8> certain voluntary programs of scholar­
ship and loan forgiveness in exchange for 
service in other professions have been effec­
tive in encouraging individuals to enter such 
professions; 

<9> the national interest in promoting 
community service may enhance participa­
tion in the teaching profession through the 
teacher corps; 

<10> the professionalism of experienced 
teachers must be enhanced in order to 
retain highly qualified individuals; 

< 11) the shortage of teachers in central 
city schools is approximately 2'-h times 
greater than teacher shortages elsewhere; 
and 

<12> 20 percent of new teachers leave 
during their first year of teaching, and over 
50 percent leave before reaching their sixth 
year of teaching, however induction pro­
grams help reduce such turnover. 

PART A-TEACHER CORPS 

SEC. llO. TEACHER CORPS PROGRAMS AUTHOR­
IZED. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.-The Secretary 
is authorized-

<1> to make grants, in accordance with the 
provisions of this title, to State educational 
agencies to conduct teacher corps activities; 
and 

<2> to award scholarships to teacher corps 
members in accordance with the provisions 
of this part. 

(b) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.-The amount 
awarded to each State educational agency 
pursuant to subsection <a>< 1) shall be an 
amount awarded on the basis of the school-
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age population in the State compared to the 
school-age population in all States. 
SEC.111. SECRETARY'S USE OF FUNDS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall use 
funds provided pursuant to this part to-

O> establish criteria intended to attract 
highly qualified individuals to teaching, and 
to meet the needs of States in addressing 
teacher shortages, for States to use in se­
lecting teacher corps members including-

<A> in the case of students or recent grad­
uates, strong academic promise, as demon­
strated by high grades and class standing; 

<B> contributions which can be made by 
individuals working in other careers: 

<C> recommendations; 
<D > a demonstrated interest in teaching 

through participation in teaching related 
activities, such as an interview with, and 
recommendation from, a department of edu­
cation in an institution of higher education; 

<E> previous community service; 
<F> demonstrated interest, skill, and pro­

fessional experience in specialized substan­
tive fields of expertise in which the State is 
experiencing teacher shortages; and 

<G> interest in teaching in geographic 
areas experiencing teacher shortages, espe­
cially in inner city schools with minority en­
rollment in excess of the statewide average 
minority enrollment; 

(2) disseminate information nationally 
about the availability of scholarships under 
this part, especially to institutions of higher 
education with large minority populations, 
to historically Black colleges and universi­
ties, to secondary schools with minority en­
rollment in excess of the statewide average, 
to individuals leaving the armed services, 
and to organizations and entities likely to 
reach individuals interested in entering 
teaching as a new career; 

(3) award teacher corps scholarships to in­
dividuals who are recommended by State 
educational agencies under section 114; 

(4) review and approve applications sub­
mitted by State educational agencies under 
section 115; 

<5> make awards to State educational 
agencies having applications approved 
under section 115; 

(6) designate an office within the Depart­
ment of Education to serve as liaison to, and 
coordinate with, State educational agencies 
participating in the teacher corps; 

(7) conduct activities which foster commu­
nication among, and bring together, mem­
bers of the teacher corps including activities 
such as written communications, meetings, 
or training sessions; and 

<8> collect scholarship repayments from 
individual teacher corps members, in accord­
ance with the provisions of section 118. 
SEC. 112. STATE USE OF FUNDS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Each State educational 
agency receiving a grant under this part 
may use such funds to-

< 1 > award grants to local educational agen­
cies to establish or expand induction and 
mentor programs in accordance with this 
part; 

<2> establish and operate in-service and 
mentoring programs for teacher corps mem­
bers at the State and local levels; 

<3> provide technical assistance to local 
educational agencies for establishing and 
operating teacher corps and induction pro­
grams; 

<4> publicize the availability of scholar­
ships pursuant to this part, particularly 
among students participating in teaching-re­
lated activities through summer teaching in­
stitutes, future teacher clubs, and others 

and among professionals in nonteaching 
fields; 

<5> evaluate applications for teacher corps 
membership and recommend teacher corps 
members to the Secretary; 

<6> ensure that teacher corps members un­
derstand the obligation to repay scholarship 
upon failure to comply with the conditions 
of the scholarship; 

<7> ensure employment placement of 
teacher corps members; and 

(8) conduct activities which foster commu­
nication among, and bring together, mem­
bers of the teacher corps, including activi­
ties such as written communication, meet­
ings, and training sessions. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.-(1) Any State educa­
tional agency receiving funds under this 
part shall conduct a needs and resources as­
sessment to identify and locate local educa­
tional agencies with the greatest proportion 
of disadvantaged students. 

<2> In carrying out the provisions of sub­
section (a)(l), the State educational 
agency-

<A> may award grants to any local educa­
tional agency; and 

<B> shall give priority in awarding grants 
to local educational agencies which have 
been identified under paragraph < 1 >. 

(3) In carrying out the provisions of sub­
section (a)(7), the State educational agency 
shall place teacher corps members in local 
educational agencies which have been iden­
tified under paragraph ( 1 ). 
SEC. 113. LOCAL USE OF FUNDS. 

(a) Each local educational agency receiv­
ing a grant under this part may use such 
funds to-

( 1 > establish, operate, and expand induc­
tion programs for new teacher corps mem­
bers and other new teachers, including-

<A> orientation; 
(B) using mentor teachers to work with 

new teachers; 
(C) curriculum guidance; and 
<D> cultural and gender sensitivity; 
(2) ensure that teacher corps members 

participate in an induction program for a 
minimum of one year, including working 
with a mentor teacher designated by the 
local educational agency. 

<b> The induction programs described in 
subsection <a><l> may be developed in coop­
eration with institutions of higher educa­
tion. 
SEC. 114. TEACHER CORPS. 

<a> SELECTION.-0) The State educational 
agency, in cooperation with the State 
higher education agency, shall select teach­
er corps members, in accordance with the 
criteria established by the Secretary under 
section 11Ha>O>. 

<2> Each State educational agency receiv­
ing assistance under this part shall submit 
to the Secretary for review the names of 
teacher corps members accompanied by 
such information as the Secretary may rea­
sonably require. 

(b) SPECIAL CONSIDERATION.-The State 
educational agency, in cooperation with the 
State higher education agency shall also 
give special consideration in the selection of 
teacher corps members to individuals who-

(1) intend to teach or provide related serv­
ices to students who have handicaps; 

(2) intend to teach limited English profi­
cient students: 

(3) intend to teach preschool age children; 
or 

(4) intend to teach in an inner city school. 
(C) APPLICATION.-Each individual wishing 

to participate in the teacher corps shall 
submit an application to the State educa-

tional agency for the State in which such 
individual wishes to be employed as a teach­
er, if such State has a teacher corps pro­
gram. Each application shall contain such 
information as such State educational 
agency may reasonably require. 

(d) SECRETARY'S REVIEW.-The Secretary 
shall review recommendations of the State 
educational agency for membership in the 
teacher corps in accordance with the provi­
sions of this part. 

(e) SPECIAL RULE.-Each individual en­
rolled in a program leading to an associate 
degree in a field other than early childhood 
education or early childhood development, 
when applying for assistance under this 
part, shall include in the application sub­
mitted pursuant to subsection (c) an assur­
ance of such individual's intention to enroll 
in a baccalaureate degree program. 
SEC. 115. STATE APPLICATION. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Each State educational 
agency desiring a grant under this part shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at 
such time, in such manner, and containing 
such information as the Secretary may rea­
sonably require. Each such application 
shall-

<1 > describe teacher shortages in the 
State; 

(2) set forth the priorities to be employed 
in addressing teacher shortages within the 
State, including priorities to be employed in 
addressing teacher shortages in local educa­
tional agencies with minority enrollment in 
excess of the statewide average minority en­
rollment; 

(3) describe where teacher corps members 
will be assigned and in which substantive 
fields of expertise; 

<4> describe steps to be taken to place 
teacher corps members in areas experienc­
ing teacher shortages; 

(5) provide a description of teacher re­
cruiting and training programs including ex­
isting induction and mentoring programs in 
place in the State which would be available 
to teacher corps members; 

(6) establish a mechanism to identify local 
educational agencies willing to accept place­
ment of teacher corps members, and ensure 
that such local educational agencies will 
meet the requirements of this part; 

<7> provide assurances of the availability 
of employment placement within the State 
for teacher corps members in areas which 
have induction programs; 

<8> provide assurances that the State edu­
cational agency, or its designee, in coopera­
tion with local educational agencies, shall 
maintain accurate records regarding the lo­
cation and activities of teacher corps mem­
bers within the State to ensure that such 
members are meeting the conditions of the 
scholarships provided pursuant to this part, 
and shall notify the Secretary immediately 
upon a change in a teacher corps member's 
status rendering such teacher corps member 
in violation of the conditions of the scholar­
ships; and 

(9) provide assurances that the State edu­
cational agency has consulted with local 
educational agencies in designing and devel­
oping the Teacher Corps program. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.-Failure to comply with 
the provisions of subsection <a><8> shall dis­
qualify such State educational agency from 
receiving any future financial assistance 
pursuant to the provisions of this title. 
SEC. 116. LOCAL APPLICATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Each local educational 
agency desiring a grant under this part shall 
submit an application to the State educa-
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tional agency at such time, in such manner, 
and containing such information as the Sec­
retary or State educational agency may rea­
sonably require. Each such application 
shall-

(1) describe teacher shortages in the local 
educational agency; and 

<2> describe the induction program for 
new teacher corps members and other new 
teachers which will be established, expand­
ed, or both, with funds made available 
under this part. 
SEC. 117. TEACHER CORPS SCHOLARSHIP PRO­

GRAM. 
(a) ELIGIBILITY.-(!) Individuals are eligi­

ble to receive teacher corps scholarships for 
a maximum of 2 years during enrollment in 
any of the following programs of study, or a 
combination thereof: 

<A> the last two years of a program of 
study leading to a baccalaureate degree; 

<B> a 1- or 2-year post-baccalaureate pro­
gram of study leading to a masters or spe­
cialist degree; or 

<C> a 2-year program of study leading to 
an associate's degree in early childhood edu­
cation or early childhood development, or a 
1-year program of study leading to a child 
development associate credential. 

(2) Individuals enrolled in programs in in­
stitutions of higher education leading to an 
associate degree in a field other than early 
childhood education or early childhood de­
velopment are eligible to receive teacher 
corps scholarships upon enrollment in a 
program leading to a b~ccalaureate degree, 
during their third and fourth years in such 
program. 

(3) Individuals in possession of a bache­
lor's degree, who wish to enter teaching 
from another profession, are eligible to re­
ceive teacher corps scholarships to receive 
instruction necessary to enter the teaching 
profession, as determined by the State in 
which individual wishes to teach. Such in­
struction may be provided while the individ­
ual is employed as a provisional teacher, at 
the discretion of the State educational 
agency and local educational agency. 

(b) AMouNT.-Except as provided in sub­
section (c) the Secretary shall award to each 
individual selected to be a member of the 
teacher corps a scholarship in an amount 
equal to the lesser of-

< 1) $8,000; or 
<2> the cost of attendance •. as defined 

under section 472 of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, at the institution in which the 
student is enrolled per year for a maximum 
of two years. 

(C) TITLE IV ELIGIBILITY.-Notwithstand­
ing the provisions of title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, scholarship funds 
awarded pursuant to this part shall be con­
sidered in determining eligibility for student 
assistance under title IV of such Act. 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.-In addition to amounts 
awarded under subsection (b), the Secretary 
shall award to teacher corps members, who 
do not possess a masters degree, a scholar­
ship of up to $2,000 during any of the first 
three years of employment as a teacher, to 
defray the costs of pursuing post-baccalau­
reate instruction. 

(e) MATHEMATICS AND SciENCE TEACHER 
CoRPs.-< 1 > Each State educational agency 
may recommend to the Secretary, in States 
experiencing a shortage of mathematics and 
science teachers, for special consideration in 
the award of teacher corps scholarships 
under this part, individuals who commit to 
teaching mathematics or science in elemen­
tary or secondary schools in accordance 
with the provisions of this part. 

(2) Individuals shall be eligible for special 
consideration as set forth in paragraph (1) 
if such individual is-

<A> majoring in science or mathematics, 
and enrolled in an institution of higher edu­
cation which is accredited by a nationally 
recognized accredited agency or association; 
or 

<B> currently employed in the field of 
mathematics, science or engineering. 

<3> The Secretary shall consult with the 
Director of the National Science Founda­
tion in establishing criteria for the award of 
teacher corps scholarships under this sub­
section. Such criteria shall include-

<A> academic merit as demonstrated by 
high academic performance in science and 
mathematics courses for individuals de­
scribed in paragraph <l><A>; 

<B> job performance and knowledge of 
mathematics or science for individuals de­
scribed in paragraph (l)(B); and 

<C> promoting the participation of minori­
ties, women, and individuals with disabilities 
in science and mathematics. 
SEC. 118. SCHOLARSHIP CONDITIONS. 

(a) SCHOLARSHIP AGREEMENT.-Each indi­
vidual receiving a scholarship under this 
part shall enter into a written agreement 
with the Secretary. Each such agreement 
shall-

< 1) provide assurances that teacher corps 
members will maintain satisfactory academ­
ic progress and participate in teaching-relat­
ed activities while in undergraduate or post­
baccalaureate programs; 

<2> provide assurances that teacher corps 
members will work as teachers for-

<A> 5 years in a geographic area, or sub­
stantive field of expertise, of shortage, as 
determined by the State educational 
agency; 

<B> 4 years in an inner city school; or 
<C> for 4 years if such student received a 

scholarship pursuant to section 117<e>; 
except that teacher corps members may 
transfer to another local educational agency 
within the State or to another State with a 
teacher corps program upon approval of the 
sending and receiving local educational 
agency, or State; 

<3> provide assurances that at least during 
the first year of employment teacher corps 
members will participate in an induction 
program which includes working with a 
mentor teacher selected by the local educa­
tional agency in which the teacher corps 
member is employed and who has the same 
substantive field of expertise as the teacher 
corps member; 

(4) provide assurances that teacher corps 
members who are not enrolled in a program 
of study as set forth in section 117(a)(l)(c) 
will obtain full State teacher certification 
within 3 years of employment as a teacher 
or as soon as possible thereafter as State 
law requires; 

(5) provide that, subject to approval of the 
local educational agency, teacher corps 
members shall participate in an induction 
program for new teachers during the-

<A> fifth year of employment, 
<B> fourth year of employment in an inner 

city school, or 
<C> fourth year of employment if such 

member received a scholarship pursuant to 
section 117<e>, 
by serving as a mentor to new teacher corps 
members, or to other new teachers, or by 
making some other contribution to the in­
duction program; and 

<6> provide that if the teacher corps 
member is found by the Secretary at any 
time to be in violation of the conditions of 

the agreement entered into pursuant to this 
section, repayment of scholarship funds re­
ceived shall become due in accordance with 
the provisions of subsection (b) as imple­
mented by the Secretary. 

(b) SCHOLARSHIP REPAYMENT.-Individuals 
found by the State educational agency to be 
in noncompliance with the agreement en­
tered into under subsection <a> shall be re­
quired to repay a pro rata amount of the 
scholarship awards received, plus interest at 
the highest rate applicable to loans under 
part B of title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 and, where applicable, reasona­
ble collection fees, on a schedule to be pre­
scribed by the Secretary by regulations 
issued pursuant to this part. 

<c> CANCELLATION.-(!) The Secretary shall 
cancel the obligation to repay any scholar­
ship provided pursuant to this part in ac­
cordance with the provisions of paragraph 
(2). 

(2) An individual shall not be considered 
to be in violation of the agreement entered 
into pursuant to subsection <a> during any 
period in which such individual meets the 
exception to repayment provisions set forth 
in section 558<a>(2), 558<a><3> or 558(b) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, or if the 
individual dies. 

(3)(A) The Secretary shall cancel the obli­
gation to repay-

(i) 10 percent of the total amount of schol­
arships provided pursuant to this part for 
the first or second year a teacher corps 
member teaches in a local educational 
agency pursuant to the agreement set forth 
in subsection <a>; 

<ii> 20 percent of the total amount of 
scholarships provided pursuant to this part 
for the third year a teacher corps member 
teaches in a local educational agency pursu­
ant to the agreement set forth in subsection 
<a>: and 

(iii) except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), 30 percent of the total amount of schol­
arships provided pursuant to this part for 
the fourth or fifth year a teacher corps 
member teaches in a local educational 
agency pursuant to the agreement set forth 
in subsection <a>. 

<B> In the case of a teacher corps member 
who teaches for 4 years in an inner city 
school, or who received a scholarship pursu­
ant to section 117(e), the Secretary shall 
cancel 60 percent of the total amount of 
scholarships provided pursuant to this part 
for the fourth year a teacher corps member 
teaches in such school pursuant to the 
agreement set forth in subsection <a>. 

<4> If a portion of scholarship is cancelled 
under this subsection in any year, the entire 
amount of interest on such portion of such 
scholarship which accrues for such year 
shall be cancelled. 
SEC. 119. PUBLICATION AND RECRUITMENT. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Each State educational 
agency receiving assistance under this Act 
shall-

(1) publicize the availability of, and proce­
dure to apply for, teacher corps scholar­
ships at institutions of higher education 
throughout the State, particularly in insti­
tutions of higher education with large mi­
nority enrollments, historically Black col­
leges and universities, secondary schools 
with minority enrollment in excess of the 
statewide average minority enrollment, and 
with agencies and entities likely to attract 
individuals interested in entering teaching 
from another career; and 

<2> recruit minority students to partici­
pate in such program. 
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(b) SPECIAL RULE.-The publications re­

quired under subsection <a> shall describe 
substantive fields of expertise and geo­
graphic areas experiencing teacher short­
ages within the State. 

PART B-SENIOR TEACHER CORPS 
SEC. 120. SENIOR TEACHER CORPS PROGRAMS AU­

THORIZED. 
(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.-The Secretary 

is authorized-
(!) to make grants, in accordance with the 

provisions of this title, to State educational 
agencies to conduct senior teacher corps ac­
tivities; and 

(2) to award scholarships to senior teacher 
corps members in accordance with the pro­
visions of this title. 

(b) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.-Tbe amount 
awarded to each State educational agency 
pursuant to subsection (a)(l) shall be an 
amount awarded on the basis of the school­
age population in the State compared to the 
school-age population in all States. 
SEC. 121. SECRETARY'S USE OF FUNDS. 

The Secretary may use funds provided 
pursuant to this part to-

(1) establish criteria for States to use in 
selecting senior teacher corps members, in­
cluding-

<A> evaluations during employment as a 
teacher; 

<B> demonstrated commitment to teach­
ing in the future; and 

<C> intended activities during the sabbati­
cal period; 

<2> disseminate information nationally 
about the availability of scholarships under 
this part, especially to local educational 
agencies in which the minority enrollment 
exceeds the statewide average minority en­
rollment; 

<3> award senior teacher corps scholar­
ships to individuals who are recommended 
by State educational agencies under section 
123; 

<4> review and approve applications sub­
mitted by State educational agencies; 

<5> make awards to State educational 
agencies having applications approved 
under section 124; 

(6) conduct activities which foster commu­
nication among and bring together members 
of the senior teacher corps including activi­
ties such as written communications, meet­
ings, or training sessions; and 

<7> collect scholarship repayments from 
individual senior teacher corps members, in 
accordance with the provisions of section 
127. 
SEC. 122. STATE USE OF FUNDS. 

Each State educational agency awarded a 
grant under this part may use such funds 
to-

(1) establish, operate, and expand in-serv­
ice programs and activities for senior teach­
er corps members at the State and local 
levels, through professional development 
academies if such entities exist, to improve 
knowledge of subject matter, and to in­
crease skills and professional ability, in co­
ordination with local educational agencies; 

<2> award grants to local educational agen­
cies to establish programs and activities de­
scribed in paragraph (1) through profession­
al development academies if such entities 
exist; 

(3) publicize the availability of scholar­
ships pursuant to this part; 

<4> evaluate applications for senior teach­
er corps membership and recommend senior 
teacher corps members to the Secretary; 

<5> conduct activities which foster commu­
nication among, and bring together, mem-

bers of the senior teacher corps, including 
activities such as written communications, 
meetings, or training sessions; and 

(6) ensure that senior teacher corps mem­
bers understand the obligation to repay the 
scholarship upon failure to comply with the 
conditions of the scholarship. 
SEC. 123. SENIOR TEACHER CORPS ELIGIBILITY. 

<a> ELIGIBILITY.-lndividuals who have 
been employed as teachers for 8 or more 
years with full professional State certifica­
tion are eligible to apply to become mem­
bers of the senior teacher corps. 

(b) APPLICATION.-Each individual Wishing 
to participate in the senior teacher corps 
shall submit an application to the State 
educational agency in the State in which 
they are employed, if such State has a 
senior teacher corps program. Each applica­
tion shall contain such information as such 
State educational agency may reasonably 
require. 

(C) SELECTION.-(!) The State educational 
agency, in cooperation with the State 
higher education agency, shall select candi­
dates to be members of the senior teacher 
corps based on criteria established by the 
Secretary under section 121. 

<2> Each State educational agency receiv­
ing assistance under this part shall submit 
to the Secretary for review the names of 
senior teacher corps candidates accompa­
nied by such information as the Secretary 
may reasonably require. 

(d) SPECIAL CONSIDERATION.-The State 
educational agency, in cooperation with the 
State higher education agency, shall give 
special consideration, in the selection of 
senior teacher corps members, to individuals 
who intend to-

(1) use a sabbatical period to improve or 
acquire skills-

<A> in the subject areas of science or 
mathematics; or 

<B> in order to teach or provide related 
services to handicapped students, limited 
English proficient students or preschool age 
students; or 

(2) teach students in inner city schools, 
following the sabbatical period. 

(e) SECRETARY'S REVIEW.-The Secretary 
shall review recommendations of the State 
educational agency for membership in the 
senior teacher corps in accordance with the 
provisions of this part. 
SEC. 124. STATE APPLICATION. 

(a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.-Each State 
educational agency desiring a grant under 
this part shall submit an application to the 
Secretary at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Secre­
tary may reasonably require. Each such ap­
plication shall-

(1) provide a description of teacher reten­
tion programs currently in place in the 
State; 

<2> provide assurances that senior teacher 
corps members will be released from teach­
ing responsibilities for a one-half school 
year sabbatical in order to participate in 
programs and activities approved by the 
State and conducted through a professional 
development academy if such entity exists, 
or an approved institution of higher educa­
tion or other approved entity, to-

<A><i> improve such teacher's knowledge 
base in an area of expertise; or 

(ii) learn a new area of expertise; and 
<B> increase skills and professional ability; 
<3> provide assurances that States or local-

ities will pay any tuition incurred by the 
senior teacher corps member as part of 
their participation in this program; 

(4) contain a description of programs and 
activities available to senior teacher corps 
members through professional development 
academies if such entities exist, institutions 
of higher education or other approved enti­
ties; 

(5) provide assurances that the State edu­
cational agency, or its designee, in coopera­
tion with local educational agencies, shall 
maintain accurate records regarding the ac­
tivities of senior teacher corps members 
within the State to ensure that such mem­
bers are meeting all conditions of the schol­
arships provided pursuant to this part, and 
shall notify the Secretary immediately upon 
a change in a senior teacher corps member's 
status rendering such senior teacher corps 
member in violation of the conditions of the 
scholarship; and 

<6> provide assurances that the State edu­
cational agency has consulted with local 
educational agencies in designing and devel­
oping the senior teacher corps program. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.-Failure to comply With 
the provisions of subsection (a)(5) shall dis­
qualify such State educational agency from 
receiving any future financial assistance 
pursuant to the provisions of this title. 
SEC. 125. SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM. 

The Secretary shall, in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act, award to each in­
dividual selected to be a member of the 
senior teacher corps a scholarship in an 
amount equal to one-half the annual salary 
the individual would earn in the current 
place of employment, to participate in pro­
grams and activities described in section 
124(a)(2) during a sabbatical period. 
SEC. 126. SCHOLARSHIP CONDITIONS. 

(a) SCHOLARSHIP AGREEMENT.-Each indi­
Vidual receiving a scholarship under this 
part shall enter into a written agreement 
with the Secretary. Each such agreement 
shall provide assurances that the senior 
teacher corps member will-

(1) spend a half-year sabbatical period 
during which the senior teacher corps 
member is released from teaching responsi­
bilities to participate in programs and activi­
ties approved by the State educational 
agency, offered through a professional de­
velopment academy, an institution of higher 
education, or other entity; 

<2> work for-
(A) 5 years following the completion of a 

sabbatical period as a teacher in the State 
through which the loan was awarded; or 

<B> 4 years in an inner city school follow­
ing the completion of a sabbatical period as 
a teacher in the State through which the 
loan was awarded, 
except that senior teacher corps members 
may work in another State with a senior 
teacher corps program upon approval by 
both the sending and receiving State; 

(3) subject to the approval of the local 
educational agency, during the 5 years fol­
lowing the sabbatical period, or the 4 years 
following the sabbatical period in the case 
of a senior teacher corps member who works 
in an inner city school-

<A> participate in an induction program 
for new teachers by acting as a mentor to 
new teacher corps members or other new 
teachers with the same substantive field of 
expertise as the senior teacher corps 
member; or 

<B> make some other contribution to the 
teacher corps programs conducted pursuant 
to parts A and B of this title; 

(4) assist in the development of in-service 
training programs during the 5 years follow­
ing completion of the sabbatical period or 
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the 4 years following the completion of the 
sabbatical period in the case of a teacher 
who works in an inner city school; and 

(5) participate in activities developed by 
the Secretary and the State educational 
agency through which the individual was se­
lected as a senior teacher corps member 
which are intended to foster communication 
among, and bring together, members of the 
senior teacher corps. 

(b) SCHOLARSHIP REPAYMENT.-(1) Individ­
Uals found by the State educational agency 
to be in noncompliance with the agreement 
entered into under subsection <a> shall be 
required to repay a pro rata amount of the 
scholarship awards received, plus interest at 
the highest rate applicable to loans under 
part B of title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 and, where applicable, reasona­
ble collection fees, on a schedule to be pre­
scribed by the Secretary by regulations 
issued pursuant to this part. 

(2) An individual shall not be considered 
to be in violation of the agreement entered 
into pursuant to subsection <a> during any 
period in which such individual meets the 
exception to repayment provisions set forth 
in section 558<a><2>, 558(a)(3), or 558<b> of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, or if the 
individual dies. 

(C) CANCELLATION.-(1) The Secretary shall 
cancel the obligation to repay any scholar­
ship provided pursuant to this part in ac­
cordance with the provisions of paragraph 
(2). 

<2><A> Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary shall cancel the obliga­
tion to repay-

(i) 10 percent of the total amount of schol­
arships provided pursuant to this part for 
the first or second year a senior teacher 
corps member teaches in a local educational 
agency pursuant to the agreement set forth 
in subsection <a>; 

(ii) 20 percent of the total amount of 
scholarships provided pursuant to this part 
for the third year a senior teacher corps 
member teaches in a local educational 
agency pursuant to the agreement set forth 
in subsection <a>; and 

<iii> 30 percent of the total amount of 
scholarships provided pursuant to this part 
for the fourth or fifth year a senior teacher 
corps member teaches in a local educational 
agency pursuant to the agreement set forth 
in subsection <a>. 

<B> In the case of a senior teacher corps 
member who teaches for 4 years following 
the sabbatical period in an inner city school, 
the Secretary shall cancel 60 percent of the 
total amount of scholarships provided pur­
suant to this part for the fourth year a 
senior teacher corps member teaches in 
such school pursuant to the agreement in 
subsection (a). 

(3) If a portion of scholarship is cancelled 
under this subsection in any year, the entire 
amount of interest on such portion of such 
scholarship which accrues for such year 
shall be cancelled. 
SEC.l27. PUBLICATION AND RECRUITMENT. 

Each State educational agency receiving 
assistance under this part shall publicize 
the availability of senior teacher corps 
scholarships in local educational agencies 
throughout the State, particularly in local 
educational agencies with minority enroll­
ment in excess of the statewide average mi­
nority enrollment, and shall recruit minori­
ty teachers to participate in such program. 

TITLE II-PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
ACADEMIES 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Profession­

al Development Academy Establishment 
Act of 1989". 
SEC. 202. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) professional development academies 

can serve as forums for the coordination 
and provision of a variety of activities to 
meet the needs of school districts in the 
areas of teacher recruitment, development, 
and in-service training, such as programs in 
which-

<A> new teachers participate in induction 
programs; 

<B> experienced teachers receive in-service 
training; 

<C> all teachers may acquire skills in new 
substantive fields of expertise to meet the 
shortage needs of school districts; 

<D> new teaching techniques are tested; 
<E> secondary school students interested 

in teaching as a career participant in teach­
ing related activities; 

<F> teachers become sensitized to cultural 
and gender-based instructional needs, par­
ticularly in mathematics and the sciences; 

< G > all in-service training activities are co­
ordinated; and 

<H> partnerships and joint activities are 
established with institutions of higher edu­
cation and with the business community; 

<2> in-service training during an induction 
period helps acclimate new teachers to the 
profession while giving such teachers an op­
portunity to complete their professional 
training; 

(3) in-service training for experienced 
teachers enables such teachers to keep cur­
rent in their substantive fields of expertise 
and in the practice of teaching; 

(4) in-service training enables teachers to 
learn new substantive fields of expertise in 
order to alleviate teacher shortages; 

(5) in-service training provides teachers an 
opportunity to enhance skills in classroom 
management; 

(6) in-service training in school districts 
operating new school based management 
and shared decisionmaking programs assist 
teachers, principals, and administrators to 
assume new responsibilities; and 

<7> providing experienced teachers with 
sabbaticals allows such teachers the oppor­
tunity to participate in professional pro­
grams and activities, and allows such teach­
ers the opportunity to return to the class­
room renewed. 
SEC. 203. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACADE· 

MY. 
.A.s used in this title the term "professional 

development academy" means an entity 
which-

( 1) is operated by a partnership which in­
cludes one or more local educational agen­
cies and one or more institutions of higher 
education that offer teacher training pro­
grams, and 

(2) provides in-service training and other 
activities described in this title to teachers 
and administrators. 
SEC. 204. ALLOTMENT. 

(a} IN GENERAL.-From amounts appropri­
ated for this title pursuant to the authority 
of section 5, the Secretary shall allot to the 
State educational agency of each State 
having an application approved pursuant to 
section 206 an amount equal to the product 
of-

(1) the amount determined by dividing­
<A> the school-aged population of the 

State, by 

<B> the school-age population of all 
States, multiplied by 

<2> the total amount of such appropriated 
funds. 

(b) BYPASS PROVISION.-0) In the event 
that a State educational agency does not re­
ceive an allotment under subsection <a>, the 
Secretary is authorized to make grants di­
rectly to local educational agencies, or con­
sortia thereof, in such State, in accordance 
with sections 207 and 208. 

<2> The Secretary shall award grants pur­
suant to paragraph < 1 > on the basis of the 
school-age population of local educational 
agencies compared to the school-age popula­
tion of the State. 

(3) In applying the provisions of this title 
the Secretary shall have the same responsi­
bilities under this subsection as the State 
has under this title. 
SEC. 205. USE OF ALLOTTED FUNDS. 

<a> ADMINISTRATIVE CosTs.-Each State 
educational agency receiving an allotment 
pursuant to section 204 may reserve not 
more than 2 percent of such funds for ad­
ministrative costs. 

<b> REMAINDER.-The remainder of the 
funds allotted to State educational agencies 
pursuant to section 204 shall be used to pro­
vide grants, on a competitive basis, to local 
educational agencies or consortia thereof in 
partnership with one or more institutions of 
higher education having an application ap­
proved under section 208. 

<c> SPECIAL RuLE.-Grants awarded pursu­
ant to subsection <a> shall be used to pay 
the Federal share of the costs of planning, 
establishing, and operating professional de­
velopment academies. 
SEC. 206. STATE APPLICATION. 

(a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.-Each State 
educational agency wishing to participate in 
the program assisted under this title shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at 
such time, in such manner, and containing 
such information as the Secretary may rea­
sonably require. 

(b) REVIEW AND APPROVAL.-The Secretary 
shall review applications submitted pursu­
ant to subsection <a> and approve applica­
tions which comply with the provisions of 
this title. 

(C) CONTENTS OF APPLICANTS.-Each appli­
cation submitted pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall include a plan which-

( 1) describes the partnerships to be 
formed between local educational agencies 
and institutions of higher education; 

<2> contains assurances that the activities 
and services offered by the professional de­
velopment academy or academies will be de­
termined and designed by the teachers the 
academy will serve, in collaboration with 
the principals and the superintendents of 
the local educational agency or agencies to 
be served, the directors of other agencies to 
be served, institutions of higher education, 
and experts as may be necessary; 

(3) contains a description of where the 
professional development academy or acade­
mies will be located, what local educational 
agency or agencies each academy will serve, 
and a justification for selecting the geo­
graphic area for each academy; 

(4) contains a description of how the pro­
fessional development academy or acade­
mies will operate; 

(5) contains a description of activities to 
be conducted by each professional develop­
ment academy, including activities that will 
focus on the recruitment and training of mi­
nority teachers and administrators, the im­
provement of teacher preparation, particu-
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larly in the fields of mathematics and sci­
ence, and activities that will be available for 
teachers and staff of community based pro­
grams; 

(6) sets forth the number of individuals 
expected to be served by each professional 
development academy over what period of 
time; 

<7> describes the provisions which will be 
made to allow individuals release time from 
their teaching or administrative responsibil­
ities to participate in professional develop­
ment academy activities; 

(8) contains a description of how each 
academy's activities will be coordinated with 
other current in-service training activities in 
the State; and 

<9> indicates the source of funds that will 
be used to pay the non-Federal share of the 
costs of establishing and operating the pro­
fessional development academies. 
SEC. 207. LOCAL USE OF FUNDS. 

Grants provided pursuant to section 205 
may be used to operate professional devel­
opment academies which will-

< 1) recruit teachers, particularly minority 
teachers; 

(2) provide support and in-service training 
for new teachers, including clinical school 
based training, and post-baccalaureate pro­
grams for teachers who do not possess a 
master's degree; 

<3> improve teacher preparation in the 
fields of mathematics and science; 

< 4) provide in-service training for experi­
enced teachers to-

<A> teach new skills and upgrade skills in 
order to address teacher shortages in specif­
ic substantive fields of expertise such as 
math or science; 

<B> teach new skills, and upgrade skills, in 
the teaching of particular populations of 
students, such as disadvantaged students, 
handicapped students, students who are lim­
ited English proficient, or individuals who 
are preschool age; 

<C> improve teaching and classroom man­
agement skills; 

(D) teach school based management tech­
niques and methods and shared decision­
making skills; and 

<E> coordinate with institutions of higher 
education, where appropriate, to conduct in­
service training activities, such as collabora­
tive teaching between elementary and sec­
ondary school teachers and college faculty; 

(5) develop curriculum materials for 
teacher in-service training activities; 

(6) provide training for the staff of com­
munity-based and school based before­
school and after-school programs; 

(7) establish links with institutions of 
higher education, including community col­
leges, which have programs in early child­
hood education, early childhood develop­
ment, or programs leading to a child devel­
opment associate credential, to enable 
teachers to study such subject areas; 

<8> coordinate in-service training and re­
cruiting activities funded under this title 
with in-service training and recruiting ac­
tivities funded from other sources, including 
activities funded by the Dwight D. Eisen­
hower Mathematics and Science Education 
Act, the Star Schools Program Assistance 
Act, the Education of the Handicapped Act, 
and the Bilingual Education Act; 

(9) provide activities, such as summer in­
stitutes, after school programs, tutoring 
programs, and future teacher clubs, for 
middle and secondary school students, par­
ticularly students interested in mathematics 
or science, which might interest such stu­
dents in teaching as a career; 

(10) provide in-service summer institutes 
for teachers; 

(11) provide training in new instructional 
techniques, methods, and practices support­
ed by educational research findings, includ­
ing instructional techniques, methods and 
practices supported by federally supported 
laboratories, centers, and other Federal 
agencies; 

02) provide instruction for teachers in in­
structional techniques for English as a 
second language, whether or not such teach­
ers teach in bilingual classrooms; 

03) provide cultural and gender sensitivi­
ty instruction for teachers, particularly fo­
cused on diverse backgrounds of students in 
the local educational agency, and intended 
to interest minority and female students in 
mathematics and the sciences; 

(14) provide instruction in techniques for 
regular education teachers to teach children 
with handicaps enrolled in their classes; 

(15) provide instruction in parenting edu­
cation, and in assisting parents and care­
givers of children from nontraditional fami­
lies; 

(16) invite education faculty of institu­
tions of higher education to construct and 
operate in-service training activities; 

07) form partnerships with businesses in 
the community for in-service training activi­
ties and for exchange programs; and 

08) conduct activities designed to increase 
the number of minority teachers, particular­
ly in inner city schools. 
SEC. 208. LOCAL APPLICATION. 

(a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.-Each local 
educational agency or consortia thereof 
wishing to receive a grant under section 205 
shall submit an application to the appropri­
ate State at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the State 
shall reasonably require. Such application 
shall indicate the institutions of higher edu­
cation with which the local educational 
agency or agencies will form a partnership 
in order to carry out activities described in 
this title. 

(b) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.-Each 
State receiving an allotment under section 
204(a) shall only approve applications which 
comply with the provisions of this title. 

<c> PRIORITY.-Each State receiving an al­
lotment pursuant to section 204<a> shall 
give priority to applications from local edu­
cational agencies which-

< 1) demonstrate an intention to provide a 
comprehensive recruitment, development, 
and in-service training program for all 
teachers and administrators in the local 
educational agencies to be served by the 
professional development academy; 

<2> strongly encourage teachers and ad­
ministrators to participate in in-service 
training activities as part of their ongoing 
responsibilities; and 

<3> will serve local educational agencies 
with minority enrollment in excess of the 
statewide average minority enrollment. 
SEC. 209. PAYMENTS; FEDERAL SHARE; NON-FEDER­

AL SHARE. 
<a> PAYMENTs.-The Secretary shall pay to 

each State having an application approved 
under section 206, the amount allotted 
under section 204 to pay the Federal share 
of the cost of planning, establishing, and op­
erating professional development acade­
mies. 

(b) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
shall be 50 percent. 

<c> NoN-FEDERAL SHARE.-Each State re­
ceiving assistance under this title shall pay 
80 percent of the non-Federal share from 
non-Federal sources. 

TITLE III-MINORITY TEACHER 
RECRUITMENT 

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Minority 

Teacher Recruitment Act of 1989". 
SEC. 302. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
< 1 > only 10 percent of the Nation's teach­

ing force are Black, Hispanic, Native or 
Asian American, while more than 25 percent 
of the country's school children are Black, 
Hispanic, Native or Asian American; 

<2> in 45 of the country's largest cities, 70 
percent of the students in public schools are 
from minority groups, but only 30 percent 
of the teaching staff are from minority 
groups; 

(3) between 1975 and 1982, the number of 
bachelor's degrees in education awarded to 
minorities declined by 50 percent, from 
20,000 to 10,000; 

< 4) between 1979 and 1985, the number of 
ethnic minority teachers declined by 20,000, 
or 1 percent; 

<5> if the current trend continues, by 1995, 
minorities will make up 30 percent of the 
student population nationally, but less than 
5 percent of the teacher population; 

(6) significant efforts must be made to in­
crease the number of minority teachers, and 
to overcome additional barriers to that goal; 

<7> the National Teachers Examination, 
used by 30 States for teacher certification, 
has pass rates of 79 percent among White 
students, 13 percent among Black students, 
and 2 percent among Hispanic students; 

(8) in 1984, more than 50 percent of His­
panic Americans attending college and more 
than 40 percent of Black Americans attend­
ing college attended 2-year institutions; and 

(9) in 1986, only 5 percent of the Nation's 
school psychologists were minorities, yet 41 
percent of students in special education are 
minorities. 
SEC. 303. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

The Secretary is authorized to make 
grants in accordance with the provisions of 
this title to carry out programs and activi­
ties designed to-

< 1) improve recruitment and training op­
portunities for ethnic minority members in 
education; 

(2) increase the number of minority teach­
ers in elementary and secondary schools. 
SEC. 304. USE OF FUNDS. 

Funds provided pursuant to this title may 
be used-

(1) by 1 or more local educational agencies 
in partnership with 1 or more institutions of 
higher education, to identify students, par­
ticularly from minority backgrounds, in 
middle and secondary schools interested in 
teaching, and to provide such students with 
activities and services which support and en­
courage the pursuit of teaching as a career 
such as-

<A> remedial programs; 
<B> teaching mentors; 
<C> motivational activities; 
<D> peer and cross-age tutoring; 
<E> teaching skill development; 
<F> future teachers clubs; 
< G > guidance in curriculum selection; 
<H> career exploration; 
(I) test-taking skills; and 
(J) college entry preparation; 
<2> by 2- and 4-year institutions of higher 

education with large concentrations of mi­
nority students, to-

<A> identify students in their first and 
second years of enrollment in an institution 
of higher education who indicate an interest 
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in entering the teaching profession, and 
provide such individuals with-

<i> scholarship funds to meet expenses; 
(ii) remedial and tutoring programs; 
(iii) counseling and support services; 
<iv> teaching related activities; 
<v> academic advice and guidance in course 

selection to prepare for teacher certifica­
tion; 

<vi> test taking skills; and 
<vii> information and advice regarding eli­

gibility for membership in the Teacher 
Corps program, and other assistive pro­
grams; 

<B> establish preprofessional and other 
education courses; 

<C> strengthen teacher training curricu­
lum; 

<D> recruit highly qualified minority stu­
dents; 

<E> establish or enhance early identifica­
tion/articulation partnership programs with 
high schools and community colleges; 

<F> establish or enhance student support 
programs; and 

<G> establish or enhance test taking per­
formance; and 

(3) by 2- and 4-year institutions of higher 
education, consortia thereof, State educa­
tional agencies, or State higher education 
agencies, to-

<A> establish programs and activities 
which foster and facilitate the movement of 
students interested in pursuing teaching ca­
reers from 2-year institutions to 4-year insti­
tutions, focusing particular attention on fa­
cilitating the transfer of financial aid and 
academic credit; 

<B> develop improved assessment mecha­
nisms and practices to determine teacher 
competency or qualifications; and 

<C> establish and enhance programs de­
signed to help minority group professionals 
move from other careers into teaching. 

(C) APPLICATION REQUIRED.-Each institu­
tion of higher education, State educational 
agency, State higher education agency, or 
local educational agency desiring a grant 
pursuant to this title, shall submit an appli­
cation to the Secretary at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
the Secretary may reasonably require. Each 
such application shall-

<1> describe the activities and services for 
which assistance is sought; 

(2) set forth the individuals to be served; 
and 

(3) contain such assurances as the Secre­
tary may reasonably require. 

(d) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY REVIEW.­
Each application from a local educational 
agency for a grant under this title shall be 
forwarded to the appropriate State educa­
tional agency for review and comment if the 
State educational agency requests the op­
portunity for such review. The State educa­
tional agency must complete the review of 
the application and comment to the Secre­
tary within 30 calendar days of receipt. Fail­
ure of the State educational agency to 
submit comments to the Secretary shall not 
prejudice the application. 
SEC. 305. TEACHING PROGRAMS AT HISTORICALLY 

BLACK COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES. 
Section 323<a> of the Higher Education 

Act of 1965 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof a new paragraph < 7 >: 

"<7> Establishing or enhancing a program 
of teacher education designed to qualify stu­
dents to teach elementary or secondary edu­
cation in public schools in the State, and, 
which includes as part of such program, 
preparation for teacher certification". 

SEC. 306. SUMMER INSTITUTES FOR FUTURE TEACH­
ERS. 

<a> SuMMER INSTITUTEs.-Subpart 4 of 
Part A of title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 is amended by adding the fol­
lowing new section 417G after section 417F: 

"SEC. 4170. (a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.­
The Secretary is authorized to make grants 
to eligible recipients to establish and oper­
ate Summer Institutes for Future Teachers 
<hereinafter referred to as 'Institutes'>. 
Such institutes shall be designed to encour­
age students to pursue teaching as a career 
and to provide students assistance in accom­
plishing this goal. 

"(b) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENT.-As used in this 
section, the term 'eligible recipient' means 
an institution of higher education, a local 
educational agency, a State educational 
agency, a State higher educational agency, a 
public or private nonprofit agency or orga­
nization, or a professional association repre­
senting teachers, counselors or administra­
tors. 

"(c) UsE oF FuNns.-<1> Each eligible re­
cipient receiving a grant under this section 
shall use such funds to establish and oper­
ate an institute which shall include-

"<A> a residential program of at least 6 
weeks in duration during the summer 
months; 

"<B> instruction in subjects necessary for 
success in higher education, such as writing, 
mathematics, science, and foreign lan­
guages; 

"<C> projects in which students partici­
pate in compensated or uncompensated 
work experiences related to the teaching 
profession, such as working with youth 
groups, supervising recreational activities, 
and tutoring; 

"<D> personal and career counseling; 
"<E> academic advice and assistance in 

course selection; 
"<F> exposure to cultural events, academic 

programs, and other activities not usually 
available to disadvantaged youth; and 

"<G> activities designed to assist students 
to secure admission to, financial assistance 
from, and enrollment in, postsecondary in­
stitutions with teacher education programs. 

"<2> Each eligible recipient of a grant 
under this section may use such funds to 
provide information services such as lec­
tures, seminars, and publications for staff 
and participants in other programs or 
projects within the state assisted under this 
section, and to provide support to future 
teachers clubs in programs or projects 
within the state funded under sr ction 417B, 
417C or 417E. 

"(d) MAXIMUM STIPENDS.-Studvnts par­
ticipating in institutes funded under this 
section may be paid stipends not to exceed 
$60 per month during the months of June, 
July, and August, as well as transportation 
costs to and from the institute during the 
months of June, July, and August. 

"(e) APPLICATION.-Each eligible recipient 
desiring a grant under this section shall 
submit an application at such time, in such 
manner, and accompanied by such informa­
tion as the Secretary may reasonably re­
quire. Each such application shall-

"{1) provide assurances that not less than 
two-thirds of the individuals participating in 
programs assisted under this title will be 
low-income individuals who are first genera­
tion college students; 

"<2> provide assurances that the remain­
ing one-third of the individuals participat­
ing in a program assisted under this title be 
underrepresented in the teaching profes­
sion; 

"(3) provide assurances that individuals 
participating in programs assisted under 
this title be persons who have completed 6 
years of elementary education, are at least 
12 years of age, and are no more than 19 
years of age; and 

"(4) provide assurances that no individual 
will participate in the institute for more 
than two summers unless such individual 
participated in institute activities prior to 
completing the eighth grade, in which case 
such individual shall not participate for 
more than four summers. 

"<f> APPROVAL.-The Secretary shall ap­
prove applications which comply with the 
provisions of this section. 

"(g) SELECTION CRITERIA.-In making 
awards under this section, the Secretary 
shall-

"(1) ensure that no grant is awarded for 
less than $250,000; 

"(2) ensure that not more than one insti­
tute is funded in each State, unless funds 
remain after all States having an applica­
tion approved pursuant to subsection <f> 
have been awarded a grant; 

"(3) consider the level of involvement of 
the State educational agency, local educa­
tional agencies, and professional associa­
tions representing teachers, counselors, and 
administrators in preparing the application 
and carrying out activities provided by the 
Institute; and 

"( 4) consider the applicant's plan for iden­
tifying and recruiting participants, includ­
ing students participating in projects au­
thorized under sections 417B, 417C, and 
417E.". 

(b) LIMITATION ON AUTHORIZATION.-Sec­
tion 417A<c> of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 is amended by-

<1> striking "For" and inserting "(1) For"; 
and 

(2) inserting at the end thereof the follow­
ing new paragraphs: 

"(2) The Secretary shall not use the funds 
appropriated for this subpart to carry out 
section 417G until the amount appropriated 
to carry out this subpart exceeds 
$228,000,000. 

"(3) Not more than $9,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated to carry out this subpart 
may be used for the purposes of section 
417G. 
SEC. 307. TEACHING IN MAGNET SCHOOLS. 

<a> UsE OF FuNDs.-Section 3006 of the El­
ementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 is amended by-

(1) redesignating paragraphs <2> and <3> as 
paragraphs <3> and (4), respectively; 

<2> inserting the following new paragraph 
(2) after paragraph 1: 

"(2) the inclusion in each program of a 
component designed to-

"<A> present teaching as career option for 
students, 

"<B> expose students to teaching activi­
ties, and 

"<C> interest students in teaching;"; 
<3> striking "with respect to clauses (2) 

and <3)," and insert in lieu thereof "with re­
spect to clauses (3) and <4>,"; and 

(4) inserting "teaching," after "foreign 
languages"; and 

(5) inserting before the period at the end 
thereof the following: ", and in each pro­
gram, including a component for attracting 
secondary school students into teaching". 

(b) APPLICATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS.-Sec­
tion 3007 of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 is amended by-

<1 > redesignating paragraphs < 8 > and < 9 > as 
paragraphs <11> and <12) respectively; and 
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<2> inserting the following new paragraphs 

after paragraph (7): 
"(8) to provide assurances that teaching in 

secondary schools will be presented as a 
career option to students seeking advice or 
counseling regarding postsecondary educa­
tion or careers; 

"(9) to provide assurances that each 
magnet school program offers a component 
on teaching that will provide opportunities 
for, and encouragement of, students to par­
ticipate in teaching activities; 

"<10> to provide assurances that magnet 
schools that focus on teaching-

"<A> will serve as a model for experimen­
tation with new instructional methods or 
best practice methods of teaching; and 

"<B> will provide programs in conjunction 
with teacher education programs to individ­
uals at the secondary school level.". 
SEC. 308. STUDY OF ALTERNATIVE WAYS TO IN­

CREASE MINORITY PARTICIPATION IN 
THE TEACHING PROFESSION. 

The Secretary shall conduct a study of al­
ternative ways to increase minority partici­
pation in the teaching profession. Such 
study shall focus on barriers to entry into 
the profession for qualified minority group 
members, possible options for addressing 
the minority teacher barriers present, the 
alternative assessment mechanisms, and the 
possibilities for increasing the supply of mi­
nority teachers. The results of such study 
shall be reported to the appropriate com­
mittees of Congress not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

TITLE IV -BILINGUAL TEACHER 
ENHANCEMENT ACT 

SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Bilingual 

Teacher Enhancement Act of 1989". 
SEC. 402. FINDINGS. 

<a> The Congress finds that-
< 1) in 1986, language minority students 

constituted at least 20 percent of the stu­
dent population in the United States; 

<2> between the years 1985 and 2000, the 
language minority population will increase 
at 2lf2 times the rate of the general student 
population; 

<3> 50 percent of all public school teachers 
interact with limited English proficient stu­
dents, but only 6 percent have taken a 
course involving second language instruc­
tion; 

(4) 504,000 teachers (25 percent of all 
teachers> have students with limited Eng­
lish proficiency in their classes, but 345,000 
of such teachers have had no training in bi­
lingual or English-as-a-Second-Language 
teaching methodology; 

<5> 56,000 teachers use native language in­
struction, but only 40 percent of those are 
fully trained to do so; 

<6> 103,000 teachers use English-as-a­
Second-Language teaching methodologies, 
but only 39 percent of such teachers have 
received training and only 11 percent are 
fully trained to do so; 

<7> only 2,000 to 2,600 trained bilingual 
teachers graduate from institutions of 
higher education annually; 

<8> limited English proficient students 
have significantly less access to computer 
technology than their English speaking 
peers; and 

(9) the dropout rate among Hispanic stu­
dents is 45 percent over 4 years, almost 
twice the national dropout rate for all stu­
dents. 
SEC. 403. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Part C of title VII of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 is amended by-

(1) renumbering sections 7042, 7043, 7044 
and 7045 as sections 7043, 7044, 7045, and 
7046 respectively; and 

<2> inserting after section 7041 the follow­
ing new section 7042: 
"SEC. 7042. BILINGUAL TEACHER ENHANCEMENT. 

"(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.-The Secretary 
is authorized to make grants, in accordance 
with this section, to carry out activities de­
signed to-

"<1) increase the number of teachers 
trained to teach limited English proficient 
students; . 

"(2) provide in-service training for teach­
ers of limited English proficient students; 
and 

"(3) train all teachers in techniques for 
educating language minority students. 

"(b) USE OF FuNDS.-Funds provided pur­
suant to this section may be used-

"< 1) by institutions of higher education 
with existing teacher education programs 
to-

"<A> enhance instruction in bilingual 
teacher training with activities which em­
phasize-

"(i) proficiency in English and a non-Eng­
lish language; 

"(ii) knowledge of bilingual and second 
language instructional methodologies, in­
cluding methodologies which integrate non­
language subject matter instruction with 
second language instruction; 

"(iii) familiarity with specific cultural 
backgrounds of non-English native popula­
tion of specialization; and 

"(iv) minority language student assess­
ment techniques; 

"(B) develop an integrated approach to bi­
lingual and English-as-a-Second-Language 
training, including courses from the Depart­
ments of English, foreign language, and 
education; 

"<C) integrate bilingual, multicultural, 
and English -as-a-Second-Language instruc­
tion into mainstream teacher education in­
struction; 

"(D) integrate new educational research 
regarding effective teaching of language mi­
nority students into teacher training pro­
grams; and 

"(E) increase the availability of computer 
technology to teachers of limited English 
proficient students in teacher training pro­
grams, and for instruction on the integra­
tion of computer technology into bilingual 
education; 

"(2) by State educational agencies to es­
tablish programs to train mainstream teach­
ers in techniques to teach language minori­
ty students; and 

"(3) by local educational agencies-
"(A) for programs in conjunction with, 

professional development academies, if such 
academies exist in the local educational 
agency or with institutions of higher educa­
tion, to operate in-service training programs 
for bilingual teachers which include 
summer sessions, follow-up sessions during 
the school year, classroom observation, and 
peer coaching; 

"(B) to identify or recruit speakers of non­
English languages who have been trained as 
teachers in their home country to partici­
pate in programs similar to programs de­
scribed in subparagraph <A> but which add 
English language training, and an orienta­
tion to United States schools; 

"(C) to team classroom teachers with 
teachers trained to teach limited English 
proficient students for the development and 
implementation of instructional programs; 

"<D> to establish programs at the elemen­
tary and secondary school level which en-

courage language minority students to 
choose teaching as a career, including pro­
grams involving partnerships between sec­
ondary schools and post-secondary schools; 
and 

"(E) to increase the availability of com­
puter technology to limited English profi­
cient students. 

"(c) APPLICATIONS.-{1) Institutions Of 
higher education, State educational agen­
cies, or local educational agencies wishing to 
receive a grant under this section shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at 
such time, in such manner, and containing 
such additional information as the Secre­
tary may reasonably require. 

"(2) The Secretary shall solicit applica­
tions from institutions of higher education, 
State educational agencies, and local educa­
tional agencies. 

"(3) Each such application shall include­
"(1) a description of the activities and 

services to be provided with funds provided 
pursuant to this section; and 

"(2) a description of the individuals to be 
served with funds provided pursuant to this 
section. 

"(d) COORDINATION.-Each recipient of a 
grant under this section shall coordinate 
programs funded under this section with 
other Federal, State and local programs 
which train teachers of limited English pro­
ficient students. 

"(e) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACADE­
MY.-Each recipient of a grant under this 
title which also receives Federal financial 
assistance under the Professional Develop­
ment Academy Establishment Act estab­
lished pursuant to title II of this Act shall 
either provide in-service training programs 
developed under this title through a profes­
sional development academy, or coordinate 
programs funded under this title with pro­
grams operated by such professional devel­
opment academies.". 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.­
Section 7002<b> of the Bilingual Education 
Act is amended by inserting the following 
new paragraph at the end thereof: 

"(8) There are further authorized to be 
appropriated $34,500,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1993, to 
carry out the provisions of section 7042.". 
TITLE V -EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOP-

MENT TEACHER ENHANCEMENT ACT 

SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Early 

Childhood Development Teacher Enhance­
ment Act of 1989". 
SEC. 502. FINDINGS. 

(a) The Congress finds that-
(1) the average tenure for prekindergarten 

or kindergarten teachers in the field is 6.4 
years; 

(2) 44 percent of prekindergarten and kin­
dergarten teachers have been on the job less 
than 2 years; 

<3> between 1986 and 1987, 18 percent of 
prekindergarten and kindergarten teachers 
left the field; 

(4) before the year 2000, the demand for 
preschool teachers will increase 36 percent; 
and 

(5) currently less than 25 percent of post­
baccalaureate education programs offer pro­
grams in early childhood education or early 
childhood development. 
SEC. 503. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.-The Secretary 
is authorized to make grants in accordance 
with provisions of this title to carry out ac­
tivities and design programs to increase the 
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number of teachers trained to teach pre­
school age children in early childhood devel­
opment and early childhood education pro­
grams. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.-Each eligible recipient 
receiving funds under this title shall include 
in their programs curriculum regarding 
young children with special needs. 

(C) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACADE­
MY.-Each eligible recipient receiving a 
grant under this title which also receives 
Federal financial assistance under the Pro­
fessional Development Academy Establish­
ment Act established pursuant to title II of 
this Act shall either provide in-service train­
ing programs developed under this title 
through a professional development acade­
my, or coordinate programs funded under 
this title with programs operated by such 
professional development academies. 
SEC. 504. ELIGIBLE RECIPIENT. 

As used in this title, the term "eligible re­
cipient" means an institution of higher edu­
cation, a State educational agency, a local 
educational agency, or a private nonprofit 
organization. 
SEC. 505. USE OF FUNDS. 

(a) POST-BACCALAUREATE PROGRAMS.-
Funds provided pursuant to this title may 
be used by an eligible recipient which has a 
post-baccalaureate program leading to a 
degree in early childhood development or 
early childhood education for activities and 
programs which will increase the availabil­
ity of early childhood programs and the 
number of qualified early childhood educa­
tors. Such activities and programs shall in­
clude-

(1) forming a partnership with an institu­
tion of higher education which does not 
have a training program in early childhood 
education or development, in order to pro­
vide the faculty of such institution with the 
expertise necessary to develop early child­
hood development or early childhood educa­
tion teacher training programs; 

(2) recruiting minority applicants to par­
ticipate in early childhood education or 
early childhood development programs; 

<3> providing grants to individuals for the 
cost of attendance while such individuals 
are enrolled in a part-time or full-time post­
baccalaureate early childhood education or 
early childhood development program; and 

<4> forming a partnership with a State 
educational agency, State social services 
agency, local educational agency, local social 
services agency, or head start agency to pro­
vide training in early childhood education in 
order to provide the staff of such agencies 
with the expertise necessary to develop 
their own early childhood development or 
early childhood education teacher training 
programs. 

(b) UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS.-Funds pro­
vided pursuant to this title may be used by 
an eligible recipient which-

< 1 > has a baccalaureate program leading to 
a degree in early childhood development or 
early childhood education, 

(2) has a training program designed to up­
grade or enhance the skills of early child­
hood development specialists and teachers 
to-

<A> upgrade, create, or expand a high 
quality program of training for individuals 
wishing to become teachers in the field of 
early childhood education or early child­
hood development; or 

<B> upgrade, create, or expand a high 
quality program of in-service training for in­
dividuals employed as teachers in school­
based or community-based early childhood 

development or early childhood education 
programs; or 

<3> has a nationally recognized program of 
training in early childhood education or 
early childhood development to form a part­
nership with a State educational agency, 
State social services agency, local education­
al agency, local social services agency, or 
head start agency to provide training in 
early childhood education in order to pro­
vide the staff of such agencies with the ex­
pertise necessary to develop their own early 
childhood development or early childhood 
education teacher training programs. 

(c) AssociATE DEGREE AND CHILD DEVELOP­
MENT AssociATE PRoGRAMS.-Funds provided 
pursuant to this title may be used by an eli­
gible recipient to create, expand, or upgrade 
a high quality program of training leading 
to an associate's degree in early childhood 
development or early childhood education, 
or to a child development associate creden­
tial. 
SEC. 506. APPLICATION. 

(a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.-Each eligible 
recipient desiring a grant under this title 
shall submit an application to the Secretary 
at such time, in such manner, and contain­
ing such information as the Secretary may 
reasonably require. 

(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.-Each SUCh 
application shall-

(1) describe the activities and services for 
which assistance is sought; 

(2) provide assurances of compliance with 
section 505; 

<3> in the case of an application from a 
State educational agency, demonstrate co­
ordination with other programs for early 
childhood education teacher training; and 

<4> contain such other assurances as the 
Secretary may reasonably require. 
SEC. 507. CHILD DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATE. 

(a) APPLICATIONS.-Section 603(b)(l)(C) of 
the Child Development Associate Scholar­
ship Assistance Act of 1985 is amended by 
striking "and credentialing" and inserting 
"credentialling, and part of the costs of 
training". 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.­
Section 606 of the Child Development Asso­
ciate Scholarship Assistance Act of 1985 is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-There are authorized to 
be appropriated $4,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994 
for carrying out this title.". 

TITLE VI-TEACHERS OF CHILDREN WITH 
HANDICAPS ENHANCEMENT 

SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Teachers of 
Children with Handicaps Enhancement Act 
of 1989". 
SEC. 602. FINDINGS. 

<a> The Congress finds that-
< 1) 67 percent of children with handicaps 

are in regular education classrooms; 
(2) the Congress is committed to placing 

children with special needs in the least re­
strictive environment appropriate to the 
needs of the individual; and 

<3> as children with special needs are 
mainstreamed, it is critical that teachers of 
such children in regular classrooms have an 
understanding of the special needs of such 
children. 
SEC. 603. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

(a) The Secretary is authorized to make 
grants in accordance with this title to carry 
out activities and programs designed to in­
crease the preparedness of mainstream 
classroom teachers for the participation of 
children with handicaps in such classrooms 

through preservice and in-service training 
programs. 

<b> Grants provided pursuant to this title 
shall be awarded on a competitive basis. 

(C) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACADE· 
MY.-Each recipient of a grant under this 
title which also receives Federal financial 
assistance under the Professional Develop­
ment Academy Establishment Act estab­
lished pursuant to title II of this Act shall 
either provide in-service training programs 
developed under this title through a profes­
sional development academy, or coordinate 
programs funded under this title with pro­
grams operated by such professional devel­
opment academies. 
SEC. 604. USE OF FUNDS. 

Funds provided pursuant to this title may 
be used to make grants to institutions of 
higher education with teacher training pro­
grams, State educational agencies, or local 
educational agencies for the purpose of in­
cluding in the preservice and in-service 
training programs of such institutions or 
agencies the preparation necessary for regu­
lar education teachers to teach children 
with handicaps. 
SEC. 605. APPLICATION REQUIRED. 

Each institution of higher education with 
teacher training programs, State education­
al agency or local educational agency desir­
ing a grant under this title shall submit an 
application to the Secretary at such time, in 
such manner, and accompanied by such in­
formation as the Secretary shall reasonably 
require. 

TITLE VII-MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE 
TEACHER ENHANCEMENT 

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Mathemat­
ics and Science Teacher Enhancement Act 
of 1989". 
SEC. 702. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
< 1) students in the United States are per­

forming well below foreign students in 
international tests of mathematics and sci­
ence; 

<2> mastery of subjects in the mathemat­
ics and science fields are vital to the Na­
tion's economic competitiveness; 

<3> many students do not have either ade­
quate or appropriate courses in math and 
science available to them; 

(4) in 1986, nearly a third of the Nation's 
high school students were enrolled in a 
math or science course taught by a teacher 
not qualified to teach such a course; 

<5> mathematics and science curriculum in 
elementary and secondary schools is cur­
rently undergoing substantial reform to en­
hance teaching effectiveness; and 

<6> major investment in the in-service 
training of teachers will be necessary to im­
plement math and science curricula re­
forms. 
SEC. 703. DEFINITIONS. 

<a> The term "Director" means the Direc­
tor of the National Science Foundation. 

<b> The term "Foundation" means the Na­
tional Science Foundation. 
SEC. 704. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.-The Director is 
authorized to make grants in accordance 
with the provision of this title to State edu­
cational agencies, local educational agencies, 
institutions of higher education, or other 
private not-for-profit organizations with ap­
propriate expertise, or consortia thereof, 
to-

(1) establish or upgrade teacher in-service 
training for elementary, middle and second-
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ary school teachers in the areas of mathe­
matics and science, which teach the sub­
stance and teaching skills associated with 
curricula reform in these areas; and 

(2) engage in other projects which im­
prove student learning of mathematics and 
science. 

(b) AWARD BASIS.-The Director shall 
award grants under this title to applicants 
on the basis of the quality of the applica­
tion submitted pursuant to section 707 and 
the degree to which the applicant will meet 
the needs of the school population to be 
served. 

(C) SPECIAL CONSIDERATION.-In awarding 
grants under this title the Director shall 
give special consideration to applicants 
which will serve populations, including mi­
nority group members, which have been his­
torically under-represented in the fields of 
mathematics and science. 

(d) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACADE­
MY.-Each organization or agency receiving 
a grant under this title, which also receives 
Federal financial assistance under the Pro­
fessional Development Academy Establish­
ment Act established pursuant to title II of 
this Act shall either provide in-service train­
ing programs developed under this title 
through a professional development acade­
my, or coordinate programs funded under 
this title with programs operated by such 
professional development academies. 
SEC. 705. USE OF FUNDS. 

Funds provided pursuant to this title may 
be used to-

< 1) develop and implement teacher train­
ing programs ifl the areas of mathematics 
and science, including elementary school 
teacher training, which reflect the major 
curricula reforms in such areas; 

(2) pay the costs of release time for full­
time teachers to participate in in-service 
training programs during the school day; 

(3) provide in-service training for new and 
existing teachers through after-school, 
weekend, and summer programs; 

(4) support programs in elementary and 
secondary schools, adult education pro­
grams, community organizations and insti­
tutions of higher education to-

<A> provide mathematics and science-re­
lated education and programs; 

<B> develop materials and methods; 
<C> conduct pilot and demonstration 

projects; and 
<D> disseminate the products of the activi­

ties described in subparagraphs <A>. <B> and 
<C>; 

<5> involve mathematics and science relat­
ed organizations, agencies, and personnel, 
such as mathematicians, scientists, and 
mathematics and science students in the 
provision of mathematics and science-relat­
ed activities such as-

<A> team teaching programs in which 
graduate students or professionals in the 
fields of mathematics and science co-teach 
classes with classroom teachers; and 

<B> youth internships for outside-the­
classroom experiences with science and 
mathematics; 

<6> establish summer programs for high 
school students which teach mathematics 
and science and which include activities to 
interest students in the teaching of mathe­
matics and science as a profession; 

<7> establish weekend and after-school 
programs for elementary school students in 
the areas of mathematics and science; and 

(8) establish programs to instruct parents 
of elementary school aged and pre-school 
aged children in activities involving mathe-

matics and science which may be conducted 
at home. 
SEC. 706. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS. 

<a> IN-SERVICE TRAINING.-Each organiza­
tion or agency receiving a grant under this 
title shall include in teacher training pro­
grams assisted under this title in-service 
training for elementary school teachers. 

(b) CULTURAL AND GENDER SENSITIVITY 
TRAINING.-Each organization or agency re­
ceiving a grant under this title shall include 
in each program assisted under this Act, cul­
tural and gender sensitivity in the teaching 
of mathematics and science. 

<c> STAR ScHOOLS PRoGRAM.-Each organi­
zation or agency receiving a grant under 
this title, who also receives Federal financial 
assistance under the Star Schools Assist­
ance program, shall make in-service training 
programs developed under this title avail­
able for dissemination through the Star 
Schools telecommunications network. 

(d) DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER MATHEMATICS 
AND SCIENCE EDUCATION ACT.-Each organi­
zation or agency receiving a grant under 
this title shall coordinate programs devel­
oped under this title with activities and 
services funded by the Dwight D. Eisenhow­
er Mathematics and Science Education Act. 

<e> SHARING OF CosTs.-Each organization 
or agency receiving a grant under this title 
shall share the costs of programs estab­
lished under this title in accordance with 
Foundation practice. The Director, at his 
discretion, may waive the requirement this 
subsection for any grantee unable to meet 
the requirements of this subsection. 

(f) COORDINATION.-Each organization or 
entity receiving a grant under this title shall 
coordinate programs funded under this title 
with other mathematics and science teacher 
training programs in the State. 
SEC. 707. APPLICATION REQUIRED. 

Each organization or entity desiring a 
grant under this title shall submit an appli­
cation to the Director, at such time and in 
such manner, and accompanied by such in­
formation as the Director may reasonably 
require. Such application shall contain a de­
scription of-

(1) existing in-service training programs; 
<2> the in-service training program to be 

delivered through a grant under this title 
and a description of how such proposed pro­
gram will be coordinated with existing pro­
grams; and 

<3> how the applicant will meet the re­
quirements of section 706. 
SEC. 708. EVALUATION. 

The Director shall conduct an independ­
ent evaluation of the effectiveness of cur­
ricular reforms in science and mathematics 
education and shall report the results of 
such evaluation to the appropriate commit­
tees of Congress within 4 years of the date 
of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 709. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 101 of the National Science Foun­
dation Authorization Act of 1988 is amend­
ed-

<1> in subsection <c> by striking 
"$2,388,000,000" and inserting 
"$2,424,500,000"; 

(2) in subsection <c><2> by striking 
"$205,300,000" and inserting "$241,800,000"; 

(3) in subsection (d) by striking 
"$2,782,000,000" and inserting 
"$2,818,500,000"; 

<4> in subsection <d><2> by striking 
"$240,200,000" and inserting "$276,700,000"; 

(5) in subsection <e> by striking 
"$3,245,000,000" and inserting 
"$3,281,500,000"; 

(6) in subsection <e><2> by striking 
"$281,000,000" and inserting "$317 ,500,000"; 

<7> in subsection (f) by striking 
"$3,505,000,000" and inserting 
"$3,541,500,000"; 

<8> in subsection <f><2> by striking 
"$308,000,000" and inserting "$344,500,000". 
TITLE VIII-SCHOOL BASED MANAGEMENT/ 

SHARED DECISIONMAKING INCENTIVE 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "School 
Based Management/Shared Decisionmaking 
Incentive Act". 
SEC. 802. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
< 1 > schools may be more effective when in­

dividuals who are held responsible for the 
outcomes of decisions are also responsible 
for making such decisions; 

(2) the needs of students vary from one 
school building to the next and faculty and 
administrators of a school need sufficient 
flexibility to use resources in the way that 
will best meet students' needs; 

<3> school based management/shared deci­
sionmaking provides flexibility for teachers 
and school based administrators to create a 
school environment which meets the specif­
ic needs of students attending such school; 
and 

<4> school based management/shared deci­
sionmaking provides an opportunity for par­
ents and the community to play a larger 
role in the operation of a school. 
SEC. 803. PROGRAM ESTABLISHED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Fund for the Im­
provement and Reform of Schools and 
Teaching Act is amended by-

<1> redesignating subparts 3 and 4 as sub­
parts 4 and 5, respectively; 

(2) redesignating sections 3231, 3232 and 
3233 as sections 3241, 3242, and 3243, respec­
tively; 

<3> redesignating sections 3241, 3242 and 
3243 as sections 3251, 3252 and 3253, respec­
tively; and 

<4> inserting the following new subpart 
after subpart 2: 
"Subpart 3-School Based Management/Shared 

Decisionmaking 

"SEC. 3231. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

"<a> GENERAL AUTHORITY.-The Secretary 
is authorized to make grants to local educa­
tional agencies whose applications are ap­
proved under this subpart, to provide incen­
tives to test school based management/ 
shared decisionmaking programs at school 
sites within the local educational agency, 
and to evaluate and disseminate results of 
such evaluation. 

"(b) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACADE­
MY.-Each recipient of a grant under this 
subpart, who also receives Federal financial 
assistance under the Professional Develop­
ment Academy Establishment Act estab­
lished pursuant to title II of the Teacher 
Recruitment, Training and Professionalism 
Act of 1989 shall either provide in-service 
training programs developed under this sub­
part through a professional development 
academy. or coordinate programs funded 
under this subpart with programs operated 
by such professional development acade­
mies. 
"SEC. 3232. SCHOOL BASED MANAGEMENT/SHARED 

DECISIONMAKING. 
"<a> IN GENERAL.-As used in this subpart 

the term "school based management/shared 
decisionmaking" means a process by which 
a team of individuals is formed at a school 
site to make decisions regarding the man-
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agement of the school. Such a team may in­
clude-

"(1) teachers, including representatives of 
professional teachers associations or organi­
zations, where applicable; 

"(2) the school principal; 
"(3) school administrators; 
"(4) parents; 
"(5) community representatives; 
"(6) school employees; and 
"(7) students. 
"(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.-(!) The school 

based management/shared decisionmaking 
team is responsible for decisions, deter­
mined by the team, which affect the school 
and classroom environment. Such decisions 
may include decisions such as-

"(A) curriculum and instruction priorities 
which meet priorities and goals of the local 
educational agency, including materials and 
activities, organization, evaluation and as­
sessment, while taking into account the spe­
cial needs of students; 

"(B) student grouping, promotion, and 
tracking; 

"<C> school rules and discipline policies; 
"(D) the scheduling, and structure of the 

school day; 
"<E> the school environment; 
"<F> the physical structure of school fa­

cilities; 
"<G> the administrative structure of the 

school; 
"<H> the use of funds available to the 

school; 
"(I) establishing standards for the hiring 

and evaluation of teachers and administra­
tors; 

"(J) professional development programs 
which will meet faculty needs; and 

"<K> relationships with parents and com­
munity. 

"(2) The school superintendent and school 
board of each local educational agency re­
ceiving assistance under this title shall en­
courage school individuality while also en­
suring sufficient coordination and linkages 
to allow student mobility. 
"SEC. 3233. USES OF FUNDS. 

"Funds provided pursuant to the provi­
sions of this subpart may be used to-

"(1) establish training programs for teach­
ers, principals, administrators, superintend­
ents, school board members and members of 
the school based management/shared deci­
sionmaking team regarding the implementa­
tion of school based management/shared 
decisionmaking, including-

"<A> use of decisionmaking skills, concen­
sus building, creative problem solving, and 
group dynamics; 

"(B) ways to establish a school mission 
which responds to the needs of students at­
tending the school; 

"(C) use of staff resources to implement 
school based management/shared decision­
making; and 

"<D> use of nonprofessional staff, includ­
ing paraprofessionals, volunteers, peer 
tutors, and instructional technologies, so 
that an individual teachers' time can be 
used most productively; and 

"<2> evaluate the effectiveness of school 
based management/shared decisionmaking 
in improving student performance, and 
teacher recruitment and retention. 
"SEC. 3234. APPLICATION. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Each local educational 
agency desiring to receive a grant under this 
subpart shall submit an application to the 
Secretary, at such time and in such manner, 
and containing such additional information 
as the Secretary may reasonably require. 

"(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.-The Sec­
retary shall only approve applications 
which meet the requirements of this sub­
part and contain-

"(!) a description of the school based 
management/shared decisionmaking pro­
gram to be tested with funds provided under 
this subpart; 

"(2) if available, a list of schools chosen to 
participate in school based management/ 
shared decisionmaking, and a description of 
the school based management/shared deci­
sionmaking teams established or to be es­
tablished; 

"(3) a description of the training programs 
to be established or expanded with funds 
provided under this subpart; and 

"(4) assurances that the administrative 
and teaching staff of the local educational 
agency has participated in the development 
of the application. 

"(c) PRIORITY.-In approving applications 
under this title, the Secretary shall give pri­
ority to applications which seek to imple­
ment school based management/shared de­
cisionmaking programs on a local education­
al agencyWide basis within 5 years of appli­
cation. 
"SEC. 3235. EVALUATIONS. 

"(a) RECIPIENT INFORMATION.-{1) Each re­
cipient of a grant under this subpart shall 
annually submit to the Secretary such in­
formation regarding the program as the 
Secretary may require. Such information 
shall include a description of-

"<A> how support was achieved for the 
program; 

"<B> what decisions were transferred to 
the school based management/shared deci­
sionmaking teams; 

"(C) any resulting changes in teacher atti­
tude and staff turnover; and 

"(D) any resulting changes in student per­
formance. 

"(b) EVALUATION BY THE SECRETARY.-The 
Secretary shall-

"(!) within 1 year of the date of enact­
ment of this subpart, compile and analyze 
the information received pursuant to sub­
section <a> and submit such analysis to the 
appropriate committees of the Congress; 
and 

"(2) within 2 years of the date of enact­
ment of this subpart, conduct an evaluation 
of school based management/shared deci­
sionmaking programs funded under this 
subpart as well as other school based man­
agement/ shared decisionmaking programs 
to determine the effectiveness of such pro­
grams in improving school performance.". 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.­
Section 3252 of the Fund for the Improve­
ment and Reform of Schools and Teaching 
Act <as redesignated in subsection <a><3» is 
amended-

(!) in subsection <a> by striking 
"$30,000,000" and inserting "$35,100,000"; 
and 

<2> in subsection <b> by inserting at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph 
(3): 

"(3) The Secretary may reserve not more 
than $5,100,000 from funds appropriated for 
activities authorized in subpart 3.". 

TITLE IX-TEACHER RECOGNITION 
SEC. 901. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Teacher of 
the Year Recognition Act". 
SEC. 902. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this title to provide 
special and extensive nationwide recognition 
and honor to elementary and secondary 
school teachers selected each year as the 

State teachers of the year and to provide 
additional recognition for the national 
teacher of the year. 
SEC. 903. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) the quality of America's schools de­

pends primarily on the men and women who 
teach in such schools; 

<2> in order to attract academically talent­
ed young Americans into teaching, Ameri­
cans must raise the status of teaching as a 
profession; 

<3> in order to keep the best teachers in 
the classrooms, Americans must raise the 
status of teaching as a profession; 

(4) at present, America's best school 
teachers receive too little recognition; 

<5> Americans can raise the status of all 
teachers by recognizing and honoring those 
who are truly outstanding; and 

<6> the time has come to reaffirm the cen­
trality of teaching, to honor outstanding 
teachers, and give such teachers the nation­
wide recognition they deserve. 
SEC. 904. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title-
<1> The term "Secretary" means the Sec­

retary of Education. 
(2) The term "State teacher of the year" 

means an individual designated as teacher 
of the year in each of the several States by 
the Council of Chief State School Officers. 

<3> The term "national teacher of the 
year" means the individual chosen as na­
tional teacher of the year by the Council of 
Chief State School Officers. 

<4> The term "President" means the Presi­
dent of the United States. 
SEC. 905. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

The Secretary is authorized and directed, 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
title, and in consultation with the relevant 
Committees of Congress, to design and im­
plement a recognition program for teachers 
designated by the Council of Chief State 
Schools Officers as teachers of the year and 
the national teacher of the year. 
SEC. 906. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS. 

<a> LocATION.-The ceremonies and brief­
ings held pursuant to the recognition pro­
gram authorized by this title shall take 
place in Washington, DC, and shall include 
at least one major event sponsored by the 
Congress. 

(b) CEREMONIES AND BRIEFINGS.-The rec­
ognition program shall consist of ceremo­
nies to honor the teachers and their accom­
plishments, and informational briefings on 
issues of interest to teachers. 

(C) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.-The Secre­
tary shall consult with educational organi­
zations in designing the recognition pro­
gram authorized by this title. 

(d) ExPENSEs.-<1> The Secretary shall to 
pay the costs of travel, room and board, and 
expenses of the teachers participating in 
the program. 

<2> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Secretary is authorized to accept 
gifts of money and contributions of goods 
and services to help defray the costs of this 
title. 
SEC. 907. MEDAL AUTHORIZED. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall des­
ignate and procure a medal to honor the 
State teachers of the year and the national 
teacher of the year. 

(b) PRESENTATION.-Such medals shall be 
presented to the teachers participating in 
the recognition program by the President or 
his designee. 
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SEC. 908. STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS. 

The Secretary is authorized to work with 
State and local governments, State and local 
educational agencies, and other organiza­
tions to encourage the development of State 
and local recognition programs to honor 
outstanding teachers and other educators. 

NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, September 22, 1989. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Hart Building, U.S. Senate, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: The National 

Education Association, representing nearly 
2 million education professionals and sup­
port personnel nationwide, is proud to en­
dorse your Excellence in Teaching Act of 
1989. This insightful piece of legislation rep­
resents a significant step toward revitalizing 
our public education system by upgrading 
the teaching profession and addressing the 
pressing national problem of teacher short­
ages. 

We commend you for your leadership in 
this key area of national policy and pledge 
our active support for the enactment of this 
important legislation. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH F. MELLEY, 

Director of Government Relations. 

AFT ANNOUNCES SUPPORT FOR LEGISLATION 
DESIGNED To SUPPORT TEACHER EDUCATION 
AND RECRUITMENT 
WASHINGTON, DC.-Albert Shanker, presi­

dent of the 710,000-member American Fed­
eration of Teachers <AFT>. today an­
nounced his union's support of two bills de­
signed to support teacher education and re­
cruitment. The Excellence in Teaching Act, 
introduced by Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
<D-MA), and the National Teacher Act of 
1989, introduced by Senator Claiborne Pell 
<D-RI), were introduced today in the 
Senate. 

"Our country will need approximately 2.2 
million teachers if it is going to meet the im­
pending teacher shortage," Shanker ex­
plained. "We are facing a national crisis, 
and if the Federal government, particularly 
our elected officials, are seriously commit­
ted to strengthening our education system, 
they should support these bills." 

Shanker explained the bills introduced by 
Senators Kennedy and Pell will place re­
sources behind efforts to increase the 
number of minority teachers, including loan 
forgiveness, scholarships and aggressive re­
cmitment. "If we are going to get the cali­
ber of teachers we need-particularly mi­
norities-we need to make a concerted 
effort. The time for rhetoric has past." 

Shanker added these efforts should be 
supplemented by others, such as developing 
an incentive system for schools that will 
help encourage education reform at the 
local level. "Both of these bills recognize the 
need for change. They recognize that the 
same old thing isn't good enough anymore 
and place programs within the context of 
the broader movement for education 
reform. The AFT will do everything it can 
to see that the bills are enacted by this Con­
gress." 

THE NATIONAL PTA, 
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC, September 15, 1989. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chair, U.S. Senate Labor and Resources 

Committee, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: The National 
PTA, comprised of over 6.6 million parents, 
teachers and other child advocates, ap­
plauds the introduction of the "Excellence 
in Teaching Act." A major factor in school 
improvement is the nation's ability to at­
tract, recruit and employ caring, competent 
and skilled teachers. Without these compo­
nents, the educational reforms required for 
school improvement will quickly atrophy. 
The National PTA is especially concerned 
about the decrease in the number of minori­
ties who are entering college. In addition, 
those who are entering college are not 
choosing teaching as a career. In order to 
reverse this trend, the National PTA is espe­
cially supportive of Title II, the Profession­
al Development Academic provisions de­
signed to establish a comprehensive profes­
sional development strategy including par­
enting education; Title IV, Bilingual Teach­
er enhancement designed to increase the 
number of teachers with knowledge of bilin­
gual/ESL teaching techniques; Title V, 
Early Childhood Development Teacher En­
hancement designed to increase the number 
of early childhood education teachers; and 
Title VI, Education of the Handicapped 
Teacher Enhancement designed to prepare 
regular classroom teachers to work with 
mainstreamed children. 

Title VII, the Mathematical Sciences 
Teacher Enhancement provision is long 
overdue. The National PTA is concerned 
about the quality of science and mathemat­
ics teaching in addition to the underrepre­
sentation of women and minorities who are 
not counseled math and science careers. In 
cooperation with the Carnegie Foundation 
and the Mathematical Sciences Education 
Board, the National PTA has distributed 
30,000 multi-dimensional programs for par­
ents called "Math Matters." This is to en­
hance home-school coordination of math ac­
tivities, to encourage children at a young 
age to understand the importance of math 
and to pursue math courses during the 
school years. 

The National PTA is prepared to work 
with you as Congress begins to schedule 
hearings and mark-up the bill. We are espe­
cially grateful for the efforts of two of your 
staff people, Amanda Broun and Shirley 
Sagawa in allowing our input during the de­
velopment of the bill. 

Sincerely, 
ARLENE ZIELKE, 

Vice President for Legislative Activity. 

COUNCIL OF CHIEF 
STATE ScHOOL OFFICERS, 

Washington, DC, September 18, 1989. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: On behalf of the 

Council of Chief State School Officers 
< CCSSO ), I commend you for development 
and introduction of the Excellence in 
Teaching Act of 1989. The Council is 
pleased to support the bill with its combina­
tion of important provisions to strengthen 
recruitment and preparation for teaching. 

The Federal government must assist di­
rectly with entry of highly qualified person­
nel to the teaching profession and continu­
ing training of current staff. We support 

strongly the purposes of Titles I and II, the 
Teacher and Senior Corps, and the Profes­
sional Development Academies. These titles 
provide scholarships and incentives for em­
ployment which can attract high caliber 
candidates and professionals to service in 
places of most need. 

The Council places a high priority on in­
creasing the number of minority teachers. 
We commend the specific provisions within 
the Act aimed at increasing the number of 
minority teachers and teachers trained in 
bilingual education. 

The Council commends also the provision 
for incentives to increase the number of 
teachers of early childhood education. 
CCSSO has committed to ensuring the uni­
versal of quality early childhood education 
for all three and four year old children. 
Title V is a step toward filling the need. 

America's education renewal depends on 
major Federal action to recruit, prepare and 
retrain our professional teaching staff. We 
support the Excellence in Teaching Act of 
1989 as part of such Federal Action. 

Sincerely, 
GORDON M. AMBACH. 

HARVARD UNIVERSITY, 
GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION, 
Cambridge, MA, September 25, 1989. 

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, Russell Senate Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am writing to 
let you know how pleased I am with the bill 
that you plan to introduce, "The Excellence 
in Teaching Act." The thrust of the bill is in 
exactly the right direction. It will provide 
important benefits for the children of this 
country by enhancing the recruitment and 
retention of able teachers. Let me know if I 
can be of help to you as the bill makes its 
way through Congress and, I hope, to pas­
sage. 

My congratulations to you and your staff, 
who I am sure have worked long and hard 
on this important legislation already. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

PATRICIA ALBJERG GRAHAM, 
Dean. 

THE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT, 
THE UNIVERSITY OF THE STATE OF 
NEW YORK, 

Albany, NY, September 15, 1989. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, Chairman, Labor and Human 

Resources Committee, Senate Dirksen 
Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I write in support 
of your bill soon to be introduced in the 
Senate, the Excellence in Teaching Act. The 
New York State Board of Regents have ad­
vocated the re-creation of the National 
Teachers Corps, which until 1982 was au­
thorized under the Higher Education Act. 
We believe the next decade will require are­
newed commitment on the part of the Fed­
eral government to attracting dedicated, 
motivated individuals into the teaching pro­
fession, especially in the urban and rural 
areas where teacher shortages will continue 
to be prevalent. 

In New York State, it is projected that 
89,000 vacant teaching positions will need to 
be filled between 1988 and 1992 and that 
26,000 of this number are expected to be 
filled by new, first-time teachers. Approxi­
mately 13,300 of these new teachers will be 
needed in New York City, the state's largest 
urban area. Your proposal for Teacher 
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Corps and Senior Teacher programs, giving 
special emphasis to students who wish to 
teach in areas experiencing shortages, will 
help us to meet this need. The Minority 
Teacher Retirement program in your bill 
will be particularly important in New York 
City, where minority teachers make up only 
27 percent of the teaching force, compared 
with a student population that is 79 percent 
minority. 

I commend the comprehensive nature of 
your bill, focusing attention on other needs 
in the teaching field that must be ad­
dressed, such as bilingual, early childhood, 
and math and science teaching. I believe the 
administrative structure of the bill, allowing 
state education agencies to play a promi­
nent role in most programs, is appropriate. 
State education agencies are generally in 
the most favorable position to have a broad 
understanding of the needs of the entire 
state in the area of teacher training and re­
cruitment. 

I look forward to working with you to 
ensure passage of this measure, and to se­
curing the necessary funding to implement 
all programs contained in the Act. Please 
call upon me for assistance. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS SOBOL. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION, 

Alexandria, VA, September 18, 1989. 
Hon. EDWARD KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, U.S. Senate, Senate 
Hart Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: We are writing to 
you to express our support for the goals in 
the "Excellence in Teaching Act", to be in­
troduced this month and to thank you for 
seeking our input. 

As the highest education policymakers for 
states, state boards of education are in busi­
ness to improve teaching and learning in 
public schools so any valid effort to help us 
achieve these goals is commendable. The 
members of the National Association of 
State Boards of Education believe that state 
boards need to create conditions to attract, 
motivate and retain high caliber teachers in 
our public schools. As this task grows more 
difficult and complex, we welcome a federal 
role in these efforts. 

We support federal efforts that acknowl­
edge the importance, the professionalism 
and the critical services teachers bring to 
the field of education. Many areas ad­
dressed in your legislation, such as minority 
recruitment, the professional development 
of established teachers and the enhanced 
training of teachers in specialized fields 
such as early childhood development, bilin­
gual education and handicapped education 
are of critical importance to our states. 

Thank you for your work in this impor­
tant area. We look forward to continuing to 
work with you on this significant piece of 
legislation. 

Sincerely, 
BRENDA LILIENTHAL WELBURN, 

Deputy Director. 

THE CouNCIL OF THE 
GREAT CITY SCHOOLS, 

Washington, DC, September 18, 1989. 
Hon. EDWARD KENNEDY, 
Chair, Committee on Labor and Human Re­

sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: On behalf of the 

Council of the Great City Schools, a coali­
tion of the nation's largest urban public 
school systems, I am writing to express our 

enthusiastic suport for the "Excellence in 
Teaching Act" scheduled for introduction 
this week. Your leadership in improving and 
expanding our nation's teaching profession 
is greatly appreciated by our organization. 

This new bill will provide many of the key 
components in a much needed federal strat­
egy to improve our schools by enhancing 
teaching and teachers. It focuses on the re­
cruitment, training, retraining and profes­
sionalization of teachers at a time when our 
educational system may be facing an un­
precedented shortage. 

We are particularly pleased with the bill's 
provisions that give an extra nod to our 
inner-cities, areas experiencing 2.5 times the 
projected teacher shortages of other locales. 
Incentives under the new Teacher Corps to 
teach in inner-city schools will help enor­
mously in closing that gap. Your focus on 
minority teacher recruitment, bilingual, and 
early childhood teaching also holds enor­
mous promise for our schools. 

The Council is also excited that this bill 
evolved from our testimony presented 
before your Committee in January and a 
subsequent visit you made to the Dade 
County Public Schools to see their innova­
tive teaching and school-based management 
efforts. 

We are pleased to support this bill and 
will be happy to work for its passage. Please 
call on us should you need assistance in this 
or other educational areas. Thank you again 
for your leadership and support for our 
urban schools. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL CASSERLY, 

Associate Director. 

NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION, 
Alexandria, VA, September 20, 1989. 

Re Support for the Teacher Recruitment, 
Training and Professionalism Act. 

Hon. EDWARD KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: The National 
School Boards Association <NSBA>, on 
behalf of the 97,000 local school board mem­
bers across the country, welcomes the intro­
duction of your bill, the Teacher Recruit­
ment, Training, and Professionalism Act of 
1989. 

Local school board members are convinced 
that the key to improving the performance 
of students is the availability of top quality 
teachers for the public schools. Yet, at the 
very time when local school boards are 
struggling to raise academic standards and 
to serve adequately growing enrollments of 
children with serious barriers to learning, 
they are facing significant shortages of 
teachers in such key areas as mathematics 
and science, special education, and bilingual 
education. Moreover, in many schools with 
large miority enrollments, particulary in 
urban areas, they are experiencing an 
alarming scarcity of minority teachers. 

Your multifacted bill attacks these prob­
lems through a laudable combination of 
scholarships, expanded oportunities for pro­
fessional development, and incentives to 
teach in urban areas and in high priority 
subject areas. The inclusion of school board 
members in training opportunities under 
the incentive program for school-based 
management and shared decision-making is 
also commendable. 

NSBA looks forward to continuing to work 
with you to refine the bill as it moves 
through the legislative process. Thank you 

for your dedication to the needs of public 
school children. 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES R. OGLESBY, 

President. 
THOMAS A. SHANNON, 

Executive Director. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR 
BILINGUAL EDUCATION, 

Washington, DC, September 18, 1989. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, U.S. Senate, Wash­
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN KENNEDY: On behalf of 
the members and Executive Board of the 
National Association for Bilingual Educa­
tion, I congratulate you and your staff for 
developing the "Excellence in Teaching 
Act," and pledge NABE's active support for 
this vital legislation. More than any other 
piece of education legislation in recent 
years, this bill focuses on the basic ingredi­
ent of quality education-quality teaching. 

Research confirms reason: teachers hold 
the key to school improvement, and only by 
upgrading the quality of instruction will we 
succeed in raising student academic per­
formance. 

Each of the eight titles of the "Excellence 
in Teaching Act" addresses well-known 
problems in teacher recruitment and teach­
er preparation. Together they get out a 
comprehensive, thoughtful and integrated 
program to expand our teaching force and 
upgrade the quality of instruction in our 
Nation's schools. 

The "Excellence in Teaching Act" ad­
dresses the demographic changes affecting 
our schools. The dynamic growth of our mi­
nority and immigrant student populations 
underscores the necessity of expanding re­
cruitment and training programs for minori­
ty and immigrant teachers. The programs 
authorized in the bill, operating from high 
school through graduate school, will help 
overcome the worsening shortage of minori­
ty teachers and role-models for our chil­
dren. 

The "Excellence in Teaching Act" also ad­
dresses the technological and economic 
challenges confronting the Nation. The 
bill's emphasis on language development, 
clearly set forth in the title on "Bilingual 
Teacher Enhancement" helps erase the ex­
isting arbitrary and dysfunctional divisions 
between English instruction, foreign lan­
guage development, and bilingual education. 
In so doing, the legislation promises to im­
prove the communication skills of American 
students and their cognitive development. 
The legislation's emphasis on science and 
math teaching similarly responds to the cur­
rent and future needs of our students and 
our society. 

The programs authorized by the bill, in­
cluding the Teacher Crops, Senior Teacher 
Corps, and Professional Development Acad­
emies, are structurally sound and coherent. 
And while we would like to see higher au­
thorization levels for all the bill's titles, po­
litical realism suggests that the current au­
thorization levels are well-chosen. 

Through our 35 State affiliates and com­
bined membership of nearly 10,000 parents, 
educators, and school administrators, we 
will vigorously promote the "Excellence in 
Teaching Act." We look forward to its early 
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passage, and stand ready to assist you and 
the bill's co-sponsors in any way possible. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES J. LYONS, 

Executive Director and 
Legislative & Policy Counsel. 

[From the National Association for the Edu­
cation of Young Children, Washington, 
DC, Sept. 26, 1989] 
EXCELLENCE IN TEACHING ACT HAILED BY 

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATORS 
The National Association for the Educa­

tion of Ydung Children, the nation's largest 
professional association of early childhood 
educators with more than 70,000 members, 
has announced its strong endorsement of 
the Excellence in Teaching Act, introduced 
by Senator Edward Kennedy today. 

According to Ellen Galinsky, NAEYC 
president, "Research and practical experi­
ence have clearly documented that the most 
critical ingredient for quality in early child­
hood programs is assuring that there are 
sufficient numbers of well-trained staff with 
knowledge of child development and early 
education. Highly trained staff are the most 
likely to provide young children with the 
loving care and attention they need, while 
providing a stimulating learning environ­
ment." 

"As more and more young children spend 
significant portions of their day outside the 
home-given labor force participation rates 
of mothers of preschool children that 
exceed 50% and are expected to continue to 
grow-the public responsibility for assuring 
that early childhood programs offer a high 
quality experience that promotes sound de­
velopment and learning has also increased. 
This legislation stresses the importance of 
the early years by providing incentives for 
teaching preschool children. Our entire edu­
cational system will benefit by this bill's em­
phasis on recruiting qualified individuals 
into the teaching profession and increasing 
the professionalism and retention of teach­
ers at all educational levels," Galinsky 
noted. 

The bill includes a special focus on early 
childhood development and education, au­
thorizing $17 million in FY 90 to increase 
the number of qualified early childhood 
education/child development teachers. 
Funded activities would include providing fi­
nancial assistance for students to earn cre­
dentials and degrees, recruiting minority 
teachers, supporting the development of 
new training programs at the graduate and 
undergraduate levels, and supporting the 
expansion or upgrading of existing training 
programs. Funds would be used to provide 
both pre-service and in-service professional 
development opportunities. 

The bill also amends the existing Child 
Development Associate scholarship program 
to allow scholarships to be used to pay part 
of the costs of training as well as credential­
ing and increases the yearly authorization 
from $1 million to $4 million. This scholar­
ship program has assisted a number of prac­
titioners in child care programs, federally 
funded Head Start programs, and other pre­
school programs to obtain the nationally 
recognized Child Development Associate 
<CDA> Credential. The increased authoriza­
tion will significantly increase the accessibil­
ity of the credential and improve the educa­
tional qualifications of those working with 
young children. 

[Note.-The National Association for the 
Education of Young Children, founded in 
1926, seeks to improve the quality of care 

and education for children birth through 
age 8, the critical years of development.] 

THE COUNCIL FOR 
EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN, 

Reston, VA, September 15, 1989. 
Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: On behalf of the 
members of The Council for Exceptional 
Children I wish to extend our support for 
the Excellence in Teaching Act of 1989 and 
our commendation for your work in devel­
oping and introducing this most important 
piece of legislation. 

Recently in testimony before the Senate 
Subcommittee on the Handicapped, CEC 
and other national organizations expressed 
our deep concern about the present and pro­
jected shortages of qualified special educa­
tion and related services professionals. We 
are extremely worried that federal man­
dates to educate children and youth with 
handicaps may become a hollow promise 
unless we can recruit, prepare and retain 
needed personnel. The Act you are about to 
introduce will be an important part of the 
tapestry of federal initiatives that hopefully 
will help address this critical problem. Fur­
ther, we applaud the provision in the Excel­
lence in Teaching Act that would provide 
assistance to improve the knowledge and 
skills of regular educators about the needs 
of children and youth with handicaps. 

We look forward to working with you and 
the Committee as you consider this impor­
tant legislation. 

Sincerely, 
FREDERICK J. WEINTRAUB, 
Assistant Executive Director, 

Department of Governmental Relations. 

NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF 
PuPIL SERVICES ORGANIZATIONS, 
Bethesda, MD, September 15, 1989. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Human Re­

sources Committee, U.S. Senate, Wash­
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The National Alli­
ance of Pupil Services Organizations, repre­
senting over 300,000 professionals in educa­
tion is proud to convey its support of the 
Excellence in Teaching Act. The Act is com­
prehensive in scope, long range in its intend­
ed impact and effectively designed to deal 
with the significant shortage of educational 
professionals needed to teach our nation's 
children. 

Sincerely, 
KEVIN P. DWYER, 

NCSP Co-Chair. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
ScHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS, 

Washington, DC, September 15, 1989. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, U.S. Senate, Wash­
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Who will teach our 
children? Who will teach our children sci­
ence and math? Who will deal with the com­
plex educational needs of our diverse popu­
lation of children, with their multiple lan­
guages and ethnicity? If trends among our 
college-bound youth continue, the answer to 
these questions will be, "No one will teach 
our children." 

The threat to public education of not 
having qualified teachers is approaching a 
crisis level. Piece-meal solutions and rheto­
ric will not solve this problem. The problem 
must be attacked comprehensively, as it is 
by the Excellence in Education Act. 

The National Association of School Psy­
chologists is pleased that the United States 
Senate is considering this significant legisla­
tive proposal to support bright and energet­
ic people in the profession of teaching. This 
Act has so many sound components that 
members of our Association feel will enable 
it to become a landmark law-a law guaran­
teeing the continuation of free public educa­
tion for all our nation's children. 

The National Association of School Psy­
chologists strongly supports this legislative 
proposal and urges its passage by the United 
States Senate. 

Sincerely, 
HOWARD M. KNOFF, 

President. 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF 
STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES, 
Washington, DC, September 19, 1989. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: On behalf of the 
American Association of State Colleges and 
Universities <AASCU), I am writing to give 
our support to the "Excellence in Teaching 
Act." 

I want to commend you, Senator, for get­
ting the federal government back into 
teacher education. Your bill will do much to 
revitalize teaching and teacher education. It 
contains elements that the education com­
munity will welcome, such as incentives to 
recruit minority students into teaching, stu­
dents into teaching in underserved areas, 
and teachers into critical areas of math and 
science. 

The re-establishment of the Teachers 
Corps will help professionalize teaching for 
current teachers as well as for future teach­
ers. Your bill will assist in alleviating the 
teacher shortage by attracting new teachers 
into the field, for it supplements what many 
states and institutions of higher education 
are doing. 

The member institutions of the American 
Association of State Colleges and Universi­
ties are committed to the improvement of 
teacher education with the recognition that 
the preparation of teachers able and willing 
to educate students for the demands of the 
1990s and the 21st century is one of our top 
national priorities. Your bill will aid that 
commitment. 

We hope for a warm acceptance of your 
initiative by members of your committee 
and the full Senate. 

Sincerely, 
ALLAN W. 0STAR, 

President. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INDE· 
PENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSI· 
TIES, 
Washington, DC, September 19, 1989. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, U.S. Senate, Wash­
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN KENNEDY: On behalf of 
the National Association of Independent 
Colleges and Universities, representing more 
than 800 independent institutions of higher 
education across the country, I would like to 
express support for the Excellence in 
Teaching Act that you are about to intro­
duce. 

The nation's independent colleges and 
universities are committed to recognizing 
the important work of the nation's teachers 
and to encouraging more individuals to 
enter the teaching profession. We applaud 
your leadership in proposing legislat ion that 

I 
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would provide such recognition and encour­
agement, with particular emphasis on mi­
nority teachers. 

We stand ready to assist you in any way 
we can to ensure passage of this important 
legislation. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD F. ROSSER, 

President. 

ACCT-AACJC, 
JOINT COMMISSION ON 

FEDERAL RELATIONS, 
Washington, DC, September 18, 1989. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: The Excellence 
in Teaching Act that you are about to intro­
duce could strengthen minority teacher re­
cruitment and teacher development on 
every level of the profession. The bill de­
serves the Congress' earliest consideration. 

The bill's recognition of community col­
leges as a primary source of talent is very 
much in tune with the sweeping demo­
graphic changes that will shape both the 
general workforce and teaching profession 
of tomorrow. Since more than half the 
Americans going to college now start in 
community colleges, we look forward to 
working with you to expand and strengthen 
this aspect of the bill. <You might be inter­
ested to know, for example, that 65 percent 
of the classroom teachers in Florida started 
their college work in community colleges.) 

Consider this letter our request to offer 
testimony at your first hearing on the bill. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK MENSEL, 

Vice President for Federal Relations, 
AACJC; Director of Federal Relations, 
ACCT. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL 
OF EDUCATIONAL 

OPPORTUNITY ASSOCIATIONS, 
Washington, DC, September 15, 1989. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, U.S. Senate, Wash­
ington, DC 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: On behalf of the 
National Council of Educational Opportuni­
ty Associations <NCEOA>. I am pleased to 
support the Excellence In Teaching Act 
which you are introducing in the Senate. 
You are to be congratulated for your efforts 
to develop this critical legislation. 

The Council fully supports this bill, par­
ticularly its provision of Summer Institutes 
for Future Teachers. The NCEOA repre­
sents institutions of higher education, ad­
ministrators, counselors and teachers who 
are committed to advancing equal educa­
tional opportunity in America's colleges and 
universities. NCEOA's principal concern is 
sustaining and improving educational op­
portunity program services. The majority of 
educational opportunity programs are the 
federally funded TRIO projects which cur­
rently operate in over 800 postsecondary in­
stitutions and more than sixty community 
agencies. 

The Summer Institutes for Future Teach­
ers would complement and enrich the six 
existing TRIO Programs. Like the other 
TRIO Programs, the Institutes would pro­
vide academic instruction, counseling, tutor­
ing, encouragement and support. The Insti­
tutes would provide assistance with applica­
tions for admission tQ, financial assistance 
from, and enrollment in institutions with 
teacher education programs. The Institutes 

would also provide activities designed to ac­
quaint students with teaching as a profes­
sion through their service as tutors assisting 
other students. While providing needed as­
sistance to students, this program will also 
address the critical shortage in the number 
of qualified teachers from minority and 
other underrepresented groups by encourag­
ing these students to consider careers as 
teachers. 

Most of the recent reports on the condi­
tion of schooling in the United States have 
pointed out the importance of teachers in 
the reform of American education. The re­
structuring and professionalization of teach­
ing, coupled with the decline prestige and 
public confidence in teaching has made 
teaching less attractive, particularly to mi­
norities. As a result, while demographers 
are predicting that one of every three Amer­
icans will be nonwhite by the year 2000, the 
number of minority students choosing edu­
cation as a profession has declined signifi­
cantly in recent years. 

In the fall of 1986, minority students were 
29.6% of public elementary and secondary 
enrollment. In 1985-86, only 10.4% of the 
teaching force was minority. Black students 
constituted 16.1% of enrollment in 1986, 
while Black teachers made up only 6.9% of 
the teaching force <down from 8.0% a 
decade earlier>. 

The Summer Institutes for Future Teach­
ers is a critically needed response to the 
shortage of teachers from under-represent­
ed groups. The NCEOA endorses this ap­
proach and pledges our support of the 
entire Excellence In Teaching Act. 

Sincerely, 
ARNOLD L. MITCHEM, 

Executive Director. 

MEXICAN AMERICAN 
LEGAL DEFENSE AND EDUCATIONAL FuND, 

Washington, DC, September 21, 1989. 
Re: The Excellence in Teaching Act. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Labor and Human Resources 

Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

Dear Senator KENNEDY: On behalf of the 
Mexican American Legal Defense and Edu­
cational Fund <MALDEF>, I write in sup­
port of the Excellence in Teaching Act soon 
to be introduced. As you know, MALDEF 
has long championed the cause of equal 
educational opportunity at all levels of the 
American educational system. Through our 
court cases, past and present, we challenge 
the barriers that continue to make educa­
tion, especially higher education, an unat­
tainable goal. Yet, even as we approach the 
21st century the barriers remain. The re­
sources devoted to education continue to 
fall behind the needs of a growingly diverse 
ethnic and language minority student popu­
lation. 

Ironically, even as our population is grow­
ing, the number of Hispanic and other mi­
nority teachers in our schools is declining. 
Between 1979 and 1982, eleven of the seven­
teen states with the largest minority school 
age populations experienced declines in the 
minority teacher population <U.S. Dept. of 
Education>. Furthermore, the 1987 Status 
Report on Minorities in Education estimates 
that Hispanics comprise only 2.5% of the 
teaching population. Consequently, 
MALDEF is particularly interested in the 
"Minority Teacher Recruitment" and "Bi­
lingual Teacher Enhancement" portions of 
the Act. We applaud this effort which not 
only encourages and promotes greater op­
portunities for Hispanics to become involved 

in teaching, but recognizes the importance 
of providing a foundation for greater knowl­
edge and sensitivity to language and cultur­
al issues by all teachers in the classroom en­
vironment. 

MINORITY TEACHER RECRUITMENT 
Minority students benefit greatly by expo­

sure to minority role models in the class­
room. Unfortunately, the increased demand 
for teacher testing has had the dramatic 
and disproportionate effect of screening out 
a high number of Hispanic and other minor­
ity candidates from the field of education. 
Consequently, we urge that strong measures 
be incorporated in the Excellence in Teach­
ing Act to offset the negative consequences 
of standardized tests. Such studies or meas­
ures to improve assessment should be 
geared to developing valid alternatives to 
standardized testing. At minimum, if testing 
must be used, test scores should be consid­
ered as one factor in a range of factors <e.g. 
experience, recommendations, academic 
record) which may be used to assess the 
whole person and his or her ability to suc­
ceed in the classroom. Furthermore, the 
evaluation of the competence of the teacher 
should include a measure of the ability to 
teach children of minority backgrounds. 

BILINGUAL TEACHER ENHANCEMENT 
The dearth of qualified bilingual and Eng­

lish-as-a-Second-Language teachers in the 
United States has reached crisis propor­
tions. Although approximately half of all 
public school teachers interact with limited 
English proficient students, as little as six 
percent have any knowledge of second lan­
guage instruction. The allocation of re­
sources to train new bilingual instructors, 
reinvigorate existing bilingual teachers, and 
educate all teachers in techniques for edu­
cating language minority students, is vital 
to the continuing integrity and effectiveness 
of our educational system. 

MALDEF looks forward to working with 
you and your staff to fulfill the promise of 
the Excellence in Teaching Act. 

Sincerely, 
ANTONIA HERNANDEZ, 

President and General Counsel. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE 
UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRANT 
COLLEGES, 
Washington, DC, September 14, 1989. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
United States Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I write on behalf 
of the National Association of State Univer­
sities and Land-Grant Colleges to commend 
you for developing the significant legislative 
proposal, The Excellency in Teaching Act, 
and introducing it for Senate action. 

To a major degree the contents of this bill 
address the various tribulations American 
education faces today-most especially 
teaching of the highest quality to confront 
the complex society we are. 

It is especially noteworthy that you di­
rected your staff to consult widely with the 
education community at all levels as the bill 
was being prepared. Our association happily 
participated in offering suggestions for im­
provement, and we were grateful that the 
final version of the bill reflects some of our 
suggestions. 

As you are aware, one of our major con­
cerns was the early proposal to fund the bill 
by taxing federal research and development 
funding. That, too, was changed, and we are 
grateful for that. We understand the differ­
ence of finding funds in the current fiscal 
environment, but question the prudence of 
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shifting funds from one valued objective to 
another. Should this issue arise again we 
would welcome further discussion with the 
staff. 

The process of moving this bill through 
the Senate and eventually to enactment by 
the Congress no doubt will encounter ques­
tions regarding the efficacy of different seg­
ments and ideas. That should create a fruit­
ful debate on the entire range of issues in 
teaching education and result in a highly 
supported law. 

We look forward to working with you and 
your staff toward that objective. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT L. CLODIUS, 

President. 

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL AsSOCIATION OF 
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATORS 
REGARDING THE EXCELLENCE IN TEACHING 
ACT 

<By Dallas Martin, President> 
The need for America to recruit and train 

more quality teachers has never been great­
er, and we therefore applaud Senator Ken­
nedy's leadership in introducing the Excel­
lence in Teaching Act. 

This bill not only provides needed scholar­
ships to enable upper classmen and women, 
and graduate students to obtain the prereq­
uisite skills that will enable them to enter 
the teaching profession, but also provides 
the mechanisms and resources that will 
enable experienced teachers to improve 
their skills and expand their areas of exper­
tise. Particular emphasis is also directed to­
wards increasing the number of minorities 
who enter into teaching and enhancing the 
skills of more individuals who can effective­
ly educate handicapped and bilingual stu­
dents. 

States, school districts, and institutions of 
higher education would be eligible to receive 
grants from the National Science Founda­
tion to enhance mathematic and science 
education, thereby helping more citizens to 
become proficient in these critical areas of 
skill. As such, we see this important legisla­
tion as a needed complement to the many 
other critical educational programs that are 
being supported at the Federal level. The 
creation of a Teacher Corps, in cooperation 
with state and local school districts, is not 
unlike the highly successful Peace Corps 
which was launched by President Kennedy 
twenty-five years ago. However, this time 
the investment is at home, directed towards 
our most important commodity, and educat­
ed citizenry. 

AMERICAN AssociATION oF 
COLLEGES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION, 

Seattle, WA, September 18, 1989. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chainnan, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am writing in 

my capacity as President of the American 
Association of Colleges for Teacher Educa­
tion, to express our support for the Excel­
lence in Teaching Act. We believe this vi­
sionary and far-reaching legislation will 
have a significant impact on the prepara­
tion of new teachers and the continuing 
professional development of individuals now 
in teaching careers. We are particularly 
pleased with the attention given minority 
teacher, recruitment, and the professional 
education of teachers who will work with 
limited English proficient and handicapped 
children and youth. 

You and your colleagues are to be com­
mended for your commitment to excellence 
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in teaching and in teacher education. We 
look forward to working with you toward 
the successful passage and funding of this 
important legislation. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN I. GOODLAD, 

President, AACTE. 

WHEELOCK COLLEGE, 
Boston, MA, September 18, 1989. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chainnan, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I want to com­

mend you for drafting the proposed Excel­
lence In Teaching ~ct of 1989, which we at 
Wheelock College believe could have a very 
positive effect on efforts to recruit, train, 
and retain highly qualified elementary and 
secondary school teachers in the next 
decade. The proposed legislation is compre­
hensive and bold. Its incentives for under­
graduates should encourage more and more 
of our young people to enter the teaching 
profession particularly if the the scholar­
ship forgiveness provisions are enacted. The 
National Teacher Corps provisions will pro­
vide badly needed assistance in those areas 
of the country which suffer severe short­
ages of qualified teachers, and the provi­
sions for graduate study under the supervi­
sion of a mentor teacher will link full certi­
fication . of teachers directly to promising 
practices in the schools. The legislation's 
provisions for professional development 
academies, a senior teacher corps, and 
school-based management also support the 
growing national consensus for reform in 
teacher training and education. 

Having completed its Centennial, Whee­
lock College is one of the country's leading 
institutions preparing men and women for 
careers in elementary education and early 
childhood education. We strongly support 
the proposed Excellence in Teaching Act of 
1989, because we believe it will have an im­
mediate and positive effect on the quality 
and the supply of people entering the teach­
ing profession, as well as provide encourage­
ment to those outstanding teachers who 
wish to remain in the classroom. 

We hope very much the proposed legisla­
tion receives the enthusiastic support of 
Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
DANIEL S. CHEEVER, Jr., 

President. 

UNIVERSITY AT BUFFALO, 
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK, 

Buffalo, NY, September 19, 1989. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chainnan, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am delighted to 

add my support for your proposed Excel­
lence in Teaching Act. I write in support of 
this bill wearing at least four different hats. 

As Vice-President and Northeast Regional 
Coordinator of the Holmes group, a consor­
tium of nearly 100 of the major research 
universities in the country dedicated to the 
improvement of teaching and teacher prep­
aration 

As a member of the Board of Overseers of 
the Regional Laboratory for the Improve­
ment of Education in the Northeast and Is­
lands 

As a member of the National Association 
of State Universities and Land Grant Col­
leges' Commission on Education for the 
Teaching professions 

As Dean of the Graduate School of Educa­
tion at the State University of New York at 
Buffalo 

I can assure you that each of these per­
spectives, your bill is a major step forward. 
It clearly recognizes the critical role educa­
tion must play in maintaining our country's 
research and development capacity. 

I want especially to support the Teacher 
Corps, the Professional Development acade­
mies, and the Minority Teacher Recruit­
ment titles. These are all areas which are 
absolutely crucial to the future of teaching 
in our country. I particularly applaud the 
stress on collaboration among various seg­
ments of our educational system and the 
emphasis given to the establishment of co­
operative networks of educational profes­
sionals working together. This is as refresh­
ing change from the more traditional heavy­
handed, top-down proposals for educational 
reform. 

If there is anything that I or any of the 
organizations to which I belong can do to 
help, please let me know. Best of luck in 
your efforts to bring this initiative to frui­
tion. 

Sincerely, 
HUGH G. PETRIE, 

Dean. 

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-
KANSAS CITY, 

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION, 
Kansas City, MO, September 18, 1989. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chainnan, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I write to express 

my strong support for the proposed Excel­
lence in Teaching Act of 1989. It is an excel­
lent piece of legislation which I believe will 
make a significant difference in the nation's 
ability to attract highly qualified and moti­
vated individuals to the teaching profession 
and to assure their continuing professional 
development. 

Title III of the Act, in particular, deserves 
the full support of all those concerned with 
the social ideals of the public schools in a 
racially and culturally diverse democracy 
such as ours. Evidence indicates a dramatic 
decline in the number of minorities entering 
teaching at a time when minority student 
enrollments are on the rise across the coun­
try. The U.S. must attack this problem not 
only with idealism, innovation, and initia­
tive, but also with the kind of added re­
source this legislation proposes. 

New federal initiatives regarding educa­
tion are long overdue. I deeply appreciate 
your leadership in this critical area of na­
tional concern. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD W. MOCKER, 

Dean. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of the Excel­
lence in Teaching Act. 

During this school year, the Nation 
will spend a record $353 billion on edu­
cation. Over the fiscal year 1982-
fiscal year 1989 period, funding for the 
Department of Education has in­
creased from $14.5 billion to $22.8 bil­
lion, an increase of nearly 60 percent. 
Adjusted for inflation, this is an in­
crease of more than 20 percent. 

In spite of these funding levels, 
there are alarming problems in educa­
tion and people are now talking about 
an education deficit: the ability of our 
educational system to keep pace with 
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change-economic, technological, and complement to all of our efforts for at­
social. risk children. I am proud to be a eo-

Over the past several years, we have 
heard a lot about what lies ahead for 
our Nation's work force. We have 
heard that new jobs in the economy 
will favor the most educated. That the 
fastest growing jobs will be in profes­
sional, technical, and sales fields, re­
quiring postsecondary education and 
advanced skill levels. 

We have also heard about children 
at risk of failing. Minorities, and those 
living in poverty. Pregnant and par­
enting teens and those whose academ­
ic achievement falls well below their 
grade level. SAT scores that have re­
mained virtually the same for seven 
years. Dropout rates that average 25 
percent. 

This deficit is the difference be­
tween what we need to remain a com­
petitive Nation and what we are pro­
ducing in our educational system. 

Mr. President, this education deficit 
is frightening. And if it's frightening 
for those of us looking on the outside 
in, I can only imagine what it is like 
being on the inside looking out. I refer 
specifically to teachers, Mr. President. 
Those in the trenches. 

I am not surprised to learn that 20 
percent of new teachers leave during 
their first year of teaching and that 
over half leave before reaching their 
sixth year. Nor am I surprised that the 
proportion of college students major­
ing in education fell from 21 percent 
in 1970 to 9 percent in 1986. Or that in 
1986, the demand for new teachers ex­
ceeded the supply by 15,000 teachers. 
By 1992, the demand will exceed the 
supply by 7 4,000 teachers. 

Mr. President, increasingly we are 
asking more and more from those in­
volved in education. From students as 
well as teachers. It is time to acknowl­
edge that our education deficit can not 
be cured without the help of those in 
the classroom-the teacher. 

It is time for policy makers to pay 
attention to the more than 2 million 
school teachers in our public elemen­
tary and secondary schools. The Excel­
lence in Teaching Act does just that. 

This bill provides substantial incen­
tives for both those looking to enter 
the teaching profession and those al­
ready in the field. As a great supporter 
of math and science education, I am 
pleased to see provisions included in 
the bill that may help alleviate the 
shortage of math-science teachers. 

But I am also pleased with the provi­
sions that enhance bilingual educa­
tion, handicapped education, early 
childhood education and minority 
teacher recruitment. I am certain that 
the incentives in this bill will go a long 
way toward alleviating teacher short­
ages in many of these critical areas. 

Mr. President, the scope of this bill 
is broad. It represents a sound first 
step to addressing many of the con­
cerns of teachers and it is an excellent 

sponsor. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

am pleased to join today as a cospon­
sor of the teacher bills being intro­
duced by Senators KENNEDY and PELL. 
Teachers play a critical role in our 
educational system, and it is not by ac­
cident that teaching has been identi­
fied as one of the six areas of special 
focus in the upcoming education 
summit as well as one of the educa­
tional priorities identified by congres­
sional Democrats last week. 

I can think of no profession deserv­
ing of more respect than that of teach­
ing. As Henry Adams wisely observed, 
"A teacher affects eternity; no one can 
tell where his influence stops." We 
place our children in the hands of 
teachers 5 days a week for 9 months 
out of the year. Yet, we often fail to 
accord teachers the level of respect 
generally given to other professionals 
such as doctors and lawyers. 

An estimated 1.3 million new teach­
ers will enter our schools during the 
period between 1986 and 1992. The 
quality of those individuals will make 
an enormous difference in our ability 
to meet the high standards of excel­
lence we need and expect for our edu­
cational system. In addition, the mil­
lions of teachers already in the system 
require our support in addressing in­
creasingly more challenging classroom 
situations. 

Although I am not tied to every par­
ticular of these two bills, I believe 
they touch upon a broad array of 
issues we need to confront if we want a 
quality teaching force capable of re­
sponding to new demands and chal­
lenges. They address the recruitment 
of talented individuals into the teach­
ing profession, particularly members 
of minority groups and those with 
skills in shortage areas such as math 
and science. Unfortunately, the teach­
ing profession is often not seen as the 
most attractive option for talented 
students. These measures also attempt 
to strengthen teacher training pro­
grams and to expand opportunities for 
inservice training of teachers already 
in the classroom. 

The cumulative effect of these ini­
tiatives is to underscore the enormous 
importance of teachers and to help 
make teaching an attractive and 
highly respected profession. In sorting 
through these ideas, I do believe we 
need to be mindful of budget consider­
ations and establish priorities accord­
ingly. 

I commend Senators KENNEDY and 
PELL for their leadership in developing 
these proposals, and I look forward to 
working with them in refining and 
melding these ideas. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, tomor­
row, President Bush will convene an 
education summit to address one of 
the most serious issues facing our 

Nation and our future. We all hope 
that the administration will take this . 
summit and the recommendations of 
our governors seriously, for our educa­
tion system is in serious crisis and it 
needs serious attention. The governors 
are at the frontlines in the battle to 
improve our schools, to increase fund­
ing and the effectiveness of spending 
on education. They know what works, 
where improvements must be made, 
what our schools, teachers, and stu­
dents need. 

Again and again, we see articles and 
studies on our failures in educating 
our children. This week, the New York 
Times is running a series on how the 
skills learned by our students do not 
match the skills required by the work­
place. Many of America's young 
people are simply not prepared to be 
productive members of the workforce. 
This is a tragedy for our young people; 
it means a life of deadend jobs with 
little security. It is a threat to our eco­
nomic security and our society. Ameri­
can business is investing billions in 
educating its workers in basic skills, 
skills that should have been acquired 
in grade school, in high school. 

To compete successfully in an in­
creasingly competitive world market­
place, our workers must be educated 
and trained so that they are able to 
adapt to rapidly changing technol­
ogies. Before young people enter the 
workforce, they must be challenged in 
school to be the best. But for our stu­
dents to be the best, they must be 
taught by teachers who are the best. 
Many of our teachers are and we 
should reward them. We also must 
work to ensure that all of our teachers 
are; we should increase inservice train­
ing and improve recruitment. We face 
a serious shortage of teachers, espe­
cially in the sciences. We must make 
teaching a more attractive career and 
we must make it clear that we all re­
spect teachers as professionals. 

Today, my colleagues from Massa­
chusetts and Rhode Island are intro­
ducing very important legislation that 
will go a long way to address these 
issues. This legislation creates a new 
national teacher corps, and creates re­
cruitment incentives, enhanced inserv­
ice training, and a senior teacher 
corps. All of these reforms are very 
much needed and will improve the 
quantity and quality of our teachers. 

No single proposal, no set of actions 
by the private sector or by any unit of 
government will help us meet our 
goal-the best prepared work force in 
the world by the year 2000. Hundreds 
of decisions on contracts, on curricula, 
on budgets, on organization, particu­
larly at the community level, are what 
really matter and what will ultimately 
make a difference. 

One of the most important decisions 
individuals make is the decision to 
enter teaching. We must revalue 
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teaching so that the decision to enter 
the profession is made more attractive. 
We simply cannot expect to teach an 
increasingly more difficult-to-teach 
student body and an increasingly so­
phisticated curriculum, unless we can 
attract many more of the highest 
quality and best trained graduates of 
our colleges and universities to teach­
ing. 

Over the last several months, I have 
been working on two pieces of legisla­
tion to authorize fellowships to en­
courage our best students to enter the 
teaching profession, at all levels. Fi­
nancial incentives are absolutely nec­
essary. When I ask a group of college 
students, "Who plans to enter teach­
ing?," rarely do I see a hand raised in 
response. It is no surprise that we face 
a severe shortage of teachers. How, in 
today's society, can we ask math or sci­
ence majors and graduate students to 
teach for a salary of $18,000 or $20,000 
when within months they can earn 
two or three times that in the private 
sector? Financial incentives are one 
part of the solution, but an important 
one. 

The Excellence in Teaching Act and 
the National Teacher Act of 1989, of 
which I am a cosponsor, are important 
pieces of a comprehensive effort to im­
prove teaching and education. They 
should be considered quickly. The 
crisis in our schools requires quick 
action; our students and our teachers 
deserve nothing less. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to join my col­
leagues in support of the Excellence in 
Teaching Act. This bill responds to 
the expected shortage of teachers in 
our Nation's classrooms by establish­
ing a National Teacher Corps. 

Indeed, when we look back and 
think about our education, it probably 
is not a particular textbook, or class­
room or computer that inspired us-it 
is usually an outstanding teacher that 
we remember as having the greatest 
influence on us. 

Unfortunately, Federal education 
policy generally ignores that basic 
fact. We are doing very little to attract 
top students into the classroom and 
statistics seem to show that the natu­
ral course of events will not create a 
sufficient pool of new teachers. 
Women, who were once a dependable 
labor pool for the teaching market, 
now have far more opportunities and 
are entering other fields-like law, 
business, and medicine-in record 
numbers. 

Furthermore, we are doing little to 
retain the high quality teachers that 
we have. Twenty percent of new teach­
ers leave during their first years, and 
over half of all teachers leave before 
reaching their sixth year of teaching. 

This Teacher Recruitment bill aims 
to attract new teachers to the profes­
sion, as well as give a boost to the stat­
ure and professionalism of those who 

are already in the field. The bill gives 
preferences to those areas of the coun­
try that are suffering from teacher 
shortages-rural areas and inner cities. 
It also targets subject matter which is 
most likely to see shortages in quali­
fied professionals-math and science, 
preschool, and handicapped. New and 
experienced teachers would be eligible 
to participate in support programs to 
enhance their teaching skills. 

I am proud to be cosponsoring a bill 
which establishes an incentive for col­
lege students, and people with other 
careers, to enter teaching. It sets up a 
National Teacher Corps which awards 
up to $8,000 per year in scholarships 
for 2 years of undergraduate or gradu­
ate education in exchange for a 5-year 
commitment to teach in a part of the 
country where there is a teacher 
shortage. 

I am especially pleased that Senator 
KENNEDY has included key provisions 
of a measure I introduced in April-S. 
843, the Math/Science Teacher Corps 
Act of 1989-in his omnibus teacher 
bill. Senator KENNEDY's bill provides 
special incentives to students to teach 
math and science-critical areas for 
Federal attention. It also includes 
training grants to aid efforts by 
schools to help teachers who are cur­
rently teaching math and science. 

We need top quality math and sci­
ence teachers in the c .assroom now 
more than ever. At a time when our 
economy is becoming increasingly de­
pendent on technological competence, 
our high school students are scoring in 
the bottom ranks on international as­
sessments of performance in science 
and mathematicS. 

Consider the statistics. A 1988 study 
by the International Association for 
the Evaluation of Educational 
Achievement found that our fifth 
graders ranked 8th in science achieve­
ment, while ninth graders placed 15th, 
ahead of only Hong Kong. Even those 
high school seniors considered the 
best in science did poorly, ranging 
from 9th place in physics to 13th place 
in biology. 

More than half of the high school 
principals in a nationwide survey re­
ported difficulty in hiring fully quali­
fied science and math teachers. In a 
survey of my State of West Virginia 
last year, 23 counties-nearly half of 
the State-reported shortages of math 
teachers; 19 counties experienced 
shortages in chemistry and physics; 
and 13 counties reported the same 
with biology. 

How can we expect our students to 
excel without qualified teachers? 

The best way to inspire students in 
these areas is by providing an ade­
quate supply of bright, motivated, and 
well-trained math and science teach­
ers. A Math/Science Teacher Corps 
will attract qualified, committed 
people to the classroom. While some 
of these people will fulfill their teach-

ing requirement and leave the profes­
sion, it's my hope that others will 
become committed to teaching. 

My bill, S. 843, offers Federal schol­
arships of $7,500 to top juniors and· 
seniors in college who agreed to teach 
at the precollege level for 2 years in 
return for each year of aid. The bill re­
quires that these students major in 
math, science, or engineering so that 
they demonstrate a keen interest in 
the subject matter that they will be 
teaching. The National Science Foun­
dation would run the program and 
select each year the 500 members of 
the Math/Science Teacher Corps. 

Senator KENNEDY has incorporated 
some of the key provisions of my legis­
lation, S. 843, in his omnibus bill. His 
measure recognizes the particular 
need for math and science teachers by 
establishing a special Math and Sci­
ence Teacher Corps. To expand the 
pool of people teaching in these areas, 
Corps members must be majoring in 
math or science or currently employed 
in the areas of math, science or engi­
neering. The National Science Foun­
dation plays an important advisory 
role in establishing the criteria for 
Corps membership. 

Neither my bill, S. 843, or Senator 
KENNEDY's bill will solve the teacher 
shortage problem in the math and sci­
ence areas. A variety of steps are 
needed in these areas-including 
higher salaries and more professional 
treatment of teachers-in order to 
overcome the problems. However, a 
national teacher corps will go a long 
way toward increasing the supply of 
teachers and raising the status of the 
profession. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to voice my strong support and 
cosponsorship for the Teacher Re­
cruitment, Training and Professional 
Act of 1989, sponsored by Senator 
KENNEDY, and the National Teacher 
Act of 1989, sponsored by Senator 
PELL. Months of effort have gone into 
the structure of programs included in 
the complementary bills being intro­
duced this afternoon. I commend Sen­
ators KENNEDY and PELL and their 
staff on their work. 

Just last week, the Democratic lead­
ers in the Congress reconfirmed our 
commitment to education with a list of 
education priorities for the Nation. 
This week President Bush is meeting 
with Governors at an education 
summit to further define national edu­
cation priorities. Among the priorities 
discussed by my colleagues was the 
need to tackle and prevent the im­
pending teacher shortages. Within the 
next decade an estimated 1 million 
new teachers will be needed to replace 
retiring educators and meet increased 
needs for teachers qualified to meet 
the changing dynamics of the school 
environment. 
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For too long we have focused our 

Federal resources on needed elementa­
ry and secondary school programs and 
resources without considering the in­
strumental role of the educator. We 
cannot afford to continue on this 
course. Without an adequate supply of 
education professionals, all education 
programs will suffer, our youth will be 
cheated out of quality education and 
the Nation's security and economic 
competitiveness will be in jeopardy. 

While the movie "Stand and Deliv­
er;' highlights the tremendous contri­
butions of Jaime Escalante to the edu­
cation of disadvantaged students, 
there are similar success stories in 
each of our States. These bills are de­
signed to assure a continued supply of 
high quality teachers such as Mr. Es­
calante. 

We have found that more and more 
schools are facing a shortage of educa­
tors in the areas of math, sciences, for­
eign languages, and special education. 
This is happening when the demands 
on teachers are increasing dispropor­
tionately. Those schools not facing 
shortages today will see the demand 
for teachers exceed the supply within 
the next 5 to 10 years. 

The problems of teacher shortages, 
retention, and morale; student to 
teacher ratios; and the availability of 
specialized teacher training and re­
training programs are the reasons we 
are introducing the teacher enhance­
ment bills today. 

There is no time to waste. To pre­
vent a national crisis, we need to work 
with our youth, schools, local and 
State governments to raise the re­
spectability of teachers and the attrac­
tiveness of the teaching profession. 
We need to give youth, from all ethnic 
backgrounds, incentives to serve as 
role models in their communities as 
teachers in the years to come. 

We also need to improve teacher 
morale and to improve the retention 
of quality teachers already in the 
system. As the Nation increases its ex­
pectations of teachers, and looks to 
them to be educators, counselors, advi­
sors, role models and sometimes 
family all in one, we need to simulta­
neously provide educators, support, 
and resources. 

For the Nation's school systems and 
especially for children, our Federal 
Government needs to make a commit­
ment to bolstering local and State ef­
forts to assure a flow of quality indi­
viduals into the teaching profession. 
Finally, it is equally important that 
Federal efforts bolster the availability 
of services needed to retrain and 
retain experienced educators. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to work with us to solve the 
teacher shortage problem. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today as a proud cosponsor of the 
two important educational initiatives 
being introduce in the Senate today. 

The Teacher Recruitment, Training, 
and Professionalism Act and the Na­
tional Teacher Act of 1989 herald the 
beginning of a renewed and reinvigo­
rated commitment to the future of our 
children and our country. Both have 
my wholehearted support. 

These initiatives direct our attention 
and resources toward the key to educa­
tional excellence: The professionals 
who teach our children. 

For some time, I have been gravely 
concerned about reports of a future 
shortage of quality teachers in our Na­
tion's classrooms. The reports urged us 
to take action then-3, 5, 6 years ago­
but we did not. Instead, we talked 
about the problem. We conducted 
more studies. We issued more reports. 

Well, the "future" is here, and the 
national teacher shortage is real. De­
spite a widespread awareness of the 
problem, in recent years we have 
taken precious few steps toward meet­
ing the challenges posed by the Na­
tion's teacher shortage. And despite 
this awareness, we have done little to 
assure our children of the quality edu­
cation they deserve. Instead, we have 
spent years talking about these prob­
lems. 

Now, we must take action. If we do 
not, all of the talk and debate about 
educational reform, all of our good in­
tentions, will be meaningless. If we do 
not take action now, we threaten our 
children's future and our country's po­
sition as a leader in the competitive 
world of the 21st century. 

Through this legislation, we begin to 
take action. We begin to turn our talk 
into a real and lasting commitment to 
our children-to their educational ex­
cellence. Through this legislation, we 
begin to rebuild our foundation of 
teachers-qualified teachers who can 
nuture the changes that must be made 
in our educational system so that all 
of our children can achieve excellence. 

Mr. President, I say that this legisla­
tion will help us rebuild our founda­
tion of teachers because, daily, that 
foundation is eroding, and we are rap­
idly slipping to the point where our 
schools will be besieged by a "teacher 
deficit." 

This deficit comes at a particularly 
challenging time for us, at a time 
when the effects of our Nation's eco­
nomic condition threaten our long­
term ability to compete in the interna­
tional marketplace. As the world's na­
tions move toward a global economy, if 
America is to remain a leader, we must 
remain competitive. To do this, we 
must motivate and prepare our chil­
dren well. We must do all we can to 
ensure that they receive a quality edu­
cation. Without question, quality 
begins in the classroom-in their class­
room and in the classroom of their 
teachers. 

Unfortunately, strong demographic 
and social forces must be overcome if 
we are to take the steps necessary to 

assure our children of a quality educa­
tion. Estimates are that nearly 1 mil­
lion people will have to enter the 
teaching profession by 1993 if our chil­
dren are to have enough teachers to 
fill their classrooms. That means we 
will need about 360,000 more teachers 
than are now expected to be available. 

Two years ago, a school district in 
my home State of New Mexico con­
ducted a survey of area colleges to de­
termine the number of students who 
had chosen education as their profes­
sion. Of more than 95,000 undergradu­
ates surveyed at selected universities 
in Colorado, New Mexico, and Arizona, 
only 5 percent were enrolled in teach­
er training. At the University of New 
Mexico, only 3 percent of those sur­
veyed planned to become teachers. 
This helps explain why school districts 
in New Mexico are forced to go beyond 
our State's borders to fill 50 percent of 
their teacher demand. 

Adding to the problem is the high 
attrition rate within the teaching 
force. Estimates are that 20 percent of 
all new teachers leave the profession 
during their first year and that more 
than half of all new teachers leave the 
profession within 6 years. This occurs 
at a time when the children of the 
"baby boomers" are swelling the en­
rollment in our schools. 

School districts throughout the 
country are feeling the pinch. One of 
the largest school districts in my 
State, the Albuquerque Public School 
District, reported that for the 1987-
1988 school year, it would need 600 
new teachers. Recruiters planned to 
find 375 of those teachers outside of 
New Mexico. Annually, the district 
must replace about 600 teachers from 
turnover, growth, and retirements. Yet 
this district is one of the most desira­
ble places in which to teach in New 
Mexico. School districts in the rural­
some very remote-areas of the State 
often have even more difficulty at­
tracting and keeping teachers. 

Mr. President, these problems are 
not unique to New Mexico. School dis­
tricts around the country often recruit 
teachers from Germany, Spain, and 
other nations because of the current 
United States deficit. Schools in New 
York reported recently that they had 
imported nearly 200 teachers from 
Spain between 1985 and 1987. 

Because of the current shortage of 
trained educators, several States have 
begun issuing "emergency teaching 
certificates," thus putting less-quali­
fied or inexperienced people into the 
classroom. Many of these new or reas­
signed educators are expected to teach 
subjects clearly outside of their field 
of competence. In 1981, the U.S. De­
partment of Education found that. 58 
percent of the Nation's new mathe­
matics teachers were either uncerti­
fied or ineligible for certification to 
teach math courses. The Department 
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also found that 55 percent of our sci­
ence teachers and 50 percent of our 
English teachers were unqualified or 
ineligible to teach the courses to 
which they were assigned. 

As problematic as the teacher short­
age is nationally, its effect unfortu­
nately may be felt hardest by those in 
the greatest need of assistance-our 
minority children. This is because the 
proportion of minority teachers in our 
education work force is declining at a 
rate even sharper than that of the 
teacher population as a whole. And 
the changing composition Or the stu­
dent body is directly opposite to the 
changing composition of our teaching 
force. Senator KENNEDY noted earlier 
that in 45 of the country's largest 
cities, minority children make up 70 
percent of the student population, 
while only 30 percent of the teaching 
force is minority. Without question, 
these students need role models and a 
teaching system that reflects the di­
versity of their unique racial and cul­
tural heritage. 

Mr. President, by no means is this 
legislation a panacea for all of the 
challenges that I and others have de­
scribed today. But this legislation can 
serve as an excellent starting point. Its 
many provisions can help us reach the 
necessary goal of achieving excellence 
in our teaching force. It will enable us 
to: 

Recruit highly qualified individuals 
into the teaching profession; 

Improve the training opportunities 
for new and experienced teachers; and 

Increase the status of the teaching 
profession. 

Importantly, it places special empha­
sis on the shortage of minority teach­
ers and the shortage of teachers for 
certain subject areas-math and sci­
ence; and certain needs-bilingual, 
handicapped, and preschool. 

I am particularly pleased that this 
measure incorporates a legislative idea 
I introduced earlier this year, S. 451, 
the Future Teacher Training Corps 
Act of 1989. That bill would establish 
a program through which States 
would award graduate fellowships to 
outstanding undergraduate students 
and midcareer people who are interest­
ed in the teaching profession. In 
return for the award, the recipient 
would agree to teach in geographical 
areas or in subject areas where a 
shortage exists. The bill names mathe­
matics and the sciences as key subject 
areas, but would allow the States to 
identify three additional subject areas 
as being in need of teachers. States 
also would determine which districts 
suffer the greatest shortage of teach­
ers, from remote rural areas to inner­
city schools. 

Like the Future Teacher Training 
Corps, the bill we are presenting today 
will provide an incentive for individ­
uals, both in college and working in 
other careers, to become teachers 

through a new National Teacher 
Corps. 

Members of the Teacher Corps 
would receive scholarships for 2 years 
of undergraduate or graduate educa­
tion and be placed in a teaching posi­
tion in a shortage area upon gradua­
tion and participate in an induction 
program, which includes working with 
a mentor teacher during the beginning 
of their teaching careers. In addition, 
members could apply for funds to con­
tinue postgraduate education. 

The bill provides an additional re­
cruitment incentive through loan for­
giveness of up to 100 percent of Staf­
ford loans for 2 years of college for 
students who teach in poverty areas 
for 5 years. In addition, preservice 
training will be enhanced through 
model programs in teacher prepara­
tion and promising practices. 

Other recruitment initiatives within 
the bill are geared toward increasing 
the number of minority professionals 
through summer institutes for high 
school students, establishing magnet 
schools for future teachers, and im­
proving articulation between 2- and 4-
year institutions. 

Mr. President, I will conclude by re­
iterating that the time to act is now. 
We in the Congress have talked about 
the problems facing our educational 
system long enough. For our chil­
dren's sake, the talking must end and 
serious action at the Federal level 
must begin. 

Education will continue to belong to 
the State and local governments, but I 
believe there is room for the Federal 
Government to encourage capable in­
dividuals to consider teaching careers. 
This Nation must be prepared for the 
challenges of the future, and I believe 
this legislation is a step toward that 
preparation. I urge my colleagues to 
support the legislation introduced 
today. Thank you. 

By Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. SIMON, Mr. ROBB, 
Mr. BURDICK, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
BOREN, and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 1676. A bill to strengthen the 
teaching profession; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

NATIONAL TEACHER ACT 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator KENNEDY in in­
troducing two important bills to im­
prove and enhance teaching. My own 
bill is the National Teacher Act of 
1989. 

This legislation is a modest, targeted 
approach to enhancing the teaching 
profession. For as I said recently at 
the Disney Salute to the American 
Teacher, our future rests upon the 
teachers of today. Far too often our 
society recognizes achievement in 
terms of material growth, and the ac-

cruement of wealth. True success de­
pends, however, upon education, and 
that rests in turn upon the teacher. 

It is the teacher that undertakes the 
uniquely American task of educating 
the youth of this country, who come 
from every background and level of 
academic achievement. Our future as a 
strong and competitive nation rests 
upon our commitment to quality edu­
cation and especially on the commit­
ment we make to our teachers. This 
legislation seeks simply to strengthen 
and build upon that commitment. 

One of the most pressing problems 
we face is an impending teacher short­
age. We must encourage more young 
people to enter the profession. Thus, 
the legislation I am introducing would 
provide loan forgiveness for a young 
person who becomes a teacher. The 
loans such persons received in their 
junior or senior years of college would 
be completely forgiven over a 5-year 
period of teaching in a school receiv­
ing Federal compensatory education 
assistance, a so-called chapter 1 
school. 

But increasing the numbers of 
teachers is not enough. We must at­
tract more minorities into the profes­
sion. The National Teacher Act, there­
fore, would provide support for new 
programs of education and training to 
bring minorities who are already in 
school support or paraprofessional po­
sitions into teaching. 

We must also ensure that the train­
ing teachers receive before they enter 
the profession is of the highest qual­
ity. We must invest in model teacher 
preparation programs that use the 
latest techniques available, and most 
of all, involve excellent senior teachers 
in the education of those who want to 
enter the profession. 

But quality instruction does not stop 
when the teacher enters the profes­
sion. It is an ongoing process. 

We must look, therefore, at the 
impact that class size has on the abili­
ty of the teacher to teach. A demon­
stration program in my bill would do 
just that. 

We must also provide a series of na­
tional teacher academies to provide 
programs of assistance not unlike the 
National Science Foundation Summer 
Institutes. These would be available to 
select teachers from each congression­
al district, and there would be acade­
mies in several key disciplines: Math; 
English; civics and government; basic 
skills and literacy instruction; the arts; 
history and geography; economics; life 
sciences; physical sciences; foreign lan­
guages. 

But national academies for a few 
teachers are not sufficient. Therefore 
we will involve those teachers who 
have participated in the national acad­
emies in an ongoing program of in­
service training for their colleagues in 
the communities from which they 
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come. Thus, we would provide for con­
gressional district academies in each of 
the disciplines for which there is a na­
tional academy. These academies 
would function on a year-round basis 
and would provide an almost constant 
flow and exchange of information that 
would bring new excitement and chal­
lenges to the teacher already in the 
classroom. 

My legislation is a beginning. A be­
ginning of a much-needed and long­
awaited Federal focus on the teaching 
profession. Since the earliest days of 
this country, our Nation has been 
known for its abundance of natural re­
sources. Few would disagree with the 
National Government's responsibility 
to strengthen and protect those re­
sources. I believe that of all the re­
sources we share as a nation none is 
more important nor more precious 
than that of our teachers. Today let us 
make a commitment to cultivate this 
resource for the good of us ali-in this 
day and the next. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S.J. Res. 205. Joint resolution desig­

nating December 3 through 9, 1989, as 
"National Cities Fight Back Against 
Drugs Week"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL CITIES FIGHT BACK AGAINST DRUGS 
WEEK 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, today, 
with the support of the National 
League of Cities, I am introducing a 
joint resolution which designates the 
week of December 3, 1989, through 
December 9, 1989, as "National Cities 
Fight Back Against Drugs Week." 

To say that drugs pose a threat to 
American well-being and integrity is 
an understatement. Whether on the 
street or in the media, we have all 
been witnesses to the devastation they 
have wreaked on individuals and on 
our country's core societal institutions. 

The magnitude of the drug problem 
is such that Americans now consider it 
the most urgent crisis . facing our 
Nation-more pressing than ensuring 
a strong national defense and more 
immediate than providing shelter for 
the homeless. 

To be sure, the drug problem is a na­
tional one, encompassing rural and 
urban areas alike. With this resolu­
tion, however, particular attention is 
given to our cities because of the dis­
proportionate and overwhelming 
burden they bear. They are living in 
fear. Understandably, they have plead­
ed for help. 

And what do they need this assist­
ance for? Among so many other 
things, they need it to control soaring 
crime rates, to increase treatment 
center capacities, and to implement 
education programs. They need assist­
ance because drugs have depleted 
their resources and their wills. 

Both sides of the aisle have agreed 
that success at the local level is essen-

tial to solving the national drug prob­
lem. Now that we agree on this point, 
we must act. This resolution does just 
that, by calling for programs, ceremo­
nies, and activities that will raise the 
awareness and morale of those in our 
cities. 

My fellow Senators, where drugs 
induce chaos, this resolution seeks to 
restore order. It is a definite part of 
the total solution. Our cities have 
been tread upon; this resolution will 
help replenish their desire to fight. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
joint resolution be printed in the 
RECORD following this statement. 

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

S.J. REs. 205 
Whereas the presence of drugs and nar­

cotics in our society has resulted in innu­
merable problems of human, community, 
social and economic dimensions; 

Whereas the dissolution of the family, in­
adequate education system, poverty, unem­
ployment and greed all contribute to illegal 
drug use; 

Whereas the consequences of drug-related 
problems are witnessed in the loss of human 
lives, the loss of economic productivity and 
the diversion of public resources to address 
these problems on all fronts; 

Whereas the demand for illegal drugs is a 
pervasive problem that affects all segments 
of our society, including professional and af­
fluent people; 

Whereas illegal drugs plague urban, sub­
urban and rural communities of all sizes and 
regions; 

Whereas illegal drugs constitute a prob­
lem in our community and lead to a host of 
problems such as homicide, robbery, burgla­
ry and other crimes and domestic violence; 

Whereas a national response is needed to 
curtail the importation, trafficking, sale and 
abuse of drugs; 

Whereas our nation's cities and towns 
carry the heaviest burden in confronting 
the nation's drug problem; 

Whereas hundreds of America's dedicated 
public servants have died and thousands 
others risk their lives daily in our cities' in­
dividual battles against illegal drugs and in 
the criminal activities stemming from illegal 
drugs; and 

Whereas the National League of Cities 
has called on the President and the Con­
gress to join in a partnership in fighting 
drugs: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That December 3 
through 9, 1989, is designated as "National 
Cities Fight Back Against Drugs Week", and 
the President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe such week 
with appropriate programs, ceremonies, and 
activities. 

By Mr. GORE (for himself, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
SANFORD, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. D'AMATO, and Mr. 
Donn>: 

S.J. Res. 206. Joint resolution calling 
for the United States to encourage im­
mediate negotiations toward a new 
agreement among Antarctic Treaty 

Consultive Parties, for the full protec­
tion of Antarctica as a global ecologi­
cal commons; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

PROTECTION OF ANTARCTICA AS A GLOBAL 
ECOLOGICAL COMMONS 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, last week 
I rose to address a subject not often 
addressed in the Chamber: Antarctica. 
A week earlier, I had an opportunity 
to chair some hearings on the subject. 
Earlier this year, I had several oppor­
tunities to discuss the terms of a new 
convention or treaty that could be sub­
mitted to the Senate soon. 

I met in New Zealand late last year 
with the originators of that treaty 
process. And last year as well, along 
with Senator HoLLINGS, I traveled to 
Antarctica. During that visit, I looked 
quite closely at some of the provisions 
of the convention that we are told the 
President may soon submit to the U.S. 
Senate. 

This morning I rise to introduce a 
joint resolution on behalf of myself, 
Senator WARNER, Senator CRANSTON, 
Senator SANFORD, Senator ADAMS, Sen­
ator KERRY, Senator WIRTH, Senator 
BAUCUS, Senator D'AMATO, and Sena­
tor Donn, calling for the negotiation of 
a new agreement to ban commercial 
mining or oil operations in Antarctica. 
I hope, Mr. President, that the Presi­
dent of the United States will not 
submit the convention, to which I re­
ferred earlier, to this body for ratifica­
tion. I do not believe it is good enough, 
and I believe dramatic changes have 
taken place since its negotiation which 
should lead our Nation to speak out in 
the world community in behalf of a 
far more comprehensive measure to 
protect one of the most fragile parts 
of our Earth against commercial ex­
ploration. 

The Antarctic is remote from our 
thinking on most occasions and, yet, as 
we become more concerned about 
global climate changes and begin to 
piece together the workings of the 
global ecosystem, we begin to under­
stand Antarctica, far from being at the 
fringes of life on Earth, is near its 
core, a prime mover in the organic 
food chain, a principal cause of the 
pattern of wind and ocean currents 
which make up the system of weather 
as we know it. 

Anyone who visits Antarctica cannot 
help but experience a sense that the 
place dwarfs all human scale, but Ant­
arctica is, in fact, extremely fragile, 
vulnerable to the destructive effects of 
organized human activity. Up to this 
point, of course, the only kind of activ­
ity in Antarctica has been scientific, 
but that could change very quickly in 
the event that exploration was to un­
cover large-scale mineral deposits or 
offshore oil. From that point on, Ant­
arctica would be vulnerable to environ­
mental abuse of the sort that could 
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cause irreparable damage not merely 
to that region but to ourselves. 

Anticipating this, the Antarctica 
Treaty consultative parties began 
working 9 years ago on amendments to 
the · treaty intended to regulate com­
mercial exploitation by requiring that 
proposals for licenses and any oper­
ations pursuant to the issue of those 
licenses must be highly regulated. 

The product of that labor, the so­
called Wellington Convention, or more 
formally the Convention on the Regu­
lation of Antarctic Mineral Resource 
Activities, marks for some an impor­
tant step forward in the history of 
international effort to protect the en­
vironment. However, it would signal 
the opening gun of a rush to gain pro­
prietary information for the first time 
about mineral deposits in Antarctica. 

It would set up a series of measures 
which could ultimately lead to activi­
ties that would destroy that fragile 
ecosystem. 

I have therefore come to the view 
that this convention is not good 
enough and even though it represents 
the results of a lot of hard work by 
people who had good intentions, it has 
been overtaken by the swiftly chang­
ing global political context in which 
the struggle to preserve the environ­
ment is taking place. 

Rules to control commercial exploi­
tation of Antarctica are all to the good 
but in the meantime we have come to 
realize that Antarctica is worth far 
more to humanity intact than it could 
ever be worth as a source of oil and 
other minerals. 

Not everyone will see it that way, 
but for those who do this proposed 
convention has its dark side because it 
may well be conducive to a process of 
commercial exploration and develop­
ment which, once begun, will outrace 
efforts to devise, impose and police re­
straints. 

For that reason, my cosponsors and 
I, on this joint resolution believe that 
the convention in and of itself is inad­
equate to the task of providing the 
kind of complete protection needed in 
the Antarctic. We were told, after all, 
that the fragile ecosystem of the 
North Slope in Alaska was vulnerable 
to environmental damage and we were 
reassured that a system of careful pro­
tections against abuse could prevent 
that from taking place. 

We have seen now with the oil that 
spilled out of the Exxon Valdez how 
empty those promises were and we 
have seen, though not as frequently 
on our television screens, in the news­
papers the reports of the terrible oil 
spill that has already taken place in 
Antarctica. The Bahia Paraiso, 
though spilling a much smaller quanti­
ty of oil, has done grave damage to the 
ecosystem surrounding the American 
base called Palmer Station. 

Ironically, one of the most impor­
tant research efforts designed to un-

cover the damage being done by the 
so-called ozone hole was completely 
undone. Three years of work on the 
effects of extra ultraviolet radiation 
on the food chain were destroyed by 
that oil spill. It should serve as a re­
minder of how unwise it would be to 
begin exploitation of mineral re­
sources in Antarctica. What would the 
oil be used for, after all, except to add 
further to the accumulation of green­
house gases in our atmosphere at the 
time when the world is groping for 
ways to reduce such emissions. 

In any event, we have reached the 
conclusion, my cosponsors and I, that 
the President ought not to submit this 
convention in its present form to the 
Senate for consent to ratification. In­
stead, we call upon the President to 
initiate a new round of negotiations, 
the objective of which ought to be a 
supplementary agreement banning 
proprietary exploration of the Antarc­
tic and banning commercial mineral 
oil and drilling operations there. 

I understand that this course of 
action will cause consternation to 
some, but I want to note that the 
Prime Minister of Australia has al­
ready declared that his government 
will not consent to ratification of the 
Wellington Convention and the Gov­
ernment of France has spoken out in 
ways which lead many to believe that 
they soon will join Australia in an­
nouncing their opposition to this con­
vention as well. Under the terms of 
the convention, only one of the Ant­
arctic Treaty consultative parties can 
object and stop that process dead in its 
tracks. Under these conditions, we 
must look at alternatives and the 
President should move forward. 

Next month at the 15th Antarctic 
Treaty consultative meeting in Paris, 
we should suggest that agreements to 
supplement the Wellington Conven­
tion and modify its approach by ban­
ning commercial mineral development 
in Antarctica be placed high on the 
agenda of that meeting. 

I believe that around the world 
public opinion is ready to support the 
treatment of Antarctica as a global eco­
logical commons. It should be declared 
off limits to the commercial exploita­
tion of oil and mineral resources, and I 
believe that public opinion in this 
country and elsewhere in the world is 
ready to support that kind of move. 

Antarctica provides a major opportu­
nity to put into effect a new emerging 
global consensus on the necessity of 
imaginative, bold measures to protect 
the world's ecological system. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of the joint resolu­
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S.J. RES. 206 
Whereas Antarctica, like the great oceans 

and the atmosphere, is a part of the global 
commons; 

Whereas the Antarctic region, including 
the continent and the Southern Ocean, is a 
fragile ecosystem that supports an amazing 
abundance of life, and is, in turn, crucial to 
other life on Earth; 

Whereas Antarctica is a critical area in 
the study and documentation of global 
change; 

Whereas negotiations of the Antarctic 
Treaty Consultative Parties have resulted in 
the Convention on the Regulation of Ant­
arctic Mineral Resource Activities; 

Whereas the Convention on the Regula­
tion of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activi­
ties, while requiring consideration of envi­
ronmental impacts prior to allowing miner­
als development in Antarctica, does not 
guarantee preservation of the Antarctic en­
vironment; 

Whereas the challenge to humankind is to 
ensure that Antarctica is stewarded in a 
manner that conserves its unique environ­
ment and preserves its value for scientific 
research. Now therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Ant­
arctica is a global ecological commons, and 
should therefore be managed under a new 
agreement among the Antarctic Treaty Con­
sultative Parties or a protocol to the Con­
vention on the Regulation of Antarctic Min­
eral Resource Activities to the same effect, 
either of which shall be subject to periodic 
review, but should for an indefinite period 
establish Antarctica as a region closed to 
commercial minerals development and relat­
ed activities; 

That under such new agreement, informa­
tion about mineral or other resources in 
Antarctica should be obtained under strictly 
controlled arrangements, and that such in­
formation should be openly shared in the 
international scientific community; 

That the Convention on the Regulation of 
Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities, 
though a considerable step forward, is not 
adequate in and of itself to provide the nec­
essary level of protection for the fragile en­
vironment of Antarctica and could actually 
stimulate movement toward commercial ex­
ploitation; 

That pending the negotiation and entry 
into force of a new agreement among Ant­
arctic Treaty Consultative Parties ensuring 
the full protection of Antarctica as a global 
ecological commons, or of a protocol to the 
Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic 
Mineral Resource Activities to the same 
effect, the President should not present the 
Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic 
Mineral Resource Activities to the Senate 
for advice and consent to ratification; 

That, for the duration, the United States 
should support the interim restraint meas­
ures presently in force among nations signa­
tory to the Convention on the Regulation of 
Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities; and 

That the negotiation of a new agreement, 
or a protocol to the Convention on the Reg­
ulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Ac­
tivities, for the full protection of Antarctica 
as a global ecological commons should be a 
major item on the agenda of the pending 
XV Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting, 
opening in Paris on 9 October 1989. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be an original cosponsor of 
the resolution being introduced today 
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that provides greater protection for 
Antarctica. There is no doubt that the 
Antarctic plays an important and 
unique role in our global ecosystem. 
Ninety percent of the Earth's ice and 
70 percent of the Earth's fresh water 
are found there, and it is an integral 
part of the Earth's climate system. In 
addition, the Antarctic seas support 
large populations of marine life from 
krill and plankton to whales, seals, 
and sea birds. 

In recent years, demand for access 
and use of resources in Antarctica has 
grown. And as uses grow, so does the 
potential for environmental degrada­
tion. Oil spills and water pollution 
form toxic chemicals, raw sewage, and 
solid wastes have already been report­
ed in this environmentally pristine 
area. Development is likely to warm 
temperatures with potentially disas­
trous effects. Some believe melting ice 
caps at this southern pole would raise 
sea levels worldwide by 15 to 20 feet. 
And the absorption capacity of the 
seas, which currently take up one­
third to one-half of the world's carbon 
dioxide emissions, would be greatly re­
duced. These changes could add sig­
nificantly to the global climate change 
that is already predicted as a result of 
the greenhouse effect. 

The Antarctic Treaty, signed in 
1959, was the first of many interna­
tional agreements to provide for scien­
tific investigation, prohibit military 
operations, and conserve living marine 
resources. Due to the unforeseen .com­
plexity of the issues, many of the Ant­
arctic agreements have been ap­
proached in a piecemeal fashion. For 
example, conservation of living marine 
resources was addressed separately 
from development issues. In fact, a 
number of nations are questioning this 
individual approach. For example, 
France and Australia, concerned over 
the environmental future of the Ant­
arctic, are refusing to support a con­
vention on the regulation of Antarctic 
mineral resources activities. I believe 
the United States should follow suit. 

I want to commend the French 
oceanographer Jacques Cousteau for 
bringing this issue to the forefront of 
the debate and for his life long efforts 
to protect our oceans and marine envi­
ronment around the world. 

Mr. President, I think it is time to 
take a strong stand to preserve the 
Antarctic environment as a whole and 
then develop responsible policies 
under this umbrella of preservation. 
This resolution that we are introduc­
ing today calls on the United States to 
begin immediate negotiations for a 
new agreement among Antarctic 
Treaty consultative parties that will 
recognize the ecological significance of 
and provide strong protection for the 
Antarctic. 

In addition, Mr. President, we need 
to move forward to lessen our depend­
ence on fossil fuels and reduce gas 

emissions that contribute to the green­
house effect and destruction of the 
ozone layer. It is only logical that we 
also work to preserve the global envi­
ronment through environmentally 
sound policies in Antarctica. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON (by re­
quest): 

S.J. Res. 207. Joint resolution ap­
proving the location of the Memorial 
to the Women Who Served in Viet­
nam; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

APPROVAL OF LOCATION OF MEMORIAL TO 
WOMEN WHO SERVED IN VIETNAM 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, at 
the request of the administration, I 
send to the desk for appropriate refer­
ence a joint resolution approving the 
location of the Memorial to the 
Women Who Served in Vietnam. 

Mr. President, this draft legislation 
was submitted and recommended by 
the Department of the Interior, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the joint 
resolution, and the executive commu­
nication which accompanied the pro­
posal from the Secretary of the Interi­
or be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S.J. REs. 207 
Whereas section 6(a) of the Act entitled 

" An Act to provide standards for placement 
of commemorative works on certain Federal 
Lands in the District of Columbia and its 
environs, and for other purposes," approved 
November 14, 1986 (100 Stat. 3650, 3651), 
provides that the location of a commemora­
tive work in the area described therein as 
Area I shall be deemed disapproved unless, . 
not later than one hundred fifty days after 
the Secretary of the Interior or the Admin­
istrator of General Services notifies the 
Congress of his determination that the com­
memorative work should be located in Area 
I, the location is approved by law; 

Whereas the Act approved November 15, 
1988 002 Stat. 3922), authorizes the Viet­
nam Women's Memorial Project, Inc., toes­
tablish a memorial on Federal land in the 
District of Columbia or its environs to 
honor women who served in the Armed 
Forces of the United States in the Republic 
of Vietnam during the Vietnam era; 

Whereas section 3 of the said Act of No­
vember 15, 1988, states the sense of the Con­
gress that it would be most fitting and ap­
propriate to place the memorial within the 
2.2-acre site of the Vietnam Veterans Memo­
rial in the District of Columbia which is 
within Area I; and 

Whereas the Secretary of the Interior has 
notified the Congress of his determination 
that the memorial authorized by the said 
Act of November 15, 1988, should be located 
in Area I: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the location of 
a commemorative work to honor women 
who served in the Armed Forces of the 
United States in the Republic of Vietnam 
during the Vietnam era, authorized by the 
Act approved November 15, 1988 002 Stat. 
3922), in the area described in the Act ap­
proved November 14, 1986 (100 Stat. 3650), 
as Area I, is hereby approved. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, DC, September 8, 1989. 

Hon. DAN QuAYLE, 
President of the Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Act approved 
November 15, 1988 002 Stat. 3922), author­
izes the Vietnam Women's Memorial 
Project, Inc., to establish a memorial on 
Federal land in the District of Columbia or 
its environs to honor women who served in 
the Armed Forces of the United States in 
the Republic of Vietnam during the Viet­
nam era. 

Section l<b> of the Act requires that the 
establishment of the memorial be in accord­
ance with the Commemorative Works Act of 
November 14, 1986 000 Stat. 3650; 40 U.S.C. 
1001 et seq.). 

The Vietnam Women's Memorial Project, 
Inc., has proposed that the memorial be lo­
cated in Area I, the area comprising the cen­
tral monumental core of the District of Co­
lumbia and its environs. Section 6 of the 
Commemorative Works Act sets forth stand­
ards and procedures for locating a memorial 
in Area I. Military memorials may be estab­
lished only to commemorate a war or simi­
lar major military conflict or to commemo­
rate any branch of the Armed Forces. No 
memorial commemorating a lesser conflict 
or a unit of an Armed Force shall be permit­
ted in either Area I or Area II. In addition, 
section 6<a> provides that the Secretary of 
the Interior may approve the location of a 
commemorative work in Area I only if he 
finds that the subject of the work is of pre­
eminent historical and lasting significance 
to the Nation. That subsection directs the 
Secretary, after consultation with the Na­
tional Capital Memorial Commission, to 
notify the Congress of his determination 
that a commemorative work should be locat­
ed in Area I; and the location in Area I shall 
be deemed disapproved unless within 150 
days of the notification it is approved by 
law. 

On March 9, 1989, the National Capital 
Memorial Commission recommended to me 
that the memorial to honor women who 
served in the Armed Forces of the United 
States in Vietnam during the Vietnam era 
be located in Area I. This proposed memori­
al will complete the Nation's formal com­
memoration of our Armed Forces who 
fought in the Vietnam War, an event that 
profoundly affected the military, social, and 
political history of the United States. I 
therefore find the subject to be of preemi­
nent historical and lasting significance to 
the Nation, and I have determined that the 
memorial authorized by the Act approved 
November 15, 1988 <102 Stat. 3922), should 
be located in Area I. This determination is 
consistent with the sense of Congress ex­
pressed in section 3 of that Act, that it 
would be most fitting and appropriate to 
place this memorial within the 2.2 acre site 
of the Vietnam Veterans Memorial. That 
site is within Area I. 

In accordance with section 6<a> of the Act 
of November 14, 1986 (100 Stat. 3650, 3651), 
notice is hereby given that I have approved 
the location of this proposed memorial in 
Area I, that through my designee I have 
consulted with the National Capital Memo­
rial Commission, and that I have deter­
mined that the memorial authorized by the 
Act of November 15, 1988, should be located 
in Area I. Under section 6<a> of the Act of 
November 14, 1986, the location in Area I 
shall be deemed disapproved unless the lo­
cation is approved by law not later than 150 
days after this notification. 
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Enclosed is a draft of a joint resolution 

which, if enacted in 150 days, would have 
the effect of approving the location of this 
memorial in Area I. We recommend that it 
be introduced and referred to the appropri­
ate Committee for consideration, and we 
recommend its timely enactment. 

The Office of Management and Budget 
has advised that there is no objection to the 
enactment of the enclosed draft joint reso­
lution from the standpoint of the Adminis­
tration's program. 

Sincerely, 
CONSTANCE B. HARRIMAN, 

Assistant Secretary. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 38 

At the request of Mr. WILSON, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKil was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 38, a bill to make long-term care 
insurance available to civilian Federal 
employees, and for other purposes. 

s. 58 

At the request of Mr. BOSCHWITZ, 
the name of the Senator from Wiscon­
sin [Mr. KAsTEN] was added as a co­
sponsor of S. 58, a bill to amend the 
Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1987 to improve the Enterprise 
Zone Development Program, to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide tax incentives for investments 
in enterprise zones, and for other pur­
poses. 

s. 511 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a co­
sponsor of S. 511, a bill to recognize 
the organization known as the Nation­
al Academies of Practice. 

s. 543 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu­
setts [Mr. KERRY] and the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 543, a bill to amend 
the Job Training Partnership Act to 
strengthen the program of employ­
ment and training assistance under 
that act, and for other purposes. 

s. 659 

At the request of Mr. SYMMS, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 659, a bill to repeal the estate 
tax inclusion related to valuation 
freezes. 

s. 669 

At the request of Mr. WILSON, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 669, a bill to require the Sec­
retary of Energy to convey to the 
State of California by quit-claim deed 
certain lands in a naval petroleum re­
serve and to provide that money re­
ceived from a naval petroleum reserve 
shall be treated the same as money re­
ceived from other public lands. 

s. 747 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the name of the Senator from New 

York [Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a physical integrity of the flag of the 
cosponsor of S. 747, a bill to amend United States. 
chapter 44 of title 18, United States 
Code, regarding assault weapons. 

s. 754 

At the request of Mr. PACKWOOD, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 754, a bill to restrict the export 
of unprocessed timber from certain 
Federal lands, and for other purposes. 

s. 755 

At the request of Mr. PACKWOOD, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 755, a bill to authorize the states 
to prohibit or restrict the export of 
unprocessed logs harvested from the 
lands owned or administered by 
States. 

s. 813 

At the request of Mr. WIRTH, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK] and the Sena­
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 813, a 
bill to establish the National Literacy 
Commission, and for other purposes. 

s. 849 

At the request of Mr. SIMPSON, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
849, a bill to repeal section 2036(c) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, re­
lating to valuation freezes. 

s. 874 

At the request of Mr. FORD, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu­
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 87 4, a bill to establish 
national voter registration procedures 
for Presidential and congressional 
elections, and for other purposes. 

s. 1245 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
names of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
BENTSEN] and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1245, a bill to amend 
the Federal Meat Inspection Act to 
expand the meat inst>ection programs 
of the United States by establishing a 
comprehensive inspection program to 
ensure the quality and wholesomeness 
of all fish products intended for 
human consumption in the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

s. 1277 

At the request of Mr. FoRD, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. NuNN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1277, a bill to amend the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 to prohibit the 
acquisition of a controlling interest in 
an air carrier unless the Secretary of 
Transportation has made certain de­
terminations concerning the effect of 
such acquisition on aviation safety. 

s. 1338 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 1338, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to protect the 

s. 1393 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
na.mes of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] and the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CoATS] were added as co­
sponsors of S. 1393, a bill to direct the 
Secretary of Defense to give priority 
to the Federal Bureau of Prisons in 
transferring any surplus real property 
or facility that is being closed or re­
aligned. 

s. 1405 

At the request of Mr. PELL, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY] and the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1405, a bill to ensure 
the eligibility of displaced homemak­
ers and single parents for Federal as­
sistance for first-time homebuyers. 

s. 1411 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CoNRAD], the Senator 
from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI], the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR], 
and the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
WIRTH] were ·added as cosponsors of S. 
1411, a bill to amend the Food Securi­
ty Act of 1985 to encourage the plant­
ing of trees on conservation reserve 
acreage, and for other purposes. 

s. 1427 

At the request of Mr. BOSCHWITZ, 
the names of the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. MURKOWSKI] and the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1427, a 
bill to amend the Federal Meat and 
the Poultry Products Inspection Act to 
authorize the distribution of whole­
some meat and poultry products for 
human consumption that have been 
seized and condemned under such acts 
to charity and public agencies, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1618 

At the request of Mr. BOSCHWITZ, 
the names of the Senator from Missis­
sippi [Mr. LoTT] and the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1618, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
allow less frequent deposits of payroll 
taxes for employers of certain lower 
paid employees. 

s. 1619 

At the request of Mr. BOSCHWITZ, 
the name of the Senator from Wiscon­
sin [Mr. KAsTEN] was added as a co­
sponsor of S. 1619, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
reduce the occupational tax on small 
retail liquor and beer dealers, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1631 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIXON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1631, a bill to make a technical amend-
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ment to title 11, United States Code, 
the Bankruptcy Code. 

s. 1655 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. BRYAN] and the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. RoBB] were added as co­
sponsors of S. 1655, a bill to amend the 
enforcement provisions, to provide for 
the disclosure of independent expendi­
tures, to make provisions regarding in­
termediaries and broadcast time, and 
for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 160 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Minne­
sota [Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as 
a cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolu­
tion 160, a joint resolution to desig­
nate December 7, 1989, as "National 
Pearl Harbor Remembrance Day" on 
the occasion of the anniversary of the 
attack on Pearl Harbor. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 164 

At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 
names of the Senator from California 
[Mr. WILSON], the Senator from Indi­
ana [Mr. LUGAR], and the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 164, a joint resolution des­
ignating 1990 as the "International 
Year of Bible Reading." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 1 7 6 

At the request of Mr. D' AMATo, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as a co­
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
176, a joint resolution to designate 
September 29, 1989, as "National Sib­
lings of Disabled Persons Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 193 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATo, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. RoBB] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joilit Resolution 193, a joint 
resolution designating October 1989 as 
"National Italian-American Heritage 
and Culture Month." 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the names of the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. GORTON], the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], 
and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
DURENBERGER] were added as cospon­
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 193, 
supra. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 194 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], the Senator 
from California [Mr. CRANSTON], and 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
GORTON] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 194, a joint 
resolution designating November 12 to 
18, 1989, as "National Glaucoma 
Awareness Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 204 

At the request of Mr. NUNN, the 
names of the Senator from California 
[Mr. CRANSTON], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], and the 

Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DoDD] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 204, a joint resolu­
tion designating October 28, 1989, as 
"National Women Veterans of World 
War II Day." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 60 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
names of the Senator from Connecti­
cut [Mr. DoDD], the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. HATCH], the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. PREssLER], and the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. 
GORTON] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 60, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the U.S. Senate that the 
Soviet Union should release the prison 
records of Raoul Wallenberg and ac­
count for his whereabouts. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 180 

At the request of Mr. SANFORD, the 
names of the Senator from Washing­
ton [Mr. GoRTON] and the Senator 
from California [Mr. WILSON] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu­
tion 180, a resolution to encourage 
schools and civic enterprises to ob­
serve the 200th anniversary of the Bill 
of Rights on September 25, 1989. 

AMENDMENT NO. 844 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KASTEN] and the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. DoMENICI] were 
added as cosponsors of amendment 
No. 844 proposed to H.R. 3072, a bill 
making appropriations for the Depart­
ment of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1990, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 186-RE­
LATING TO THE PROTECTION 
OF THE ANTARCTIC SYSTEM 
Mr. HELMS submitted the following 

resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

8. RES. 186 
Whereas the Antarctic System is of funda­

mental importance to the global environ­
ment; 

Whereas the special legal and political 
status of Antarctica and the special respon­
sibility of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative 
Parties to ensure that all activities in Ant­
arctica are consistent with the purposes and 
principles of the Antarctic Treaty; 

Whereas the Antarctic System has unique 
ecological, scientific, and wilderness value: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the 
Senate that the protection of the Antarctic 
System, including dependent and associated 
ecosystems, must be a basic consideration in 
decisions relating to all activities conducted 
in the Antarctic. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this res­
olution expresses the sense of the 
Senate that the protection of the Ant­
arctic System, including dependent 
and associated ecosystems, must be a 
basic consideration in decisions relat­
ing to all activities conducted in the 
Antarctic. 

The resolution states that the Ant­
arctic System is of fundamental im­
portance to the global environment. 

It states that the special legal and 
political status of Antarctica and the 
special responsibility of the Antarctic 
Treaty Consultative Parties to ensure 
that all activities in Antarctica are 
consistent with the purposes and prin­
ciples of the Antarctic Treaty. 

It states that the Antarctic System 
has unique ecological, scientific, and 
wilderness value. 

The language of this resolution is 
drawn from the Preamble to the Con­
vention on the Regulation of Antarctic 
Mineral Resource Activities which was 
adopted last year by 33 countries as a 
result of a meeting held at Wellington, 
New Zealand on June 2, 1988. 

This resolution takes no position 
with respect to the Wellington Con­
vention nor is it intended to. 

The purpose of this resolution is to 
express the sense of the Senate about 
broad principles that should govern 
decisions relating to the future of Ant­
arctica. 

Mr. President, the University of 
North Carolina at Wilmington has a 
fine department of Marine Sciences 
and members of the faculty have been 
involved in scientific research relating 
to Antarctica and the marine environ­
ment there. I hope that future genera­
tions of explorers, scientific research­
ers, and students will · be able to con­
tinue to advance man's knowledge 
about the Antarctic System. 

In order to continue this scientific 
advancement as well as to promote the 
general well-being of the global envi­
ronment it is fundamental that the 
Antarctic System be protected. I be­
lieve that this resolution is a construc­
tive step forward to this objective. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

NATIONAL VOTER 
REGISTRATION ACT 

FORD AMENDMENT NOS. 851 
THROUGH 853 

<Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. FORD submitted three amend­

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill <S. 874) to establish nation­
al voter registration procedures for 
Presidential and congressional elec­
tions, and for other purposes, as fol­
lows: 

AMENDMENT No. 851 
Section 2<b> is amended by inserting 

before the period at the end thereof, the 
following, "or no requirement that voters 
register prior to the date of such election 
for Federal office to be eligible to vote in 
that election". 
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AMENDMENT No. 852 

Section 4(a) of the substitute amendment 
is amended by inserting before the period at 
the end of the first sentence "or shall devel­
op a mail voter registration application 
form for such elections. Such form shall-

"<1 > require only sufficient identifying in­
formation, including the signature of the 
applicant, to enable the appropriate State 
election official to assess the eligibility of 
the applicant; and 

"(2) include a statement of penalties pro­
vided by law for submission of a false voter 
registration application. 
A form under this section may not include 
any requirement for notarization or other 
formal authentication". 

AMENDMENT No. 853 
Section 5(a) of the substitute is amended 

by striking out "Offices designated under 
this subsection shall include public libraries, 
public schools, offices providing public as­
sistance, unemployment compensation, vo­
cational rehabilitation, and related services, 
offices of city and county clerks <including 
marriage license bureaus), fishing and hunt­
ing license bureaus, and government reve­
nue offices" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"The State shall designate the locations 
that will provide services pursuant to the 
provisions of this subsection from locations 
such as public libraries, public schools, of­
fices of city and county clerks, including 
marriage license bureaus), fishing and hunt­
ing license bureaus, and government reve­
nue offices but shall include in such desig­
nation all offices in the State providing 
public assitance, unemployment compensa­
tion, vocational rehabilitation and related 
services". 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1990 

D'AMATO <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 854 

Mr. D'AMATO <for himself, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. GARN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. McCLURE, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
BOND, and Mr. GORE) proposed an 
amendment to the bill <H.R. 3072) 
making appropriations for the Depart­
ment of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1990, and for 
other purposes, as follows: 

On page 108, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following new section: 

SEc. . It is the sense of Congress that­
<1> the recommendations of the National 

Space Council, as approved by the President 
in July of 1989, for the development of the 
National Aerospace Plane represent an im­
proved and more affordable strategy for the 
United States; and 

<2> if funds are made available for the Na­
tional Aerospace Plane program for fiscal 
year 1990, the National Space Council 
should submit to Congress, not later than 
January 31, 1990, a report assessing the ex­
isting arrangement between the Depart­
ment of Defense and NASA for manage­
ment of the National Aerospace Plane pro­
gram and should include in that report rec­
ommendations for such changes in the man­
agement arrangement as the Council consid­
ers necessary to increase the effectiveness 
of the National Aerospace Plane program 

and ensure the achievement of the goals es­
tablished for such program. 

WARNER <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 855 

Mr. WALLOP (for Mr. WARNER) (for 
himself, Mr. DOLE, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. GORTON, Mr. SIMPSON, 
Mr. COATS, Mr. LOTT, and Mr. ARM­
STRONG) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 825 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE to the bill H.R. 3072, supra, as 
follows: 

Strike out all after the words "Title X", 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

For expenses not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for certain program improve­
ments, and for other purposes; 
$8,358,853,000, of which $1,293,000,000 shall 
be transferred to and merged with "Enter­
prise refueling/modernization program" 
under the heading "Shipbuilding and Con­
version, Navy," to remain available for obli­
gation until September 30, 1994; 
$3,400,000,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with appropriations under Title III, 
Procurement, for costs of installing modifi­
cations of equipment, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 1992; 
$290,000,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with "Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy," under a new subaccount "Icebreak­
er", to remain available for obligation until 
September 30, 1994; $959,900,000 shall be 
transferred to and merged with "LHD-1 
Amphibious Assault Ship" under the head­
ing "Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy", to 
remain available for obligation until Sep­
tember 30, 1994; $20,000,000 shall be trans­
ferred to and merged with "Sealift Ship 
Program" under the heading "Shipbuilding 
and Conversion, Navy", to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 1994; 
$279,600,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with "Missile Procurement, Army", 
to remain available for obligation until Sep­
tember 30, 1992, of which $89,000,000 shall 
be available only for the Stinger missile pro­
gram, $93,500,000 shall be available only for 
the Laser Hellfire program, $51,100,000 
shall be available only for the TOW II pro­
gram, and $46,000,000 shall be available 
only for the Advanced Tactical Missile 
System; $45,300,000 shall be transferred to 
and merged with "Weapons Procurement, 
Navy", to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1992, for the High­
Speed Anti-Radiation Missile program; 
$70,000,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with "Missile Procurement, Air 
Force", to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1992, for the High­
Speed Anti-Radiation Missile program; 
$775,771,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with "Aircraft Procurement, Army", 
to remain available for obligation until Sep­
tember 30, 1991, for the purchase of 66 
Apache helicopters after which the Apache 
program will be terminated, Provided, That 
the funds provided in this paragraph shall 
not become available for obligation until 
September 15, 1990, and pursuant to section 
202(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emer­
gency Deficit Control Reaffirmation Act of 
1987, this action is a necessary <but second­
ary> result of a significant policy change; 
$910,000,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with "Weapons Procurement, 
Navy", to remain available until September 
30, 1992, for the Trident II/D-5 missile pro­
gram, Provided, That none of these funds 
may be obligated until the Secretary of the 

Navy has notified Congress in writing that 
he has approved modifications or redesign 
of the D-5 missile needed to correct recent 
test deficiencies; $298,358,000 shall be trans­
ferred to and merged with "Research, De­
velopment, Test, and Evaluation, Defense 
Agencies" to remain available until Septem­
ber 30, 1991, Provided, That not less than 
$4,000,000,000 of the funds under the head­
ing "Research, Development, Test, and 
Evaluation, Defense Agencies" shall be 
available only for the Strategic Defense Ini­
tiative program; and for the Space-Based 
Wide Area Surveillance Radar, $1,956,000 
shall be transferred to and merged with 
"Research, Development, Test and Evalua­
tion, Navy", to remain available until Sep­
tember 30, 1991, for the Tactical Space Op­
erations program, $4,968,000 shall be trans­
ferred to and merged with "Research, De­
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Air Force", 
to remain available until September 30, 
1991, for the Space Surveillance Technology 
program, and $10,000,000 shall be trans­
ferred to and merged with "Research, De­
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Defense 
Agencies", to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1991, for the Strategic 
Technology program. 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE FUND 
For the "Emergency Response Fund, De­

fense"; $300,000,000, to remain available 
until expended. The Fund shall be available 
for providing reimbursement to currently 
applicable appropriations of the Depart­
ment of Defense for supplies and services 
provided in anticipation of requests from 
other Federal Departments and agencies 
and from state and local governments for 
assistance on a reimbursable basis to re­
spond to natural or manmade disasters. The 
Fund may be used upon a determination by 
the Secretary of Defense that immediate 
action is necessary before a formal request 
for assistance on a reimbursable basis is re­
ceived. There shall be deposited to the 
Fund: <a> reimbursements received by the 
Department of Defense for the supplies and 
services provided by the Department in its 
response efforts, and <b> appropriations 
made to the Department of Defense for the 
Fund. Reimbursements and appropriations 
deposited to the Fund shall remain avail­
able until expended. 

REDUCTIONS TO AUTHORIZED LEVEL 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

the Act, the amount on page 20, line 2, is re­
duced by $68,100,000 from the UH-60 Black­
hawk helicopter program; the amount on 
page 32, line 14, is reduced by $49,000,000 
from the F-15/F-16 engine upgrade pro­
gram; and the amount on page 36, line 3, is 
reduced by $50,000,000 from the B-1B pro­
gram. 

INOUYE <AND STEVENS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 856 

Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
STEVENS) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 3072, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
SEc. . Up to $20 million of funds avail­

able to the Department of Defense in fiscal 
year 1990 may be transferred to, and con­
solidated with, funds made available to 
carry out the provisions of section 23 of the 
Arms Export Control Act and may be used 
for any of the purposes for which such 
funds may be used, notwithstanding section 
10 of Pubilc Law 91-672 or any other provi­
sion of law: Provided, That funds trans-
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ferred pursuant to this section shall be 
made available only for Jordan to maintain 
previously purchased United States-origin 
defense articles: Provided further, That 
funds transferred pursuant to this section 
shall be available to Jordan on a grant basis 
notwithstanding any requirement for repay­
ment: Provided further, That for purposes 
of section 10 of Public Law 91-672, funds so 
transferred shall be deemed to be author­
ized to be appropriated for the account into 
which they are transferred: Provided fur­
ther, That the Speaker of the House of Rep­
resentatives and the President of the Senate 
and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives, the Commit­
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate, and 
the Committees on Appropriations and 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives shall be notified through 
regular reprogramming procedures prior to 
the transfer of funds pursuant to the au­
thority granted in this section. 

HOLLINGS <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 857 

Mr. HOLLINGS <for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. BYRD) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 3072, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert: 
SEC. . Funds available to the Department 

of Defense during the current fiscal year 
may be transferred to applicable appropria­
tions or otherwise made available for obliga­
tion by the Secretary of Defense to repair 
or replace real property, facilities, equip­
ment, and other Department of Defense 
assets damaged by hurricane Hugo in Sep­
tember 1989: Provided, That funds trans­
ferred shall be available for the same pur­
pose and the same time period as the appro­
priations to which transferred: Provided 
further, That the Secretary shall notify the 
Congress promptly of all transfers made 
pursuant to this authority and that such 
transfer authority shall be in addition to 
that provided elsewhere in this Act. 

JOHNSTON <AND THURMOND> 
AMENDMENT NO. 858 

Mr. JOHNSTON (for himself and 
Mr. THuRMOND) proposed an amend­
ment to the bill H.R. 3072, supra, as 
follows: 

SEc. . During the current fiscal year, the 
Secretary of Defense may transfer not more 
than $135,000,000 of funds available to the 
Department of Defense to the appropria­
tion "Atomic Energy Defense Activities," to 
be merged with and to be available for the 
same purposes and for the same time period 
as the appropriation to which transferred: 
Provided, That none of the funds to be 
transferred shall be from procurement or 
military construction appropriation ac­
counts. 

LEAHY <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 859 

Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. HAT­
FIELD, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. ROCKEFEL­

. LER, Mr. SASSER, and Mr. WIRTH) pro­
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
3072, supra. as follows: 

On page 108, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

SEc. 9100. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of this Act-

<1 > none of the funds appropriated in this 
Act may be obligated or expended to com­
mence production of any B-2 aircraft; and 

<2> the funds appropriated in this Act and 
available for the B-2 advanced technology 
bomber program may be expended only 
for-

<A> the completion of the production of 
B-2 aircraft commenced with funds appro­
priated before the date of the enactment of 
this Act; 

<B> research and development for the B-2 
aircraft; and 

<C> flight testing of B-2 aircraft. 

BUMPERS <AND BINGAMAN> 
AMENDMENT NO. 860 

Mr. BUMPERS (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 3072, supra, as follows: 

On page 108, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following new section: 

SEc. . <a> None of the funds appropri­
ated by this Act may be obligated or ex­
pended after August 30, 1990, to support or 
maintain members of the Armed Forces of 
the United States assigned to . permanent 
duty ashore in the Republic of Korea in a 
number greater than 40,872 or to support or 
maintain members of the United States 
Army assigned to permanent duty ashore in 
such country in a number greater than 
28,406. 

<b> It is the sense of Congress that the 
President should, at the earliest practical 
date after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, initiate discussions with the Republic 
of Korea regarding-

< 1 > mutually satisfactory arrangements 
for achieving the limitations provided for in 
subsection <a>; 

<2> the desirability of making a phased re­
duction, in addition to the reduction made 
as the result of subsection (a), of 7,000 mem­
bers of the United States Army assigned to 
permanent duty ashore in the Republic of 
Korea and of completing such reduction not 
later than September 30, 1992; and 

<3> the kinds and quantities of military 
equipment and other materiel that will be 
needed by the Republic of Korea as a conse­
quence of the limitation provided for in sub­
section <a>. 

<c> It is further the sense of Congress that 
the President should submit to Congress, 
not later than May 1, 1990, a report in both 
classified and unclassified versions on the 
reduction of United States military person­
nel assigned to permanent duty ashore in 
the Republic of Korea. The President 
should include in such report a discussion of 
the following matters: 

<1> The feasibility of making reductions, 
in addition to the reduction made as a result 
of subsection <a>, in the number of United 
States Army personnel assigned to perma­
nent duty in the Republic of Korea. 

(2) The type of technical and planning as­
sistance that the United States should offer 
to the Republic of South Korea as that 
country assumes a greater burden for its 
own defense. 

<3> The options available, and the Presi­
dent's recommendations with respect to the 
reassignment or other disposition of United 
States military personnel withdrawn from 
the Republic of Korea. 

< 4 > The purpose and function of the pres­
ence of a substantial number of civilian per­
sonnel of the Department of Defense in the 
Republic of Korea. 

<d> Congress reaffirms the commitment of 
the United States to the security and terri­
torial integrity of the Republic of Korea. 

STEVENS<ANDINOUYE> 
AMENDMENT NO. 861 

Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mr. RUDMAN) proposed an 
amendment to amendment No. 860 
proposed by Mr. BUMPERS <and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) to the bill H.R. 3072, supra, 
as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in­
serted in lieu thereof: 

SEc. . <a> Congress makes the following 
findings: 

< 1 > The United States, as executive agent 
for the United Nations Command, plays a 
key role in preserving the armistice which 
has maintained peace on the Korean penin­
sula for 36 years. 

<2> Partly because of the significant con­
tribution that the United States has made 
toward preserving the peace, the Republic 
of Korea has been able to focus national ef­
forts on economic and political develop­
ment. 

<3> The United States remains commit ted 
to the security and territorial integrity of 
the Republic of Korea under the terms of 
the Mutual Defense Treaty of 1954. 

<b> It is the sense of Congress that-
<1> until North Korea abandons its desire 

to reunite the Korean peninsula by force 
and ceases to seek modern weapon systems 
from foreign powers, the threat to the Re­
public of Korea will remain clear and 
present and the United States military pres­
ence in the Republic of Korea will continue 
to be vital to the deterrence of North 
Korean aggression toward the Republic of 
Korea; 

(2) although a United States military pres­
ence is essential until the Republic of Korea 
has achieved a balance of military power 
with the Democratic Peoples Republic of 
Korea, the United States should reassess 
the force structure required for the security 
of the Republic of Korea and the protection 
of the United States interests in northeast 
Asia; 

<3> the United States should not remove 
any armed forces from the Korean penin­
sula until a thorough study has been made 
of the present and projected roles, missions, 
and force levels of the United States forces 
in the Republic of Korea; and 

<4> before April 1, 1990, the President 
should submit to Congress a report that 
contains a detailed assessment of the need 
for a United States military presence in the 
Republic of Korea, including-

<A> an assessment of (i) the current imbal­
ance between the armed forces of the Re­
public of Korea and the armed forces of the 
Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea, and 
(ii) the efforts by the Republic of Korea to 
eliminate the current adverse imbalance; 

<B> the means by which the Republic of 
Korea can increase its contributions to its 
own defense and permit the United States 
to assume a supporting role in the defense 
of the Republic of Korea; 

<C> the ways in which the roles and mis­
sions of the United States forces in Korea 
are likely to be revised in order to reflect 
the anticipated increases in the national de­
fense contributions of the Republic of 
Korea and to effectuate an equal partner­
ship between the United States and the Re­
public of Korea in the common defense of 
the Republic of Korea; 
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<D> an assessment of the actions taken by 

the Republic of Korea in conjunction with 
the United States to reduce the cost of sta­
tioning United States military forces in the 
Republic of Korea; 

<E> an assessment of the willingness of the 
South Korean people to sustain and support 
a continued United States military presence 
on the Korean peninsula; and 

<F> a discussion of the plans for a long­
term United States military presence 
throughout the Pacific region, the antici­
pated national security threats in that 
region, the roles and missions of the Armed 
Forces of the United States for the protec­
tion of the national security interests of the 
United States in that region, the force 
structure necessary for the Armed Forces to 
perform those roles and missions, and any 
force restructuring that could result in a re­
duction in the cost of performing such roles 
and missions effectively. 

KENNEDY <AND COHEN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 862 

Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KENNEDY) (for 
himself and Mr. CoHEN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 3072, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . STUDY OF ALTERNATIVE B-2 AIRCRAFT 

FORCE STRUCTURES. 
(a) REQUIREMENT FOR STUDY.-The Secre­

tary of Defense shall conduct a comprehen­
sive study comparing-

< 1 > the current plan of the Department of 
Defense to produce 132 B-2 aircraft, with 

<2> Two alternative plans, one to produce 
90-100 B-2 aircraft and another to produce 
60-70 B-2 aircraft. 

(b) MATTERS To BE lNCLUDED.-ln conduct­
ing the study under subsection (a), the Sec­
retary of Defense shall determine the impli­
cations of adopting the alternative plans de­
scribed in subsection <a><2> with respect to 
each of the following: 

< 1 > The cost of the B-2 aircraft program, 
including-

<A> annual program costs, 
<B> total program costs, 
<C> 20-year life cycle costs, 
<D> unit and flyaway costs; 
(2) The impact on the military posture of 

the United States, including-
<A> strategic nuclear deterrent capabili­

ties, 
(B) long-range conventional strike capa­

bilities. 
<c> REPORT.-The Secretary shall submit 

to the Committees on Armed Services and 
Appropriations of both the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a report in both 
classified and unclassified form containing 
the results of the study conducted by the 
Secretary under subsection (a). The Secre­
tary's report shall include such comments 
and recommendations as the Secretary con­
siders appropriate and shall be submitted 
not later than January 1, 1990. 

GRAHAM AMENDMENT NO. 863 
Mr. INOUYE <for Mr. GRAHAM) pro­

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
3072, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

PARTNERSHIPS WITH SCHOOLS 

SEC. . (A) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes 
of this part-

29-059 Q-90-49 (Pt. 15) 

< 1) The term "school volunteer" means a 
person, beyond the age of compulsory 
schooling, working without financial remu­
neration under the direction of professional 
staff within a school or school district. 

<2> The term "partnership program" 
means a cooperative effort between the 
military and an educational institution to 
enhance the education of students. 

(3) The term "elementary school" has the 
same meaning given that term in section 
1471<8> of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 and does not exclude 
military schools. 

<4> The term "secondary school" has the 
same meaning given that term in section 
1471<21) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 and does not exclude 
military schools. 

(5) The term "Secretary" means the Sec­
retary of Defense. 

(b) The Secretary shall design a compre­
hensive strategy to involve civilian and mili­
tary employees of the Department of De­
fense in partnership programs with civilian 
and military elementary schools and second­
ary schools. This strategy shall include: 

< 1> A review of existing programs to iden­
tify and expand opportunities for such em­
ployees to be school volunteers. 

(2) The designation of a senior official in 
each branch of the Armed Services who will 
be responsible for establishing school volun­
teer and partnership programs in each 
branch of the Armed Services and for devel­
oping school volunteer and partnership pro­
grams. 

(3) The encouragement of civilian and 
military employees of the Department of 
Defense to participate in school volunteer 
and partnership programs. 

LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO. 
864 

Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. LAUTENBERG) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 3072, supra, as follows: 

On page 108, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . The Secretary of the Army shall 
execute such documents and take such 
other action as may be necessary to release 
to the New Jersey Turnpike Authority, a 
corporate body organized under the laws of 
the State of New Jersey, the reversionary 
right, described in section (b), reserved to 
the United States in and to that parcel of 
land conveyed by the United States to the 
New Jersey Turnpike Authority pursuant to 
the Act entitled "An Act to authorize the 
conveyance of certain lands within Caven 
Point Terminal and Ammunition Loading 
Pier, New Jersey, to the New Jersey Turn­
pike Authority", approved February 18, 
1956 <70 Stat. 19). The release provided for 
in this section shall be made without consid­
eration by the New Jersey Turnpike Au­
thority. 

(b) The reversionary right referred to in 
subsection <a> is the right reserved to the 
United States by section 6 of the Act re­
ferred to in subsection (a) which provides 
that in the event the property conveyed by 
the United States pursuant to such Act 
ceases to be used for street or road purposes 
and other purposes connected therewith or 
related thereto for a period of two consecu­
tive years, the title to such land, including 
all improvements made by the New Jersey 
Turnpike Authority, shall immediately 
revert to the United States without any pay­
ment by the United States. 

REID (AND BRYAN) AMENDMENT 
NO. 865 

Mr. INOUYE <for Mr. REID, for him­
self and Mr. BRYAN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 3072, 
supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow­
ing: 

The Senate of the United States finds 
that: 

<1 > Public Law 99-606 requires that a 
report <Special Nevada Report), evaluating 
the impact on Nevada of the cumulative 
effect of continued or renewed land and air­
space withdrawals by the military, be sub­
mitted to Congress no later than November, 
1991; 

(2) Public Law 99-606 also requires that 
appropriate mitigation measures be devel­
oped to offset any negative impacts caused 
by the military land and airspace withdraw­
al; and 

<3> the military has continued to propose 
additional land and airspace withdrawals 
prior to submitting the Special Nevada 
Report required under Public Law 99-606 to 
Congress; 

Therefore, it is the sense of the Senate 
that, absent critical national security re­
quirements, the further withdrawal of 
public domain lands or airspace in Nevada 
be halted until the Special Nevada Report is 
submitted to Congress as required under 
Public Law 99-606. 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 866 
Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. HELMS) pro­

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
3072, supra, as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEc. . (a) Congress makes the following 
findings: 

< 1> As of July 18, 1989, the Federal prison 
population reached an all time high of 
49,418 inmates. 

(2) the design capacity of Federal prisons 
is only 31,091 beds. 

<3> The overcrowding rate at Federal pris­
ons is 159 percent of capacity. 

<4> The Bureau of Prisons projects that 
the federal prison population will exceed 
83,500 by 1995. 

<5> The President declared a war on drugs 
and has endorsed the idea of using old mili­
tary facilities as prisons. 

<6> The Federal Bureau of Prisons states 
in its 1988 report that using old military 
bases is the most cost efficient method to 
obtain more space to house minimum secu­
rity offenders. 

(b) It is the sense of Congress that-
<1> in selecting an agency or instrumental­

ity for receipt of property or a facility 
scheduled for closure under the Base Clo­
sure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-
526; 102 Stat. 2629; 10 U.S.C. 2687), the Sec­
retary of Defense should give priority to the 
Bureau of Prisons; and 

<2> the Commission on Alternative Utiliza­
tion of Military Facilities should give priori­
ty consideration to utilizing the military fa­
cilities that are scheduled for closure as 
minimum security prisons; and 

<3> before making any decision about 
transferring any real property or facility 
pursuant to the Base Closure and Realign­
ment Act, the Secretary of Defense should 
consult with the Governor of the State and 
the heads of the local governments in which 
the real property or facility is located and 
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should consider any plan by the local gov­
ernment concerned for the use of such prop­
erty. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Small 
Business Committee will hold a full 
committee hearing on Thursday, Octo­
ber 19, 1989, to consider the nomina­
tion of Kyo R. Jhin to be chief counsel 
for advocacy for the Small Business 
Administration. The hearing will be 
held in room 428A of the Russell 
Senate Office Building and will com­
mence at 9:30 a.m. For further infor­
mation, please call John Ball, staff di­
rector of the committee at 224-5175, 
or Tracy Crowley at 224-3099. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 
that a field hearing has been sched­
uled before the Subcommittee on 
Water and Power of the Senate Com­
mittee on Energy and Natural Re­
sources to receive testimony on the 
upper basin impacts of low-water 
levels in Missouri River Reservoirs. 

The hearing will take place in the 
Pioneer Room of the State Capitol, 
600 East Boulevard, Bismark, ND, on 
October 9, 1989, beginning at 9:30 a.m. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, anyone 
wishing to submit written testimony to 
be included in the hearing record is 
welcome to do so. Those wishing to 
submit written testimony should send 
two copies to the subcommittee, SD-
364, Washington, DC 20510. 

For further information, please con­
tact Tom Jensen, counsel for the sub­
committee at <202) 224-2366. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com­
mittee on Foreign Relations be au­
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, September 26, 
at 2 p.m. to hold a hearing on ambas­
sadorial nominations. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub­
committee on Environmental Protec­
tion, Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, September 26, beginning at 
9:30 a.m., to conduct a hearing to re­
ceive testimony from William Reilly, 
Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, concerning pend­
ing amendments to the Clean Air Act. 

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

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com­
mittee on Labor and Human Re­
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Tuesday, 
September 26, 1989, at 10:30 a.m., to 
conduct a hearing on "The Drug 
Crisis: Prevention and Education." 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the full 
committee of the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be au­
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate September 26, 1989, 9:30 
a.m. for a hearing to receive testimony 
on House Joint Resolution 175, legisla­
tion to authorize entry into force of 
the Compact of Free Association be­
tween the United States and the Gov­
ernment of Palau, and for other pur­
poses. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com­
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on September 26, 1989, at 11 a.m. to 
resume consideration of legislation to 
restructure the Medicare Catastrophic 
Coverage Program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Per­
manent Subcommittee on Investiga­
tions of the Committee on Govern­
mental Affairs, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, September 26, 1989, to hold 
hearings on the U.S. Government's an­
tinarcotics activities in the Andean 
Region of South America. 

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, September 26, 
1989, at 2 p.m., to hold a hearing on 
the nomination of Conrad K. Cyr, to 
be U.S. circuit judge for the first cir­
cuit; Marvin J. Garbis, to be U.S. dis­
trict judge for the District of Mary­
land; Rebecca Beach Smith, to be U.S. 
district judge for the Eastern District 
of Virginia; and Stuart M. Gerson, to 
be an assistant attorney general. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MINERAL RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub­
committee on Mineral Resources De­
velopment and Production of the Com­
mittee on Energy and Natural Re­
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate September 
26, 1989, 2:15 p.m. for an oversight 
hearing to receive testimony concern­
ing natural gas supply and deliverabil­
ity. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

PROBLEMS WITH SOVIET UNION 
FULBRIGHT PROGRAM 

e Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, as 
many of my colleagues are aware, one 
of the most successful efforts for 
international cooperation over the 
years has been the Fulbright Academ­
ic Exchange Program. In this pro­
gram, the United States sends its 
scholars to universities abroad, where 
they learn and make contributions to 
the advancement of learning. I have 
been particularly pleased and hopeful 
that this effort, combined with other 
cultural and intellectual exchange ef­
forts, will continue to produce better 
understanding between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. 

I am using this opportunity to ask 
the Soviet Union for help. Something 
is going wrong with this program, and 
it is creating hardships for our schol­
ars, including some in my State, Mon­
tana. 

Simply put, administrative problems 
within the Soviet Union have led to a 
point where the program is dead­
locked. Academic exchanges for this 
year are grinding to a halt. At the 
moment, Americans who have been in­
vited to be a part of this program, and 
who have undergone an exhaustive 
and long process of selection, are being 
told that the Soviet Union is unable to 
arrange their placement. Accordingly, 
these American academics are being 
left up in the air as their new school 
terms are about to begin: They do not 
know whether they will soon be leav­
ing for the Soviet Union or whether 
they will be staying here and securing 
their contracts and teaching assign­
ments for the forthcoming year. 

This causes great hardship both for 
American scholars and for their uni­
versities. It is also frustrating and 
counterproductive to the kind of ex­
change that I believe is in the interest 
of both our countries and desired by 
both countries. 

I understand that Chairman Yago­
din of the Soviet State Committee for 
Public Education has been trying very 
hard to clear up the administrative 
problems within the Soviet Union. I 
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want to thank him for his efforts. But 
the truth is, if these problems contin­
ue into the next academic year, I and 
others are going to have to rethink the 
entire effort. I cannot support the 
funding of the U.S. end of the pro­
gram, which is channeled through the 
USIA, if it continues to create such 
hardships for my constituents and 
others. 

This would be a sad loss of an impor­
tant effort. I strongly support these 
exchanges; I know many of my col­
leagues do as well. I urge the Soviet 
Union to clear up these problems.e 

HERBERT GOLDSMITH, LEADER 
IN WAR ON DRUGS 

e Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
to call my colleagues' attention to the 
leadership being provided by Herbert 
Goldsmith, president and CEO of 
Members Only, in the war on drugs. 

Since 1986, Members Only has com­
mitted its advertising budget, worth 
some $18 million to date, to the war 
against drugs and, in the process, has 
persuaded the media to donate an ad­
ditional $70 million in space and air 
time. 

Mr. Goldsmith's antidrug efforts 
began in 1986 when New York's Gov. 
Mario Cuomo joined Mr. Goldsmith in 
unveiling an antidrug ad campaign, 
which featured Lou Piniella, Buck 
Williams, Boomer Esiason, and Payne 
Steward, wearing Members Only 
attire, and warning of the dangers of · 
drugs. 

The next year, a Members Only per­
cent-of-sale program to help infants 
who are born addicted to drugs was 
announced by Larry Gatlin and Payne 
Steward. It raised $150,000 for a wing 
at Clara Hale House in New York and 
for the ICAN Program in Los Angeles. 

Mr. Goldsmith is a public spirited 
citizen with an impressive track 
record. In 1988, an election year, he 
joined the League of Women Voters in 
tackling voter apathy. He launched a 
3-week, $3 million campaign involving 
hardhitting commercials and a nation­
wide voter registration drive in depart­
ment stores. 

The campaign was awarded a Clio, 
the prestigious advertising honor, and 
a Spire for sales promotion excellence. 
This year, Herb Goldsmith was named 
an all-star of the year by Crain's New 
York Business. 

Mr. Goldsmith is extending his anti­
drug campaign to include a focus on 
dangers to police officers. "Drugs 
don't just kill addicts" will be the 
theme, highlighted in a new national 
advertising and retail promotion cam­
paign. In addition, Members Only is 
conducting a national grassroots bas­
ketball program with the Police Ath­
letic League to foster positive relation­
ships between young people and police 
and to keep young people off the 
streets and off drugs. 

Mr. President, Herb Goldsmith is to 
be commended for channeling his 
business acumen toward public service. 
The war against drugs is not just the 
Government's war. It is a war most ef­
fectively waged by all Americans, cor­
porate and individual ·alike. Herb's 
leadership in this regard stands as a 
challenge to the rest of corporate 
America to join in similarly dedicating 
their corporate resources to the na­
tional effort against drugs.e 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION BY 
THE SEI..ECT COMMITTEE ON 
ETHICS UNDER RULE 35, PARA­
GRAPH 4, PERMITTING AC­
CEPTANCE OF A GIFT OF EDU­
CATIONAL TRAVEL FROM A 
FOREIGN ORGANIZATION 

• Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, it is re­
quired by paragraph 4 of rule 35 that I 
place in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
notices of Senate employees who par­
ticipate in programs, the principal ob­
jective of which is educational, spon­
sored by a foreign government or a 
foreign educational or charitable orga­
nization involving travel to a foreign 
country paid for by that foreign gov­
ernment or organization. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35 for Mr. Andrew Jazwick, a member 
of the staff of Senator SYMMS, to par­
ticipate in a program in Namibia, 
sponsored by the Foundation for De­
mocracy, from August 19 to 30, 1989. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Mr. Andrew Jazwick 
in the program in Namibia, at the ex­
pense of the Foundation for Democra­
cy, is in the interest of the Senate and 
the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35 for Mr. Kevin Monroe, a member of 
the staff of Senator SANFORD, to par­
ticipate in a program in Namibia, 
sponsored by the Foundation for De­
mocracy, from August 19 to 30, 1989. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Mr. Monroe in the 
program in Namibia, at the expense of 
the Foundation for Democracy, is in 
the interest of the Senate and the 
United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35 for Ms. Frances A. Zwenig, a 
member of the staff of Senator 
KERRY, to participate in a program in 
Taiwan, sponsored by Tunghai Univer­
sity, from August 7 to 13, 1989. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Ms. Zwenig in the 
program in Taiwan, at the expense of 
the Tunghai University, is in the inter­
est of the Senate and the United 
States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35 for Dr. Kenneth Nelson, Dr. David 
Freshwater, Dr. David Podoff, a'nd Mr. 

David Malpass, members of the Joint 
Economic Committee staff, to partici­
pate in a program in Canada, spon­
sored by the Centre for Legislative Ex­
change, from October 1 to 4, 1989. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Messrs. Nelson, 
Freshwater, Podiff, and Malpass in 
the program in Canada, at the expense 
of the Centre for Legislative Ex­
change, is in the interest of the Senate 
and the United States.e 

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING 
REPORT 

e Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I 
hereby submit to the Senate the latest 
budget scorekeeping report for fiscal 
year 1989, prepared by the Congres­
sional Budget Office in response to 
section 308(b) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 197 4, as amended. This 
report was prepared consistent with 
standard scorekeeping conventions. 
This report also serves as the score­
keeping report for the purposes of sec­
tion 311 of the Budget Act. 

This report shows that current level 
spending is over the budget resolution 
by $16.2 billion in budget authority, 
and over the budget resolution by 
$11.3 billion in outlays. Current level 
is over the revenue floor by $0.2 bil­
lion. 

The current estimate of the deficit 
for purposes of calculating the maxi­
mum deficit amount under section 
311(a) of the Budget Act is $146.2 bil­
lion, $10.2 billion above the maximum 
deficit amount for 1988 of $136.0 bil­
lion. 

The report follows: 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
Washington, DC, September 25, 1989. 

Hon. JrM SASSER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 

shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the budget for fiscal year 1989 and is cur­
rent through September 22, 1989. The esti­
mates of budget authority, outlays, and rev­
enues are consistent with the technical and 
economic assumptions of the most recent 
budget resolution for FY 1989, H. Con. Res. 
268. This report is submitted under Section 
308(b) and in aid of Section 311 of the Con­
gressional Budget Act, as amended, and 
meets the requirements for Senate score­
keeping of Section 5 of S. Con. Res. 32, the 
1986 First Concurrent Resolution on the 
Budget. 

Since my last report, Congress has taken 
no action that affects the current level of 
spending or revenues. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. RIESCHAUER. 
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101ST CONG., 1ST SESS., AS OF SEPT. 22, 1989 
[In billions of dollars] 

Current 
level' 

res:~~t H. Current level 
Con. Res. ret/u~ 

Budget authority .............................. . 
OUtlays ............................................. . 
Revenues .......................................... . 
Debt subject to limit ....................... . 
Direct loan obligations ..................... . 
Guaranteed loan commitments ......... . 
DefiCit .............................................. . 

1,248.2 
1,111.1 

964.9 
2,815.0 

24.4 
lll.O 
146.2 

268 2 

1,232.1 16.2 
1,099.8 11.3 

964.7 .2 
3 2,824.7 -9.7 

28.3 -3.9 
lll.O ..................... . 

4 136.0 5 10.2 

1 The current level represents the estimated revenue and direct spending 
effects (budget authority and outlays) of all legislation that Congress has 
enacted in this or P.t:eviouS sessions or sent to the President for his approval 
and is consistent wtth the technical and economic assumptions of H. Con. Res. 
268. In addition, estimates are included of the direct spending effects for all 
entitlement or other mandatory programs requiring annual appropriations under 
current law even though the appropriations have not been made. The current 
level of debt subject to limit reflects the latest U.S. Treasury information on 
public debt transactions. 

•In accordance with Sec. 5(a) (b) the levels of budget authority, outlays, 
and revenues have been revised for Catastrophic Health care (P.l. 100-360) . 

3 The permanent statutory debt limit is $2,800.0 billion. Public Law 101-72 
temporarily raised the debt limit by an additional $70 billion to $2,870.0 billion 
ending on October 31, 1989. 

4 Maximum deficit amount [MDA] in accordance with section 3(7) (D) of 
the Congressional Budget Act, as amended. 

• Current level plus or minus MDA. 

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT, lOlST CONG., 1ST 
SESS., SENATE SUPPORTING DETAIL, FISCAL YEAR 1989 
AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS SEPT. 22, 1989 

[In millions of dollars] 

I. Enacted in previous sessions: 

Blldget 
authority Outlays Revenues 

Revenues .................................. .............................. ..................... 964,434 
Permanent appropriations and 

trust funds .................................. 874,205 724,990 
Other appropriations ........................ 594,475 609,327 
Offsetting receipts ........................... - 218,335 - 218,335 

Total enacted in previous ses-
sions ..................................... .. 1,250,345 1,115,982 964,434 

II. Enacted this session: 
Adjust the purchase price for 

m~~ : 10~~7) ... ~~~~~·· · ·············· · ······ -10 ................. . 
Implementation of the bipartisan 

accord on Central America 
(Public Law 101-14) ................ -11 

Dire emergency and urgent sup­
plemental appropriations, 1989 
(Public Law 101-45) ................ 3,493 1,023 

Financial Institutions Reform, Re-

;e3~ ~ 1~~~.~ ... ~~. . 12,400 10,300 455 
Disaster Assistance Act of 1989 

(Public Law 101-82) ................ ==1=7 ===17=== 

Total enacted this session........... 15,899 11,330 455 
~: ~~:tr~!:rit~~~led···bY· .............................................................. . 

both Houses ............................. .......... ................................................. .............. . 

V. Entitlement authority and other man­
datory items requiring further appro. 
priation action: 

Dairy Indemnity Program ................ . 
Special milk .................................... . 
Food Stamp Program ...................... . 
Federal Crop Insurance Corpora-

tion fund .................................... . 
Compact of Free Association .......... . 
Special benefits .............................. . 
Payments to the Farm Credit 

System ....................................... . 
Payment to the civil service re­

tirement and disability trust 
fund ........................................... . 

Payment to Hazardous SUbstance 
Superfund ................................... . 

Supplemental security income ......... . 
Special benefits for disabled coal 

miners ........................................ . 
Medicaid: 

Public Law 100-360 ............. . 
Public Law 100-485 ............. . 

Family support payments to 
States: 

(') (') ................. . 
4 ....................................... . 

29 

141 ................ !" ................... . 
37 37 

35 35 

(85) (85) ................ .. 

(99) (99) ................. . 
201 201 ................. . 

45 45 
10 10 

Previous law........................... 355 355 
Public Law 100-485.............. 63 63 ------------------

Total entitlement author-
ity ................................. . 926 747 

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT, lOlST CONG., 1ST CBO WEEKLY SCOREKEEPING REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 
SESS., SENATE SUPPORTING DETAIL, FISCAL YEAR 1989 lOlST CONG., 1ST SESS., AS OF SEPT. 22, 1989 
AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS SEPT. 22, 1989--Continued [In billions of dollars] 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget 
authority Outlays Revenues 

VI. Adjustment for economic and tech-
nical assumptions.... ............................. - 18,925 -16,990 

Total current level as of Sept. 
22, 1989 ................................ 1,248,245 1,lll,068 

1989 budget resolution H. Con. Res. 
268 ...................................................... 1,232,050 1,099,750 

Amount remaining: 

964,889 

964,700 

Over budget resolution ....... 16,195 11,318 189 
Under budget resolution .............................................. ............. ....... . 

' less than $500,000. 
Notes. -Numbers may not add due to rounding. Amounts in parenthesis are 

interfund transactions that do not add to budget totals. • 

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING 
REPORT 

e Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I 
hereby submit to the Senate the latest 
budget scorekeeping report for fiscal 
year 1990, prepared by the Congres­
sional Budget Office in response to 
section 308(B) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as amended. This 
report was prepared consistent with 
standard scorekeeping conventions. 
This report also serves as the score­
keeping report for the purposes of sec­
tion 311 of the Budget Act. 

This report shows that current level 
spending is under the budget resolu­
tion by $442.3 billion in budget author­
ity, and under the budget resolution 
by $254.0 billion in outlays. Current 
level is under the revenue floor by $5.2 
billion. 

The report follows: 
U.S. CONGRESS, 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, September 25, .1989. 

Hon. JIM SAssER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 

shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the budget for fiscal year 1990 and is cur­
rent through September 22, 1989. The esti­
mates of budget authority, outlays, and rev­
enues are consistent with the technical and 
economic assumptions of the 1990 Concur­
rent Resolution on the Budget <H. Con. Res. 
106). This report is submitted under section 
308(b) and in aid of section 311 of the Con­
gressional Budget Act, as amended, and 
meets the requirements for Senate score­
keeping of section 5 of S. Con. Res. 32, the 
1986 First Concurrent Resolution on the 
Budget. 

Since my last report, Congress has taken 
no action that affects the current level of 
spending or revenues. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER. 

FISCAL YEAR 1990 
Budget authority .............................. . 
Outlays ............................................. . 
Revenues .......................................... . 
Debt subject to limit ...................... .. 
Direct loan obligations .... .. ............... . 
Guaranteed loan commitments ......... . 

Current 
level' 

881.1 
911.2 

1,060.3 
2,815.0 

10.0 
39.3 

res!~~t H. Current level 
Con. Res. ret/u~ 

106 

1,329.4 
1,165.2 
1,065.5 

2 3,122.7 
19.3 

107.3 

- 442.3 
-254.0 

-5.2 
-307.7 

- 9.3 
-68.0 

1 The current level represents the estimated revenue and direct spending 
effects ( bud~et authority and outlays) of all legislation that Congress has 
enacted 1n th1s or P.t:evious sessions or sent to the President for his approval 
and is consistent wtth the technical and economic assumptions of H. Con. Res. 
106. In addition, estimates are included of the direct spending effects for all 
entitlement or other mandatory programs requiring annual appropriations under 
current law even though the appropriations have not been made. The current 
level of debt subject to limit reflects the latest U.S. Treasury information on 
public debt transactions. 

• The permanent statutory debt limit is $2,800.0 billion. Public Law 101-72 
temporarily raised the debt limit by an additional $70 billion to $2,870.0 billion 
ending on October 31, 1989. 

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT 101ST CONG., 1ST 
SESS., SENATE SUPPORTING DETAIL, FISCAL YEAR 1990 
AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS SEPT. 22, 1989 

[In millions of dollars] 

Enacted in previous sessions: 

Budget 
authority Outlays Revenues 

Revenues ............ ..................................................................... 1,059,700 

Per:nt~st fur:/r.~~~~~.~.. 966,154 796,867 
Other appropriations ........................................ 214,199 
Offsetting receipts................... -193,106 -193,106 

Total enacted in previous 
sessions ...... .................... = =77=3,=04=8==8=1=7,9=6=0 ==1=,05=9=,700= 

II. Enacted this session: 
Adjust Purchase Price for 

~~~ ~i701-~~~~.~ ........................ .. 
Implementation of the Bipar­

tisan Accord on Central 
America (Public law 
101-14)......... .................... 13 

Dire Emergency and Urgent 
Supplemental Appropria-
tions (Public Law 101-
45) ..................................... -22 

Apex Project, Nevada Land 
and Water Transfer Act 
(Public Law 101-67) ........ -2 

Financial Institutions Reform, 
Recovery and Enforcement 
Act (Public law 101-73).. 2,200 

Allow Planting of Alternative 
Crops on Permitted Acre-

~fJ ... ~~~~ .... ~ .... ~.~~.~ .. -10 
Disaster Assistance Act of 

1989 (Public Law 101-

- 25 ............ ......... . 

7 ..................... . 

802 

-2 

1,400 594 

-10 

82) ..................................... __ 5_0_2 ___ 5_04 ___ _ 

Total enacted this session ... =='2,=68=1 ===2,6=7=6 ===59=4 

~~: t~~:r~=n=~ .. ···············-··-.. ······-·-···································· 
by both Houses: 

Energy and Water Develop. 
ment Appropriations (H.R. 
2696) ................................. 18,625 11,254 ..................... . 

V. Entitlement authority and other 
mandatory items requiring fur­
ther appropriation action: 

Payment for Foreign Service 
retirement... ..... ................... . 

Fishermen's guaranty fund ..... . 
Salaries of judges: 

~~~rtliiieiiiaiiOOai· · 
Trade ............................. . 

U.S. Court of Appeals ....... .. 
Courts llf Appeals .............. .. 

Payment to judicial offiCerS 
retirement fund .................. . 

Fees and expenses of wit-
nesses ................................ . 

Justice assistance (public 
safety offiCerS benefits) ..... . 

Payment to the Central Intel-
ligence Agency ................... . 

(146) 
2 

1 
1 

95 

(4) 

54 

21 

155 

(146) ..................... . 
2 

1 
1 

82 

(4) ..................... . 

38 

21 

155 
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[In millions of dollars J 

Housing and other credit 
guaranty programs ............. . 

Guarantee reseM fund .......... . 

Fir~~lnLrvice .................... . 
Bureau of land Manage-

ment .............................. . 
Bureau of Indian Affairs ... .. 
National Park Service ......... . 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife ....... .. 

~tr ir::~ ..... iiiisi .. 
funds .................................. . 

Administration of territories .... . 
Compact of free association .. .. 
Guaranteed student loans ...... .. 
College housing loans ............. . 
Federal unemployment bene-

fits and · allowances 
(worker readjustment) ...... . 

Social Services block grant .... . 
Payments to States for 

foster care and adoption 
assistance .......................... .. 

Rehabilitation services and 
handicaJllled research .......... 

Vaccine Improvement prlf-
gram trust fund ................ .. 

Re= f;Y c:'mi::J 
officers .............................. .. 

Medicaid ................................ .. 
Medical facilities guarantee 

and loan fund .................... . 
Payments to health care 

trust funds ...... .................. .. 
Advances to the unemploy-

ment trust fund ................. . 
Department of labor, special 

benefits .............................. . 
Black lung disability trust 

fund .................................. .. 
Federal payments to railroad 

retirement... ....................... .. 
Special benefrts for disabled 

coal miners ........................ . 
Federal unerrl!lloYment bene­

fits and alloWances ( un­
employment compensa-
tion) .. .. .. .. .............. ........... .. 

Supplemental security income .. 
Family support payments to 

States ................................. . 
Payments to States for AFDC 

work programs .................. .. 
Payments to social security 

trust funds ........................ .. 
Payments to widows and 

heirs .................................. .. 
Reimbursement to the rural 

electrification and tele-
phone revolving fund ......... . 

Conservation reseM prlf-
gram .................................. . 

Dairy indemnity program ........ . 
T ernporary emergency food 

assistance program .......... .. . 
Federal Crop Insurance Cor. 

poration .............................. . 
Agricultural credit insurance 

fund .................................. .. 
Commodity Credit Corpora-

tion .................................... . 
Payments to the farm credit 

system ................................ . 
Rural housing insurance fund .. 
Rural communication devel· 

oprnent fund ...................... .. 
Rural devetoprnent insurance 

fund .................................. .. 
Special milk program .............. . 
Cash and commodities for 

selected groups .................. . 
Food stamp program .............. . 
Child nutrition programs ........ .. 
Nutrition assistance for 

Puerto Rico ........................ . 
WAMATA interest payments .. .. 
Aircraft purchase loan guar. 

antee program .................... . 
Coast Guard, retired pay ........ . 
Government payment for an-

nuitants ............................. .. 
Special benefits (Postal 

Service payment) .............. .. 
Compensation of the Presi-

dent.. ................................. .. 
FSLIC Resolution Fund ............ . 
Payment to civil service re-

tirement ............................. . 

Budget 
authority 

45 
720 

133 

75 
26 
11 
3 
8 

~~) 
13 

3,651 
2 

80 
2,700 

1,297 

1,726 

137 

101 
29,230 

21 

(36,663) 

(81) 

231 

694 

670 

209 
8,272 

9,092 

345 

(192) 

(') 

355 

1,731 
(') 

120 

163 

4,462 

(4,800) 

88 
2,678 

1,474 
18 

40 
13,970 
4,798 

937 
52 

~·) 
4 4 

3,780 

37 

1,8 ~) 

(5,296) 

Outlays Revenues 

31 
720 

116 

75 
26 
11 
3 
5 

~~) :::::::::::::::::::::: 
13 

3,046 
2 

48 
2,565 

942 

1,329 

136 

97 
29,230 

18 

(36,663) .................... .. 

(81) .................... .. 

229 

673 

618 

209 
8,272 

9,092 

345 

(192) .................... .. 

( ' ) .................... .. 

355 ...... .............. .. 

897 .................... .. 
(') ...... .............. .. 

120 

22 

88 
0 

0 
12 

40 
13,119 
4,052 

925 
52 

r' 3 0 

3,304 

37 

1,5 ~) 

(5,296) 

...................... 

...................... 

...................... 

...................... 

······················ ...................... 

...................... 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget 
authority Outlays Revenues 

Federal Housing Administra-
lion fund ............................. 350 

Veterans Administration: 
Insurance and indemnities ... 14 14 
Compensation .................. .. .. 11,690 10,720 
Pensions ............... ............... 3,927 3,609 
Burial benefits ..................... 149 149 
Readjustment benefits ......... 439 422 
loan guaranty revolving 

fund ................................ 620 620 

Total entitlement au-
thority ........................ 113,956 98,600 

VI. Adjustment for Economic and 
Technical Assumptions ................. - 21,185 - 19,263 

Total current level as of 
Sept. 22, 1989 ............... 887,126 911,226 1,060,294 

1990 budget resolution H. Con. 
Res. 106 ...................................... 1,329,400 1,165,200 1,065,500 

Amou~~~::ef' resolution ......................... ...... ........ ............. .. .. ........................ .. 
Under budget resolution .......... 442,27 4 253,97 4 5,206 

• less than $500 thousand. 
Notes.-Numbers may not add due to rounding. Amounts shown in 

parenthesis are interfund transactions that do not add to totals.e 

R.E.M. BENEFIT 
e Mr. FOWLER. Mr. President, last 
night the members of the rock band 
R.E.M., from Athens, GA, took time 
off in the middle of their Green World 
Tour to do a benefit reception for 
Greenpeace, the Environmental De­
fense Fund, the Nature Conservancy 
and the Natural Resources Defense 
Council at the Botanical Gardens here 
in Washington. 

I know that all people who care 
about protecting the environment are 
excited about the growing awareness 
of these issues in this country and 
around the world. 

This is not the first time we have ex­
perienced a revival of popular concern 
for clean air and water, for our inher­
itance of pristine wilderness and our 
heritage of plant and animal wildlife. 
But the environmental movement has 
never been as broad-based as it is 
today. 

More people than ever understand 
that this is not a narrow interest, 
but-from global warming to ground­
water contamination-represents a 
basic health issue for all people, even 
an economic imperative. It involves 
our most basic responsibilities of stew­
ardship. 

While we all sense that the momen­
tum in this struggle is shifting in favor 
of maintaining the natural balances of 
our planet, we also know that there is 
much, much more left to be done. 

R.E.M. has worked to turn this gen­
eral environmental awareness into ac­
tivism at the most personal, grass 
roots level- reaching the most impor­
tant audience of all: our young people, 
literally by the millions. 

It is no secret, as we put the era of 
James Watt and Ann Burford Gorsuch 

behind us, that America's youth has 
been lured by many false goals of 
wasteful materialism and irresponsible 
personal gratification. 

That is why it is so rewarding and 
refreshing that the members of 
R .E.M. measure their success not only 
in platinum albums, but in the positive 
influence of their music on our people. 
That testifies to their genuine commit­
ment as artists, and their outstanding 
character as citizens. 

I am impressed by the sense of hon­
esty and urgency they bring to their 
music and to the environmental causes 
they have made their own. In that 
sense, R.E.M. is a valuable role model 
for us all. 

I would be remiss if I didn't add, 
also, that Michael Stipe, Bill Berry, 
Mike Mills, and Peter Buck reflect 
great credit on our State-and I am 
proud to represent them as Georgians. 
The same holds true for those who 
work behind the scenes, including the 
band's attorney, Bert Downs, and 
manager, Jefferson Holt. 

It was my pleasure to take part in 
the R.E.M. benefit, and I am pleased, 
also, on this occasion, to have the op­
portunity to congratulate these fine 
young men on their musical success, 
and to thank them for their public 
service.e 

A MODEL U.S. SENATOR 
• Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, our es­
teemed colleague, the distinguished 
senior Senator from North Carolina, 
has been called many things by many 
people during his Senate career. 

A recent opinion column in the Bis­
marck, ND, Tribune described Senator 
JESSE HELMS as "one of the few men 
left in Congress capable of honest, 
gut-felt outrage" and a "continuing in­
spiration and delight." 

As a new Senator, I agree completely 
with this description, and I therefore 
ask to insert the column in the 
RECORD. It is entitled, "Feisty North 
Carolinian a Model U.S. Senator." 

The column follows: 
[From the Bismarck <ND> Tribune, Aug. 30, 

1989] 

FEISTY NORTH CAROLINIAN A MODEL u.s. 
SENATOR 

<By Frederic Smith) 
I do enjoy and admire U.S. Sen. Jesse 

Helms. In counting the ways, I find this has 
less to do with his political positions-al­
though I invariably like these, too-than 
with the style of the man. 

Helms is one of the few men left in Con­
gress capable of honest, gut-felt outrage-as 
opposed to the theatrical, self-righteous 
kind that plays to some special-interest 
group or other. Second, Jesse's guts and gut 
feelings are in remarkable agreement with 
Joe Sixpack and the rest of that unpreten­
tious and much imposed upon citizenry that 
goes by the name of the 'the silent majori­
ty.' 
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If Jesse is mad, it's probably over some­

thing that a whole lot of other people are 
mad about as well. 

Third, the senator has always shown an 
admirable indifference to what the liberal 
press has had to say about him. Perhaps 
this is because he used to be in journalism 
himself, and knows that the pretensions of 
that calling to prescience and objectivity are 
largely the bunk. 

Recently, Helms has been a convenient 
whipping boy for editorial opinion inflamed 
over something he "made" the Senate do: 
vote some sensible restrictions, at last, on 
awards made by the National Endowment 
for the Arts. Presumably, he also bears re­
sponsibility for a whack taken at the NEA 
on the House side earlier this summer, al­
though it is hard to figure how. 

To review, the NEA stuck $45,000 of our 
money into two ostentatiously offensive 
"art" exhibits. One, the crucifix in urine, 
was in Helms' state of North Carolina, 
where the whiff could not escape his notice. 
The other consisted of homoerotic photo­
graphs. 

The House action was to cut a symbolic 
$45,000 off the NEA's $171 million appro­
priation for next year. <At .00026 percent, 
that makes quite a statement.> The Senate, 
at Helms' urging, upped the ante by shut­
ting off NEA support of the offending muse­
ums for five years. 

Imagine it-in the North Carolina in­
stance, Jesse was actually bringing home 
the bacon in reverse, a profile in courage 
that gives us another reason to revere the 
man. 

Again at his instigation, the Senate took 
the further step of forbidding future NEA 
funding of "obscene and indecent <works), 
including but not limited to" the most obvi­
ous smut, of which it provided examples. 

The Senate's action, especially, has in­
spired the predictable bleats about "censor­
ship," as well as self -serving effusions from 
the affected museums that expose, better 
than words of mine ever could, the smug 
mindset of our selfappointed, but tax-sup­
ported, cultural "elite." 

Whining that his museum had only been 
"doing our job," one weasel described that 
job as "challenging people's way of looking 
and seeing and thinking about critical issues 
of art, culture and society." 

It has been my experience that people 
who talk like this are usually those least 
willing or able to handle challenges to their 
own ideas and presumptions. Instead of en­
tering into debate, they grab for and start 
waving the bloody shirt of "censorship." 
This is supposed to end the discussion. 

But what does "censorship" amount to in 
this case, beyond the strings or conditions 
attached to every other kind of federal aid? 

With a highway contractor, for instance, 
it is not enough that he be bonded and have 
an exemplary record in his business of 
building roads. He must also satisfy the 
Office of Economic Opportunity that, in his 
hiring practices, he not only does not dis­
criminate against minorities, but actively 
tries to recruit them. 

That college is "censored" that must field 
a girls' as well as boys' sports team or find 
its kids ineligible for guaranteed student 
loans. And so on, with every distribution of 
federal tax dollars you can name. 

One of many existing strings at the NEA 
itself is that individual <as opposed to insti­
tutional) grants may go only to the previ­
ously published writer or previously exhibit­
ed artist. In a case I remember, the NEA­
surely carrying coals to Newcastle-lavished 

$6,000 on Erica Jong, the novelist wife of a 
rich New York psychiatrist, so she could 
afford to take time off from painting her 
toenails to give the world the forgettable 
"Fear of Flying." 

"It helped," she noted laconically, in the 
book credits. Meanwhile, how many aspiring 
novelists, who would have killed for that 
kind of windfall, were prevented by its lack 
from "challenging people's way of looking 
and seeing and thinking"? 

The surprising answer: not a one. Despite 
the "censorship" of poverty, as reinforced 
by the NEA, real writers continue to find a 
way to pen and publish the necessary books. 
Similarly, I think we may feel confident­
the market for smut being what it is-that 
dabblers in urine and other excrementa will 
find their niche without the participation of 
the American taxpayer. 

That involuntary participation is all that 
Jesse Helms would withdraw. Unlike the 
college or highway contractor, the "artist" 
can go on without it, free as a bird. But it 
took Jesse Helms to remind us of the obvi­
ous. 

Way to go, Jesse-you are a continuing in­
spiration and delight. May your tribe in­
crease. 

P.S. For the record, and contrary to a 
recent piece on this page, the senator is nei­
ther 'little' nor 'shabby,' being physically as 
well as senatorially quite large and at least 
as well dressed as, say, Sam Donaldson.e 

MOREHOUSE SCHOOL OF MEDI­
CINE'S SERVICE TO RURAL 
AND MINORITY COMMUNITIES 

• Mr. FOWLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring the attention of my col­
leagues in the Senate to the exception­
al service rendered to my State and to 
our Nation by the Morehouse School 
of Medicine. 

The Morehouse School of Medicine 
was founded to address one of our Na­
tion's most severe health care prob­
lems, the shortage of physicians for 
minority, poor and rural communities. 

Many rural and inner city communi­
ties in this country continue to have 
horrifying doctor-to-patient ratios, as 
low as one to 25,000. In more affluent 
areas the ratio is more like 1 doctor 
for every 250 people. 

The shortage of physicians is par­
ticularly acute among minorities. Al­
though some 12 percent of American 
citizens are black, less than 3 percent 
of all U.S. physicians are black. 

The Morehouse School of Medicine, 
in its short history, has already taken 
great strides toward addressing these 
problems. The school got its start in 
1975 under the direction of Dr. Louis 
Sullivan, now the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services appointed by 
President Bush. I have had the good 
fortune of being a friend to Dr. Sulli­
van for a long time, and I know he has 
earned all the honor and respect he is 
being accorded in his new position. 

One of the most important accom­
plishments of the Morehouse School 
of Medicine in its early years has been 
its record of placing physicians where 
they are needed the most. Of the 78 
practicing physicians who are MSM 

graduates, 68 have remained in Geor­
gia. All 78 are practicing either in 
inner cities or rural areas. Twenty-five 
practice in rural areas and 53 in inner 
cities. 

On October 8, James A. Goodman, 
Ph.D., will officially be installed as the 
second president of MSM, to succeed 
Dr. Sullivan. Dr. Goodman also has a 
very distinguished record of service to 
the city of Atlanta and to the More­
house School of Medicine, where he 
has held important administrative po­
sitions under Dr. Sullivan since 1980. I 
know that Dr. Goodman will carry on 
the fine tradition established at More­
house School of Medicine, including 
the exemplary record of service to 
poor and minority communities. That 
is an example I would like to challenge 
all our medical schools to follow. 

I would also like to offer Dr. Good­
man and the Morehouse School of 
Medicine my sincerest wishes for the 
continued success of this important in­
stitution.• 

WILL HILL TANKERSLEY 
e Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I 
would like to draw my colleagues' at­
tention to an articulate letter written 
by one of my constituents and friends, 
Will Hill Tankersley. He eloquently 
expresses the outrage we all feel when 
one American becomes the victim of 
such senseless brutality. 

I ask that this article be printed in 
the RECORD at this time. 

The article follows: 
[From the Montgomery <AL> Advertiser, 

Aug. 6, 19891 

U.S. MUST AVENGE MURDER OF COL. HIGGINS 

Letter to the Editor: 
The murder of Marine Lt. Col. William R. 

Higgins by pro-Iranian terrorists is a crime 
so brutal and senseless that it defies the 
comprehension of civilized people. Higgins 
was killed because he was a member of the 
United Nations peacekeeping force and be­
cause he was an American. 

This terrible crime against one of our citi­
zens must not go unavenged. Because it was 
committed in a distant country by foreign­
ers who claim they are motivated by reli­
gion and nationalism doesn't make it less 
heinous or more acceptable. We cannot em­
brace the rationale for inactivity that dis­
cretion should be the better part of valor. 
But what can we do? 

First we must realize that Lebanon, the 
place where the crime occurred, is a Syrian 
vassal state and Hafez Assad, the president 
of Syria, can bring the murderers to justice 
and force the release of the other hostages 
being held in Lebanon. We should demand 
that he do this and if he refuses we should 
take every action short of war to make 
things as unpleasant as possible for him. 

The argument that this will tum Moslems 
against us is no justification for inaction. 
The entire world will lose respect for our 
country if we do nothing. Our credibility 
will be nonexistent and we simply can't 
afford that. 

We cannot tolerate the murder of Ameri­
cans on official business for their country. 
This is compounded by the fact that Lieu-



September 26, 1989 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21737 
tenant Colonel Higgins was on a U.N. mis­
sion to protect the peace in a troubled area 
of the world. 

Kipling wrote a poem about an action 
taken by a platoon of native troops in the 
British Army a century ago in response to a 
terrorist sniper who killed their platoon 
leader from ambush. It is called "The Grave 
of the Hundred Head." It begins: 
There is a widow in sleepy Chester 

Who weeps for her only son; 
There is a grave on the Pabeng River, 

A grave that the Burmans shun; 
And there is Subadar Prag Tewarri, 

Who tells how the work was done. 
After the 20 soldiers of the First Shikaris 

avenged their lieutenant in a highly visible 
manner designed to deter recidivism, I am 
confident that terrorists in the area were 
less than enthusiastic about blowing out the 
back of another British officer's head. 

Any empathy for the fecal slime who call 
themselves The Organization of the Op­
pressed on Earth is inappropriate. By their 
actions, torturing and hanging Bill Higgins, 
they have forfeited the right to treatment 
normally afforded human beings. 

In the Armed Services and other agencies 
of our government we have the best trained 
and most able people on earth to deliver a 
prompt, appropriate response. Such an 
action would impart a blinding flash of un­
derstanding to terrorist groups that the 
United States of America will take whatever 
action is required to uphold our honor and 
protect our citizens. 

Like the Israelis, we should refuse to give 
in to terrorists and an immediate, violent re­
sponse should be the certain result they can 
expect whenever they murder innocent 
Americans. There comes a time when talk 
and negotiation are no longer reasonable or 
appropriate. That time has come. 

We have no alternative. We cannot be per­
ceived as craven and ineffectual and be re­
spected by friend or foe. Without respect, 
we can do little to make the world a better 
place to live in peace and freedom. The 
United States would become a toothless 
tiger, a laughingstock in the world commu­
nity. 

I'm convinced that this President of ours 
is going to take appropriate action. He will 
certainly be criticized for it by some; but I'm 
confident this will not deter him from doing 
what he believes to be necessary with the 
overwhelming support of the greater major­
ity of Americans. 

President Bush is wise, principled, fair and 
tough. I feel sure that he will respond con­
vincingly to this outrage. Lay on, George, 
and soon! 

WILL HILL TANKERSLEY. 
MONTGOMERY •• 

TRIBUTE TO CHRISTOPHER CO­
LUMBUS HIGH SCHOOL IN 
MIAMI 

• Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, today 
I rise to offer a tribute to an outstand­
ing educational institution, Christo­
pher Columbus High School in Miami. 

As we approach Columbus Day, we 
know that the memory of this great 
explorer is honored every day at the 
high school that bears his name. Just 
as Christopher Columbus expanded 
our knowledge of the world, Christo­
pher Columbus' namesake school in 
Miami has a tradition of expanding 

the mental, physical, and spiritual po­
tential of future leaders. 

This year marks the 30th anniversa­
ry of the arrival in Miami of the 
Marist Brothers who have operated 
Christopher Columbus High School. 
Since 1959, nearly 6,000 students have 
graduated from Columbus. Graduates 
have excelled in collegiate sports and 
academics, and many of them quickly 
assumed positions of responsibility in 
our community and throughout the 
Nation. 

When Columbus opened its doors in 
September 1958, 150 students attended 
classes in the first year. This year, the 
senior graduating class will be twice 
that size of the original total enroll­
ment. Columbus has been accredited 
and reaccredited by the Southern As­
sociation of Schools and Colleges. 

Columbus has produced top ath­
letes-swimmers, wrestlers, runners, 
football players, basketball players, 
and baseball players-and top schol­
ars. They've won debate tournaments 
and science fairs. Columbus students 
have received appointments to our 
military academies. And, in perhaps 
one of the highest tributes to the com­
mitment of the Columbus faculty, 
some students have dedicated their 
lives to religious work. 

So this year, as we remember Chris­
topher Columbus' place in history-his 
curiosity, his courage, and his naviga­
tional skills five centuries ago-we 
know that his spirit is still alive at 
Christopher Columbus High School in 
Miami. May its students, who are re­
cipients of the gift of knowledge, con­
tinue to explore the galaxy, and work 
to shape· a world that will make their 
teachers and their parents proud.e 

IMPACT OF DRUGS ON OUR 
SOCIETY 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, every 
day we all become more familiar with 
the devastating impact of drugs on our 
society. The President's plan of attack 
in launching the war on drugs in this 
country, particularly through in­
creased law enforcement, is no doubt a 
step in the right direction. 

But we cannot let ourselves forget, 
that this war goes far beyond the 
battle at our borders. It also must be 
waged in every American town, against 
all of the forces that lead our young 
people to drugs by depriving them of 
hope and opportunity. 

It is a little known secret that the 
programs conducted under the Job 
Training Partnership Act (JTP Al are 
an important source of ammunition in 
our battle against drugs. By providing 
education and job training to our dis­
advantaged youth, who without such 
skills and opportunities turn to drugs, 
we offer them new hope of leading a 
productive life. 

It is time we recognized that "In the 
War Against Drugs, the Toughest 

Enemy May Be the Alienated Youth." 
This is the title of an article recently 
printed in the Wall Street Journal 
that tells the remarkable story of 
Robert Penn-a 17-year-old high 
school dropout and gang member who 
was the " 'brain' of Omaha's crack 
business." It describes the incentives 
he had to get involved and remain in 
the drug trade, the violence of his life­
style, and the terrible impact of drugs 
on him and his family. 

Robert was one of thousands of 
American youth who grow up without 
hope, amid the devastation and vio­
lence of drugs. But Robert has been 
lucky enough to be offered a second 
chance at a productive life. 

Through the administrative struc­
ture of the JTPA Program in Omaha, 
and the initiative of Ben Gray, a tele­
vision producer in that city, Robert 
was placed in a job-a job that is 
teaching him to write copy, type, 
report, and handle the technical as­
pects of television production. He is 
also enrolled in a G ED program. 

Robert is now earning one-tenth of 
what he was making on the street, but 
it's the first time he has earned money 
where he didn't have to "look over 
[his] shoulder." The boy who used to 
aspire to be a gangster now thinks he 
may want to become a television pro­
ducer instead. 

Spreading stories like Robert's is 
what JTPA is all about. Robert may 
not be out of the woods yet, but he's 
been offered for the first time what 
every American youth deserves-a fair 
chance at a bright future. 

The Job Training and Basic Skills 
Act of 1989, S. 543, strengthens JTPA 
to encourage service to young people 
like Robert, who have been deprived 
of hope, and more importantly, of real 
opportunity to pursue their potential. 

Robert's story illustrates the posi­
tive impact of the promise of a job and 
job training opportunities in turning 
around the lives of young people 
trapped by drugs. For many, it is their 
first real opportunity to escape the vi­
olence in the streets. JTPA programs 
offer alienated· youth new hope-by 
offering them the basic skills and 
training they need to get a job. 

This story also serves as an example 
of what can happen when the public 
and private sectors work together in 
serving our disadvantaged youth. 
These cooperative arrangements must 
be encouraged because resources are 
scarce. JTPA is founded on the 
strength of public/partnerships, be­
cause we know they can work. Robert 
Penn is proof. 

It must be a national priority to give 
youth like Robert, and all who want to 
work, the hope and the skills they 
need to look forward to a lifetime of 
productive work. S. 543 moves us in 
that direction. 
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Mr. President, I therefore, ask that 

the article from the September 8, 
1989, Wall Street Journal entitled "In 
the War on Drugs, The Toughest Foe 
May Be the Alienated Youth" be 
printed in its entirety following my re­
marks. 

The article follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 8, 

1989] 

STREET DEALERS-IN THE WAR ON DRUGS, 
TOUGHEST FoE, MAY BE THE ALIENATED 
YOUTH 

(By Jane Mayer> 
OMAHA, NE.-When Ben Gray set out to 

fight the drug infestation of Omaha by re­
claiming a youth from the local gangs, the 
television producer looked for "the baddest 
one I could find." 

He found Robert Penn, an articulate 17-
year-old who was a self-described "brain" of 
Omaha's crack business-a $10 million-a­
year enterprise that has brought unprece­
dented grief and violence to this heartland 
city. 

"When you said gang in Omaha," says 
Carl Washington, a community activist 
whose boxing club for inner-city boys is one 
of the most successful alternatives for gang 
members, "what you meant was Robert 
Penn." 

Until he began working for Mr. Gray last 
summer, Mr. Penn was part of a nationwide 
network of drug distributors loosely tied to 
the two major street gangs in Los Angeles, 
the Crips arid the Bloods. Authorities be­
lieve that the most powerful members of 
these gangs deal directly with the interna­
tional drug cartels, which supply them with 
cocaine and other narcotics. 

The gang members in turn distribute the 
drugs through affiliates, who have spread 
from coast to coast in search of new mar­
kets and recruits. Members of the Crips and 
Bloods have been arrested for selling crack 
in 47 cities, and a recent Justice Department 
report says organized gangs now sell narcot­
ics in every state. 

A TASTE OF BEING INSIDE 
The Bush administration has declared war 

on this spread of drugs, concentrating on 
beefed-up law enforcement. But many 
people think the chances of victory are 
slight unless the alienation of youths like 
Mr. Penn can be overcome. 

Mr. Gray believes that "institutional 
racism and double standards" are what cre­
ated the gang and drug problems, and that 
the Bush plan's emphasis on more law and 
order "has nothing to do with the problem, 
so won't make any difference." Rather, he 
thinks the problem is that "these kids feel 
locked out of the system." His solution is 
"to give them a taste of being inside." 

So far, he has succeeded with Mr. Penn, 
though neither is willing to proclaim victo­
ry. With funding from both his Omaha tele­
vision station and a federal job-training pro­
gram, the producer has taught Mr. Penn 
how to type, write copy, report and handle 
the technical aspects of television produc­
tion. 

"The biggest moment for me," says Mr. 
Gray, was the day Mr. Penn opened his first 
weekly pay check for $122-roughly a tenth 
of what the teen-ager could make on a good 
day in the drug trade. "He looked at me and 
said, 'This is the first time I have ever got 
money without having to look over my 
shoulder,"' Mr. Gray recalls. 

A QUALIFIED SUCCESS 
Mr. Penn, who dropped out of lOth grade 

last year, plans to enter a high-school 
equivalency program this fall while continu­
ing to work part-time at the television sta­
tion, KETV. He also has some new ambi­
tions, far from his dream as an eight-year­
old, growing up in Omaha, to emulate the 
gangsters of yesteryear. "I'd kind of like to 
do what he does," he says, looking over at 
Mr. Gray. 

Still, neither is sure that can happen. "I'd 
say Robert's chances of staying out of trou­
ble are about 70-30," says Mr. Gray. "If he 
can stay out of the gangs, I think he'll be 
successful, if only because he's intelligent." 

Mr. Penn says: "I can't say I'm not going 
to do anything bad again. It's going to be 
hard." New pressures loom. His girl-friend, 
Antonia Valentine, just had their baby girl. 
"It's mostly the money," he says, explaining 
the difficulty he faces in resisting a return 
to the drug business. "Even the little money 
I have now, I feel broke." 

Mr. Gray wants Mr. Penn to provide an 
example for others. "What I had hoped, and 
it seems to be working partly, is that by 
helping a leader, a guy with charisma like 
Robert, the others would want to follow 
what he's doing." Since hiring the gang 
leader, Mr. Gray says, he has been inundat­
ed by calls from other Crips members who 
also want to get out and get employed. 
Unable to hire them himself, he refers them 
to local community groups. 

NOT IN TOUCH 
His experience makes Mr. Gray believe 

the Bush administration is "definitely not 
in touch with what is going on. What they 
need to do is to understand who these kids 
are and why they do what they do. Most of 
them don't want to be in it, but they feel 
they have no choice." 

While Omaha is largely a comfortable 
middle-class community, its inner city is a 
vivid example of the environment that has 
nurtured the spread of the drug trade 
throughout the nation. Much of the black 
community, which constitutes about 15% of 
the city's 350,000 residents, is stuck in what 
educator and community activist Robert 
Faulkner, who grew up here, calls a "dead­
end street," with virtually no middle class 
and no upward mobility. 

Many of the city's minorities originally 
came in the 1940s to work in meat-packing 
plants and railroads. But most of the pack­
ing plants have folded, and the railroads cut 
back on laborers. Currently, 30% of the pop­
ulation is unemployed in the three census 
tracts that form the heart of the city's 
largely black and impoverished north side. 
For those on welfare, the median income is 
$5,400 a year. With legitimate employment 
opportunities scarce, hopelessness plentiful 
and little local organized crime as competi­
tion, Omaha became the perfect environ­
ment for selling crack. 

Ask Mr. Penn. "This is the best city for 
selling dope," he says. Moving back and 
forth between here and Los Angeles, where 
he has relatives in the Crips, he helped es­
tablish the local crack trade, recruiting 
younger children to act as his lookouts, sell­
ers, and couriers and equipping them with 
cellular phones, walkie-talkies and digital 
pagers. 

"It's a business," says Los Angeles County 
Police Sgt. Wes McBride. "What they're 
doing is setting up distributional networks. 
Think of it as franchises." 

When Los Angeles gang members first ap­
peared in Omaha two years ago, "It was 
almost as if they were doing a marketing 

study," says John Pankonin, supervisor of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation's 
Omaha office, who admits that his agents 
are now "just barely holding their own." 

Within some 16 months, the city was 
facing what Rep. Peter Hoagland calls "a 
crisis," a multimillion-dollar cocaine trade 
with gang-dominated violence to match. 
Omaha police say they keep no records of 
gang-related crimes-a situation that critics 
say is part of a pattern of denial that initial­
ly let the city's guard down. But on one 
recent weekend of gang-related mayhem, 
Mr. Hoagland asserts, "three people were 
shot dead, and six more were wounded. It is 
the most serious law-enforcement problem 
to face Omaha in my lifetime." 

LUCRATIVE TRADE 
Omaha is a lucrative crack market, Mr. 

Penn says, because the relative lack of com­
petition creates the potential for huge price 
markups. "You can take a $20 rock [of 
crack] in L.A. and sell it here for $100," he 
says. By the time he dropped out of school 
last year, believing it was "a waste of time," 
he was earning as much as $1,200 a day. 

The lure of such financial rewards is 
almost impossible to counter, concedes the 
FBI's Mr. Pankonin. "It's very frustrating," 
he says. "What alternative have I got for 
them? What job have I got for a high-school 
dropout that will allow him to get up at 
noon and make $300 in the afternoon? I 
don't like to admit it, but they're pretty 
good capitalists." 

In fact, many who work closely with the 
local gangs believe that they are siphoning 
off some of the smartest and most ambi­
tious teenagers in the ghetto by offering 
them entrepreneurial opportunities they 
simply see nowhere else. "What's open to 
me?" is the way Mr. Penn puts it. "McDon­
ald's and Burger King? I can't deal with 
that," he says with disgust. 

Such rationalizations infuriate some of 
those in the community who are working to 
counter the drug and gang problem. Mike 
Walsh, the chairman of Union Pacific Rail­
road, who has spearheaded a vigorous local 
business effort to raise $700,000 over the 
summer to provide positive employment and 
recreational alternatives to Omaha's inner­
city kids, calls such reasoning "a complete 
cop-out. It's no different than a stockbroker 
saying he can make a whole lot more money 
if he cheats." 

"Don't tell me society won't give you a 
chance if you play it straight," he says. "In 
every fast-food business in this town there is 
employment." But it is exactly this kind of 
employment that the gang members are re­
jecting. 

ON·THE·JOB TRAINING 
Robert Armstrong, executive director of 

the Omaha Housing Authority, who has 
won a national reputation for his hard line 
against drug dealers in the public housing 
projects he manages, asserts, "the gangs are 
offering opportunities to people who are 
being left out of the mainstream. These are 
young people whom society has decided are 
incorrigible, without the self-discipline or 
skills to work in a legitimate business. 

"What the gangs have done is taken these 
same individuals, and shown them how to 
conduct business-how to buy wholesale, 
sell retail, do inventory and keep profit mar­
gins," Mr. Armstrong says. "They also teach 
discipline-how to pay your bills on time. 
The gangs are willing to do what no one else 
is: Train these kids." 

Certainly Mr. Penn sounds quite business­
like about his former trade. "I like math," 
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he relates. "I sure did use it hustling. We 
had to weigh the dope, and if you didn't 
round it out, but weighed it to the very last 
fraction, you could make a whole lot of 
money." 

He is equally matter-of-fact about the vio­
lence he used to guard his market share. At 
his mother's home, he says, he kept "a lot 
of guns." 

"The people in L.A. taught me how to 
shoot," he says. "You know, if you don't 
shoot them, they're going to shoot you, so 
when I did it, I really didn't care. I just 
wanted to make sure that I did it right. I 
wasn't trying to scare people, I was trying to 
hurt them." 

Asked if he killed anyone, Mr. Penn says 
only, "No comment." 

"It never was fun though, hurting 
people," he says quietly. "My Dad told me 
that it's either them or you-and I just 
didn't want it to be me. 

THE WOES OF SUCCESS 

Sounding like some executives, Mr. Penn 
complains that the more successful he got, 
the worse his life grew. "The more money I 
got, the more out-of-control my life got," he 
says. By the time he reached the age of 16, 
graffiti were appearing on Omaha walls 
with his name crossed out, a promise from 
enemies to kill him. The police also were 
hot on his trail. "People don't realize that 
hustling's hard work. You got your police, 
and your enemies, and kids trying to take 
your dope. You're tense every day. 

What was fun, evidently, was having the 
cash. He frittered most of it away very 
quickly, though. Mraid that it might be 
seized if he put it in a bank account, he 
stashed most of it with his grandmother, 
who he says "didn't like what I was doing, 
but she knew what I was up to." He says his 
mother knew too. He spent much of his 
drug proceeds buying furniture and a televi­
sion set for his mother and paying off the 
family bills, a situation experts say is typical 
of the way otherwise law-abiding families 
get corrupted. 

He also spent much of his drug proceeds 
on legal fees for both himself and his bud­
dies in the gang, a situation he believes 
"bought my way out of jail." 

What comes through is a picture of a 
young man struggling to be a bid shot. "All 
I wanted," he says, "was respect." He says 
he liked it when the younger kids would 
look up to him. "They were all asking my 
advice." 

SENSE OF EMPOWERMENT 

Rev. Elizabeth Beamis, executive director 
of the Methodist Ministries here, who works 
closely with the city's disadvantaged, 
stresses that the gangs are not just about 
money, or just about belonging, though 
both are big draws. "What they are really 
about," she asserts, "is giving kids a sense of 
empowerment." 

She believes that many of the youngsters 
she has seen feel excluded from the domi­
nant culture. "They are sophisticated, they 
realize that there is a two-tier economy, and 
that the haves are getting more every day." 

Mr. Penn reflects both this sense of exclu­
sion and a deep cynicism about the country, 
a mindset that gives him a little stake in its 
laws. He believes that his teachers "don't 
give a damn" about him and that the local 
police are corrupt, a charge Omaha authori­
ties deny. He also has no faith in the politi­
cal system. 

"Politicians," he says, "I think they're the 
real gang members. Everyone knows that in 
this country money talks, and that politics 

is a money thing. It's the politicians who 
allow the drugs to come here. I mean if I 
can find the drugs why can't they?" 

He also believes that those with enough 
money and influence are able to buy their 
way out of trouble. "You just get yourself a 
good lawyer, and you don't have to serve 
tim ," he says. To a certain extent, Mr. 
Penn's sponsor, Mr. Gray, agrees "These 
kids aren't dumb," he says, "they see it" 
when the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development has a scandal, "and no 
one goes to jail. They see it when the 
Reagan administration has more officials in­
dicted than any other in history," and 
almost no one goes to jail. "Believe me, they 
notice it when Oliver North just does com­
munity work," 

"What I want is to be happy," Mr. Penn 
says, dreaming for a moment, "a big house, 
a pool, horses, satellite television-to see 
China, and Mexico-the American dream." 

But he still sees himself as an outcast, just 
a step away from being an outlaw. "Society 
is set up so that black people can't get 
ahead," he says bitterly, "I'm not supposed 
to have the American dream and all that. 
I'm supposed to be in jail. "e 

THE STRUCTURAL IMPEDI-
MENTS INITIATIVE AND SEC­
TION 301 

• Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss the structural impedi­
ments initiative-the United States 
new initiative to open the Japanese 
market. 

On May 25, the administration an­
nounced its plan to implement the 
Super 301 provision of the 1988 Trade 
Act. 

In addition to naming Japan, India, 
and Brazil as the countries that the 
United States planned to focus its re­
sources on over the next several 
months, the administration also 
launched the structural impediments 
initiative [Sill. 

The administration billed SII as an 
effort to address structural economic 
problems in the United States and 
Japan that contribute to the bilateral 
trade imbalance. 

The United States will work to elimi­
nate or at least lower various structur­
al trade barriers, like the Japanese dis­
tribution system, price fixing and bid 
rigging, and vertical integration, which 
have hindered the efforts of United 
States companies to export to Japan. 
The United States is also interested in 
addressing some underlying economic 
problems, like the high Japanese sav­
ings rate and Japanese land policy. 

The Japanese rightly responded that 
there were some economic problems in 
the United States, such as the United 
States budget deficit, that should be 
addressed as well. 

When it was first announced, I ap­
plauded the structural impediments 
initiative. I have for sometime urged 
the administration to begin discus­
sions with Japan to address these 
broader structural problems. 

As the President's Advisory Commit­
tee on Trade Policy and Negotiations 

[ACTPNl noted earlier this year, 
these structural barriers may be block­
ing as much as $30 billion in U.S. ex­
ports annually. 

If we are ever to eliminate the bilat­
eral deficit with Japan, these structual 
barriers must be eliminated or at least 
sharply reduced. 

Further, international pressure 
could help the United States address 
some of its own economic problems 
that hinder United States competitive­
ness in the Japanese market. 

The negotiations began on Septem­
ber 4 in Tokyo. Unfortunately, there 
have been disturbing reports that the 
Japanese are less than committed to 
these negotiations. There have also 
been reports of inter-agency squabbles 
in the U.S. holding up the negotia­
tions. 

The United States and Japan have 
reached an agreement to conclude the 
SII in the summer of 1990. A mid-term 
report is due in March 1990. 

These negotiations must succeed. In 
my view, they are the most important 
trade negotiations that the United 
States has ever entered into. The 
United States cannot continue to tol­
erate-either politically or economical­
ly-a $50 billion bilateral trade deficit 
with Japan. 

I do not mean to understate the im­
portance of the ongoing Uruguay 
round of GATT negotiations. The 
Uruguay round is also critical. If new 
rules are not forged on trade in agri­
cultural products, trade in services, 
and protection of intellectual proper­
ty, the entire multilateral trading 
system could break down. 

But the Uruguay round is not fo­
cused on our most important trade 
policy challenge: opening the Japanese 
market. The rules that might be nego­
tiated in the Uruguay round could 
greatly benefit the United States in 
other markets, but probably will not 
boost United States exports to Japan. 
The major problems in Japan-the dis­
tribution syste~. savings rates, land 
policy, et cetera-are not even on the 
agenda in the Uruguay round. 

And if the imbalance with Japan is 
not addressed, the political coalition in 
support of free trade that has shaped 
United States trade policy since WWII 
will eventually unravel. 

If free trade is to survive in the 
United States, the Japanese market 
must be opened. Experience has dem­
onstrated that this is most likely to be 
achieved through bilateral negotia­
tions. 

I am willing to give the administra­
tion the leeway to pursue the SII on 
its own schedule. But if it doesn't 
work, we must prepare for the next 
step. 

The next step, in my view is to 
employ the tools of the 1988 Trade 
Act-primarily an expanded and 
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strengthened section 301 provision-to 
open the Japanese market. 

Obviously, the broad economic prob­
lems, such as the high Japanese sav­
ings rate and Japanese land policy, 
cannot realistically be addressed 
through section 301. They can only be 
addresssed through broader economic 
discussions with Japan or through in­
ternally driven reform in Japan. 

But some issues, such as the Japa­
nese distribution system and exclu­
sionary business practices, can be ad­
dressed under section 301. In fact, 
many of my colleagues intended the 
Super 301 provision to be used to ad­
dress exactly these problems. It is 
even rumored that some in the admin­
istration proposed initiating section 
301 cases on these problems in this 
year's round of Super 301 cases. 

It would be premature to move legis­
lation to require the administration to 
use section 301 in this manner until 
the SII is given some chance to suc­
ceed. 

But if SII appears to be lagging, I 
plan to introduce legislation to require 
section 301 to be used against J apa­
nese structural barriers should the SII 
fail. If the SII is not demonstrating re­
sults by next summer, I am confident 
this legislation will pass Congress. 

On November 6 and 7, the days that 
the next round of SII discussions are 
scheduled to be held in the United 
States, I will hold a hearing of the 
International Trade Subcommittee to 
consider the SII. At this hearing, we 
will take testimony from a wide array 
of private sector and nongovernmental 
groups on the SII. Both the objectives 
for SII and measures that should be 
taken if it fails will be explored. 

I believe this hearing will demon­
strate the deep consensus within the 
U.S. private sector that these negotia­
tions must succeed. 

Personally, I fully support the ef­
forts of all capable negotiators-B. 
Linn Williams, David Mulford, and 
Richard McCormack-to make SII suc­
ceed. 

I hope that the administration and 
the Congress can continue to work co­
operatively toward a solution to these 
vexing trade problems.e 

TRIBUTE TO CYRUS COLTER 
e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, allow 
me to take this opportunity to recog­
nize one of Illinois' most distinguished 
authors; a man who, in his lengthy 
career of public service, has also been 
known as a lawyer and an educator­
Cyrus Colter. 

Mr. Colter served for 24 years as a 
commissioner of the Illinois Com­
merce Commission and is a professor 
emeritus of African-American Studies 
and English at Northwestern Universi­
ty. He has also served on numerous 
boards that illustrate his love and 
dedication to the advancement of cul-

ture. Among these are the Chicago 
Historical Society, the Great Books 
Foundation, the Chicago Reporter, 
and the Chicago Symphony Orches­
tra. 

His first published work, "The 
Beach Umbrella" won the Iowa School 
of Letters Award for Short Fiction. 
Since that auspicious start at age 60, 
Colter has continued to write brilliant 
works of literature. His novels and 
short stories examine the intensity of 
isolation and emptiness that affects 
lower middle-class black life. His 
award-winning works have been trans­
lated into German, Danish, Hungari­
an, Italian, and Japanese. 

Last year, at the age of 79, Colter 
published "The Amoralists," a collec­
tion of short stories as well as the 
novel, "A Chocolate Soldier," and he 
shows no signs of slowing down. 

In 1975, Colter was selected as one of 
People magazine's 12 All-American 
Professors and was invited to become a 
member of the board of directors of 
the Illinois Humanities Council. In 
1977, the University of Illinois at Chi­
cago conferred on him the honorary 
degree of doctors of letters. 

On October 20, 1989, the Illinois Hu­
manities Council will honor Mr. Colter 
with the formal presentation of its 
Public Humanities Award for his con­
tributions to the academic and cultur­
al wealth of Illinois and the United 
States. I would like to join the Illinois 
Humanities Council in recognizing 
Cyrus Colter's contributions and bril­
liance. He has helped enrich our cul­
ture and for this we should all be 
thankful. I ask my colleagues to join 
me in honoring Cyrus Colter.e 

MARLON STARLING'S TITLE 
DEFENSE 

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, Thomas 
Wolfe maintained that "you can't go 
home again." But then, Thomas Wolfe 
was not among the 7,300 in attendance 
at the Hartford Civic Center on 
Friday, September 15. By successfully 
defending his World Boxing Council 
welterweight title against Yungkill 
Chung, Hartford's own Marlon Star­
ling not only returned home, but did 
so in style. 

Prior to his defense against Yungkill 
Chung, Mr. Starling's last bout in 
Hartford had been in June 1987, when 
he was a top contender in the welter­
weight class. In the time since, Mr. 
Starling has busied himself putting 
away opponents, and putting Hartford 
on the boxing map. He won the World 
Boxing Association welterweight title 
in August 1987, with an 11th round 
knockout of then-champion Mark Bre­
land, in Columbia, SC. While he subse­
quently lost that title the following 
July to Thomas Molinares, he later 
bounced back to beat Lloyd Hon­
eyghan for the World Boxing Council 

title. Overall, Starling has amassed a 
45-5-1 record, with 27 knockouts. 

Marlon Starling's performance on 
the 15th demonstrated why many in 
the boxing press are concluding that 
he is one of the decade's best fighters. 
Starling would block punches, duck 
out of range, and then land a few 
blows of his own. Yungkill Chung 
would bend, but would not break. The 
young Korean had, as his manager put 
it, "a tiger heart." Only Mr. Starling's 
skill and consistency allowed him to 
outpoint Chung to win a unanimous 
decision from the judges in the 12-
round bout. 

Mr. President, a boxing champion 
must continually prove his mettle 
against opponents if he is to remain a 
champion. Marlon Starling must face 
more tough opponents in the future, 
including WBA welterweight champ 
Mark Breland, and IBF welterweight 
champ Simon Brown. Win, lose, or 
draw however, the people of Hartford, 
Connecticut, are proud to claim 
Marlon Starling as one of our own.e 

CONTINUING MENACE OF HATE 
CRIMES 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring your attention to two 
tragic hate-related deaths that oc­
curred this summer and to once again 
urge my colleagues to support the 
Hate Crimes Statistics Act, S. 419. 
This simple measure directs the Attor­
ney General to acquire data about 
crimes motivated by hatred. At the 
present time this country does not 
compile national records on crimes 
which manifest evidence of prejudice 
based on race, religion, sexual orienta­
tion, or ethnicity. 

The tragic deaths of Yusef Hawkins 
in New York City and Ming Hai Loo in 
North Carolina this summer indicate 
that hate-related violence may well be 
on the rise. Sixteen-year-old Yusef 
Hawkins was a black teen who was 
chased, shot, and killed by a mob of 
whites claiming Yusef was in "their 
neighborhood." Likewise, Ming Hai 
Loo, a 24-year-old Chinese man, was 
murdered by white men who thought 
he was Vietnamese. After being struck 
in the face with a butt of a pistol, Loo 
landed face first into a pile of glass as 
his attackers proclaimed they didn't 
like Vietnamese because their brother 
didn't come back from the war. 

Although several people have been 
formally charged in both killings, the 
communities still echo with fear. Not 
only do hate crimes have an impact on 
individual victims, but they terrorize 
the entire community as well. A Chi­
nese friend of Loo's questioned, "Why 
are we here? We came all this way to 
be killed? It's just not right." 

These two tragedies were not the 
only incidents of hate crimes this 
summer. As reported in the New York 
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Times, a Rutgers University Jewish 
Student Center was desecrated by 
anti-Semitic and antiblack graffiti 
August 26. In another hate-related 
crime, letters packed with bacon 
scraps arrived at the homes of Jewish 
residents in the San Francisco area 
during the first half of this year. This 
prompted the B'nai B'rith's Anti-Defa­
mation League director, Richard 
Hirschhaut, to announce "(N)ation­
wide our offices through mid-1989 are 
showing a rise in anti-Semitic vandal­
ism." 

While these tragedies demonstrate 
that hate violence is clearly wide­
spread, without a national data base 
there is no adequate means to measure 
the true extent of the problem. S. 419 
would give us this base and help law 
enforcement to devise strategies to 
combat these crimes. 

I am confident that each of us wants 
the elimination of all criminal acts 
based on prejudicial motivations. We 
have the opportunity now to work 
toward this common goal as we move 
into the closing days of the session. I 
urge Members to sign on as cosponsors 
and work for the passage of the Hate 
Crimes Statistics Act.e 

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES 
ACT OF 1989 

e Mr. GARN. Mr. President, the 
Senate, just a few weeks ago, voted 76 
to 8 on final passage of S. 933, the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1989. I was one of the eight voting 
against this legislation for reasons I 
will only briefly explain. 

I am concerned that this bill goes 
too far in its attempt to establish a 
clear and comprehensive prohibition 
of discrimination on the basis of dis­
ability. In particular, I feel its impact 
on small business in some cases could 
be devastating. 

I agree a strong effort needs to be 
made to address the needs of the dis­
abled and the issue of discrimination 
against disabled individuals. However, 
I feel in addressing those needs and 
concerns Congress must also take into 
strong consideration the impact of 
such legislation on those entities being 
required to comply with antidiscrimi­
nation laws, which S. 933 does not ade­
quately do. 

In today's Idaho Post Register an in­
teresting article appears which is writ­
ten by Mrs. Sheila Olsen, a disabled 
mother of four, which expresses her 
concerns about S. 933. Mrs. Olsen is 
the 1989 National Multiple Sclerosis 
Mother of the Year. Mr. President, I 
ask that the full text of her article 
appear in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
OPPOSITION TO DISABILITIES ACT OK 

<By Sheila Olsen) 
Things aren't always what they seem. Re" 

cently the U.S. Senate overwhelmingly 
passed the "Americans with Disabilities Act 

of 1989." If you are sympathetic to the 
needs of the disabled you are for it, right? 

Only eight Senators voted against the leg­
islation. Idaho's two Senators were among 
the eight! How can it be! Are Senators Jim 
McClure and Steve Symms against the dis­
abled? 

As one who knows something about the 
subject, I have more than a passing interest 
in this legislation. At the same time, as one 
who is concerned about freedom, I have an 
even greater concern about the glaring 
intervention of government in private busi­
ness which this all brings about. 

Make no mistake. I deeply appreciate the 
stated intent of this bill. As an active partic­
ipant in the mainstream, and one who lacks 
the ability to take even a single unassisted 
step, I require accessibility. As a single 
parent with four children still in the family 
home, equal and fair treatment is in fact im­
perative. However, omnibus laws designed to 
fix a particular problem by mandating gov­
ernment-imposed solutions generally do not 
work. In fact, they often cause unanticipat­
ed problems-as this bill is sure to do. 

After studying the bill, I am concerned 
about the uncompromising position taken 
regarding employment regardless of type of 
handicap and regardless of expense to the 
employer. I question the mandated absolute 
accessibility for the disabled again, regard­
less of the type of handicap and regardless 
of the expense to the employer. 

There is a disturbing vagueness in the bill, 
particularly as it applies to hiring the men­
tally ill. There is an element of unfairness 
as applied to the instigating and financing 
of lawsuits and a punitive factor in the im­
posed penalties which could easily close a 
small business. I find a chilling quality in 
the unalurshed stated purpose of the act, 
"to ensure that the federal government 
plays a central role in enforcing the stand­
ards as established in this act-and to 
invoke the sweep of congressional authority. 

Symms stated it frankly and his sentiment 
is supported by McClure: "This is a bad bill. 
It will stick the federal government right in 
the middle of small business and it won't ac­
complish its goal." 

How then, is the goal to eliminate discrim­
ination against the disabled to be accom­
plished? The true answer is to be found 
within individuals-not their government. 

Based on my own personal experience, I 
have seen a growing awareness of the needs 
of the disabled. Frankly, the mandated ac­
cessibility in public facilities has served a 
good purpose. <Government has a proper 
role in enforcing regulations in government 
facilities.) Increased handicapped accessibil­
ity has led to increased handicapped use 
which has led to increased handicapped 
awareness. I believe this trend will continue 
as more handicapped people put themselves 
into the mainstream where their needs are 
more obvious. 

There is a second consideration, and that 
is the importance of the disabled person to 
take responsibility for himself or herself. I 
do not presume to represent others who are 
disabled, but speaking as one who cannot 
walk, I don't require an act of Congress in 
order to function. When I know I will be in 
a situation that will be physically challeng­
ing, I simply figure out a way to meet it. I 
have arranged for "curb service" for every­
thing from insurance consultation to sign­
ing income tax forms. The local business 
community is unfailingly helpful to me. I 
try to do my part by paying my bills 
promptly, and by not taking undue advan­
tage. 

In my considerable traveling, I am treated 
with courtesy and consideration. Our trip to 
Washington, DC., to receive the national 
"MS Mother of the Year" award from Presi­
dent Bush, was wonderful, and a case in 
point. My two-week stay spanned a wide va­
riety of activities. Virtually every place was 
accessible including the White House, and 
when it wasn't, we always figured out a way 
to accommodate ourselves to the situation. 
This meant allowing myself to be scooped 
up and carried onto the Old Town Trolley 
for an enjoyable tour, scooting up and down 
the stairs on my rear in my sister-in-law's 
home where we stayed, taking an interest­
ing back tour to reach the rest room in the 
Willard Hotel when I couldn't get through 
the door with my cart in the place next 
door. 

I call them "adventures" and so do my 
children, who have learned not to be embar­
rassed by the "interesting" situations we 
often find ourselves in as we function in the 
mainstream. 

I realize I am singularly blessed, and not 
all have shared in the advantages that I 
have. I know, too, that there is still more to 
do to make the world more accessible for 
the handicapped. But in every instance 
where I have been faced with a need and 
made a personal request, the business owner 
has made an accommodation-without an 
act of Congress. 

There are many lessons to be learned 
from the challenges of life which we face. 
The first one is that everyone has their 
challenges. That's why Congress will never 
be able to pass laws fast enough or wisely 
enought to meet all our needs. Besides that, 
the obvious physical challenges are often 
the easiest ones to bear. 

A second lesson has to do with attitude. I 
often call upon my children and others for 
physical assistance. But I do not need to 
burden them with the responsibility for my 
own sense of happiness or well being. We 
each should assume control over that part 
of our lives we are able to. Our attitude 
toward the challenges we face is exclusively 
ours to manage. 

I have many blessings in my life, not the 
least of which are Idaho's two U.S. Senators 
who stand by the courage of their convic­
tions, even as they support me in ,the cour­
age to stand by mine.e 

RUTH ALLMAN, TRUE PIONEER 
e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
on Wednesday, in Juneau, Alaskans 
will pay their final respects to one of 
our true pioneers, Ruth Coffin 
Allman, who passed away last week at 
the age of 84. 

Ruth Allman, who we nicknamed 
"The Caretaker of Alaska's History," 
was the niece of Judge James Wicker­
sham, Alaska's famous statesman, his­
torian, judge, and our State's first Del­
egate to Congress. 

Ruth dedicated her life to preserving 
and sharing Alaska's early history and 
the memory of the Judge for future 
generations. Alaskans will forever as­
sociate Ruth Allman with the House 
of Wickersham, in which she main­
tained the largest and finest collection 
of Alaskana, historical books, diaries, 
and documents dating back to the era 
when Russia owned Alaska. 
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For more than 25 years, Ruth wel­

comed tens of thousands of visitors 
from all over the world, and she made 
history come alive with her authentic 
stories of Alaska's history. A gracious 
hostess, a wonderful story teller, she 
was also known for her famous flam­
ing sourdough waffles, which she 
served to visitors to the House of 
Wickersham. 

Anyone who had the privilege of 
meeting Ruth Allman knew that they 
were meeting someone very special. 
Ruth was a remarkable woman who 
gave much of herself to her communi­
ty and her State. She gave endlessly of 
her time and energy to any worthy 
cause or group. Young people, espe­
cially, got her attention and encour­
agement. 

Ruth's contributions to her commu­
nity touched and changed the lives of 
many Alaskans, and we will miss her ·• 

ORDER TO CONCURRENTLY RE­
REFER S. 712 TO THE COMMIT­
TEE ON FINANCE AND THE 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICUL­
TURE, NUTRITION, AND FOR­
ESTRY 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that Calendar 
Order No. 228, S. 712, a bill to provide 
for a referendum on the political 
status of Puerto Rico, be concurrently 
re-referred to the Committee on Fi­
nance and the Committee on Agricul­
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry, for the 
consideration of matters within their 
respective jurisdictions. 

I further ask unanimous consent 
that if either of these committees has 
not reported the legislation to the 
Senate by the close of business on No­
vember 1, that the majority leader, 
after consultation with the Republi­
can leader, be authorized to order the 
bill discharged from either or both of 
the committees which have failed to 
report the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

The Senator from California. 
Mr. WILSON. We have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

out objection, the unanimous-consent 
agreement is agreed to. 

ORDER TO PLACE H.R. 1396 ON 
THE CALENDAR 

Mr. MITCHELL . . Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that H.R. 1396, 
the International Securities Enforce­
ment Cooperation Act of 1989, be 
placed on the calendar. 

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

RELOCATION OF CERTAIN FA­
CILITIES AT THE GATEWAY 
NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
IN SANDY HOOK, NJ 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the immediate con­
sideration of H.R. 2835, a bill provid­
ing for the relocation of certain facili­
ties at the Gateway National Recrea­
tion Area in Sandy Hook NJ. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <H.R. 2835) to provide for the relo­

cation of certain facilities at the Gateway 
National Recreation Area, Sandy Hook, NJ., 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the immediate con­
sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I rise in support of H.R. 2835, a bill to 
provide for the relocation and recon­
struction pf facilities at the Sandy 
Hook unit of Gateway National Recre­
ation Area. It is important that H.R. 
2835 be passed today to allow for the 
reconstruction of the National Ocean­
ic and Atmospheric Administration's 
Marine Science Laboratory at Sandy 
Hook. 

In September 1985, the Sandy Hook 
National Marine Fisheries Laboratory 
was destroyed by fire. Thereafter, the 
Department of Commerce actively di­
cussed moving the NOAA lab to an­
other State. However, because of the 
facility's importance to New Jersey 
and the Mid-Atlantic region, I offered 
an amendment barring the relocation 
of the facility. The State of New 
Jersey was given time to develop a pro­
posal to work with NOAA in rebuild­
ing the facility. 

The New Jersey NOAA lab conducts 
scientific research on pollution in the 
New York Bight area and monitors 
the effects of sewerage sludge disposal 
and dredge spoil disposal in the Atlan­
tic Ocean. 

Planning has been underway among 
the Department of the Interior, De­
partment of Commerce, the U.S. Coast 
Guard, and the State of New Jersey to 
rebuild the lab. All parties are pre­
pared to move ahead. This bill will 
allow for the initial transfer of lands 
between the Coast Guard and the 
Park Service for the immediate con­
struction of the lab. 

Mr. President, the Transportation 
appropriations bill contains the same 
provision as H.R. 2835. The transfer of 
land at Sandy Hook is beneficial to all 
parties involved. The NOAA facility is 
an asset to New Jersey and the Mid­
Atlantic region. For these reasons, I 
urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, the bill is deemed read 
the third time and passed. 

So the bill <H.R. 2835) was passed. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
STRIKE CERTAIN LANGUAGE 
OF A SENATE AMENDMENT TO 
THE SENATE-REPORTED 
TRANSPORTATION APPROPRIA­
TIONS BILL, H.R. 3015 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the clerk 
be authorized to strike the language of 
a Senate amendment to the Senate-re­
ported transportation appropriations 
bill, H.R. 3015, on page 11, line 21 
through page 12, line 24. 

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I be­
lieve it necessary to explain the action 
just taken. The language of H.R. 2835, 
which the Senate has just passed, is 
identical to the provision in the Trans­
portation appropriations bill. The 
movers of the language wanted to 
eliminate the duplicate action of the 
Senate, thereby the need to strike the 
language in the appropriations bill. 

CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 
TEMPORARY CARE REAU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 1989 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the immediate con­
sideration of Calendar Order No. 243, 
S. 1454, a bill to revise and extend the 
programs established in the Tempo­
rary Child Care for Handicapped Chil­
dren and Crisis Nurseries Act of 1986. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <S. 1454) to revise and extend the 

programs established in the Temporary 
Child Care for Handicapped Children and 
Crisis Nurseries Act of 1986, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the immediate con­
sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, S. 1454, 
the Children with Disabilities Tempo­
rary Care Reauthorization Act of 1989, 
provides important services to families 
with disabled children. 

I am pleased to have both Senator 
COATS and Senator HARKIN as original 
cosponsors and to have the full sup­
port of the members of the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources for 
this legislation. 

Children with special, often unremit­
ting, needs place exceptional demands 
upon even the best situated parents. 
As a consequence, it is reported that at 
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least 25 percent of child abuse cases 

involve children with disabilities. Sup- 

port services for parents with disabled 

children, including intermittent res- 

pite care, are both essential and cost- 

effective. 

Federal funds were first authorized 

in 1986 to encourage the States to de- 

velop demonstration programs to pro- 

vide temporary nursery care. Testimo- 

ny before the House this year indicat- 

ed that over 30 percent of families 

using these services would not have 

been able to cope had respite care 

been unavailable. 

In the State of Connecticut, these 

funds have resulted in three such res- 

pite programs known as "Time Out for 

Parents" or TOPS. Together, with six 

other therapeutic child care programs, 

a total of 500 children receive care 

ranging from full-time to several 

hours per week. As valuable as these 

services are, the State administrator 

has told my staff that the current pro- 

grams are able to reach only one- 

fourth of the children needing such 

assistance in Connecticut. 

The current reauthorization extends 

the demonstration funds to provide 

nonmedical child care and referral and 

support services for disabled children 

and children at risk for abuse. The eli- 

gibility definitions are broadened and


evaluations of existing programs are 

required, along with directives to im-

prove State coordination of respite


care services. 

Respite care helps preserve families


and prevent child abuse. In its absence 

the alternative is often institutional- 

ization, which is less desirable for the 

child and more expensive for the


State. The fiscal year 1988 Federal 

share of Medicaid payments to States 

for institutional care for the Mentally 

Retarded Program alone was $3.3 bil-

lion.


Clearly then, this legislation is as en- 

lightened as it is cost-effective.


The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 

out objection, the bill is deemed read a 

third time. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 

Senate proceed to the immediate con- 

sideration of Calendar Order No. 246, 

H.R. 2088, the House-companion bill; 

that all after the enacting clause be 

stricken; that the text of S. 1454 be in- 

serted in lieu thereof; that the bill be 

read for the third time, passed, and 

the motion to reconsider be laid upon 

the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 

out objection, it is so ordered. 

So the bill (H.R. 2088) was passed. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that S. 1454 be 

indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. 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. MITCHELL. 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. 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW


RECESS; MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that when the


Senate completes its business today it


stand in recess until 9:30 a.m. tomor- 

row, Wednesday, September 27, 1989, 

and that following the time for the


two leaders there be a period for 

morning business until 10 a.m. with


Senators permitted to speak therein 

for up to 5 minutes each.


The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 

out objection, it is so ordered.


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA-

TION AND RELATED AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1990 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I


call for the regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The


regular order is H.R. 3015, which the


clerk will report.


The assistant legislative clerk read


as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 3015) making appropriations 

for the Department of Transportation and


related agencies for the fiscal year ending


September 30, 1990.


The Senate resumed consideration


of the bill.


RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 

9:30 A.M. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if


the distinguished Republican leader 

has no further business, and if no


other Senator is seeking recognition, I 

now ask unanimous consent that the 

Senate stand in recess under the previ- 

ous order until 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, 

September 27, 1989. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I thank


my friend. We have no further busi- 

ness. 

T here being no objection, the 

Senate, at 11:29 p.m., recessed until 

Wednesday, September 27, 1989, at 

9:30 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 

the Senate September 26, 1989: 

UNITED NATIONS 

PEARL BAILEY, OF ARIZONA, TO BE A REPRESENTA-

TIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE


44TH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE


UNITED NATIONS.


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

CATALIN VASQUEZ VILLALPANDO, OF TEXAS, TO BE 

TREASURER OF THE UNITED STATES, VICE KATHER- 

INE D. ORTEGA, RESIGNED. 

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW


COMMISSION


EDWIN G. FOULKE, JR., OF SOUTH CAROLINA, TO BE


A MEMBER OF THE OCCUPATIONAL SA.P.E1 Y AND

HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION FOR THE TERM EX-

PIRING APRIL 27, 1995, VICE ELLIOT ROSS BUCKLEY,


TERM EXPIRED.

IN THE AIR FORCE


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR AP-

PO INTMENT AS RESERVE O F THE A IR FORCE


[ANGUS] IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER THE PRO-

VISIONS OF SECTIONS 593 AND 8351, TITLE 10, UNITED


STATES CODE, WITH A VIEW TO DESIGNATION


UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 8067, TITLE 10,

UNITED STATES CODE, TO PERFORM DUTIES AS INDI-

CATED . (EF'9 'RCT IVE DATE FOLLOWS SERIAL


NUMBER.)


MEDICAL CORPS


To be lieutenant colonel


JAMES 0. ARMACOST,            , 8/16/89.


WALTER F. ERSTON,            , 2/5/89.


ANDREW NEWMAN,            , 3-18-89.


THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE

UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN THE


RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE UNDER THE PROVI-

SIONS OF SECTIONS 593 AND 8379, TITLE 10 OF THE

UNITED STATES CODE. PROMOTIONS MADE UNDER


SECTION 8379 AND CONFIRMED BY THE SENATE


UNDER SECTION 593 SHALL BEAR AN EFFECTIVE

DATE ESTABLISHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION


8374, TITLE 10 OF THE UNITED STATES CODE. (EFFEC-

TIVE DATE FOLLOWS SERIAL NUMBER.)

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE


To be lieutenant colonel


MAJ. RAY A. BOOSINGER,            , 5/6/89.

MAJ. TIMOTHY R. CAMPBELL,            , 5/6/89.

MAJ. ROSARIO J. CIRINCIONE,            , 6/3/89.


MAJ. CRAIG L. JOHNSON,            , 5/7/89.


MAJ. PAUL C. MERCREADY,            , 6/2/89.

MAJ. JACK A. RYCHECKY,            , 5/12/89.


MAJ. JOSEPH C. SMITH,            , 6/3/89.


MAJ. WILLIAM M. WHITTAKER, JR.,            , 6/20/

89.


CHAPLAIN CORPS


MAJ. DONALD D. REEVES,            , 5/5/89.


MEDICAL CORPS


MAJ. MICHAEL E. FREEMAN,            , 6/10/89.


MAJ. KENNETH D. WOODS,            , 5/20/89.


DENTAL CORPS


MAJ. ERNEST C. FLETCHER,            , 6/16/89.


IN THE MARINE CORPS


THE FOLLOW ING NAMED O FFICERS O F THE


MARINE CORPS RESERVE FOR PERMANENT APPOINT-

MENT TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT COLONEL


UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION


5912:


ROBERT E. APPLE, JR,      

ALFREDO J. ARGUEDAS,      

JAMES M. ASHLEY,      

JOHN B. ATKINSON,      

DENNIS R. BAIR,      

RICHARD A. BANDLOW,      

PAUL R. BARLOCK,      

PAUL E. BECKHART,      

RICHARD G. BEIL, JR,      

WAYNE T. BELL,      

MICHAEL A. BELLOVICH,      

CHARLES H. BENDIG, III,      

PETER W. BLOOM,      

HARVEY L. BORDEN,      

ROBERT W. BOREK, JR,      

WILLIAM H. BOWERS,      

FERGUS P. BRIGGS,      

DAVID G. BROWN,      

RANDALL V. BRUMBAUGH,      

WILLIAM H. BUCKLEY,      

MARK A. BULTEMEIER,      

WILLIAM Y. CADWALLADER, JR,      

JAMES K. CAMPBELL, JR,      

JOHN F. CAMPBELL,      

MARK F. CANCIAN,      

KINNEY W. CARDER,      

DAVID L. CARMICHAEL,      

LAWRENCE E. CARR, III,      

JERE J. CARROLL,      

LUTHER F. CARTER,      

LARRY L. CHAPMAN,      

JOHN G. CHASE, JR,      

BRUCE B. CHEEVER, II,      

THOMAS E. CHUCK,      

THOMAS M. CLARK,      

JAMES P. COLLERY,      

WILLIAM F. COLLOPY,      

MARTIN J. CONRAD,      

SUZAN A. COX,      

WALTER M. CREECH,      

REBER P. CRIBB, JR,      

VICTOR T. CRONAUER,      

JOHN A. CROSS,      
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THOMAS J. CUMMINS,      

CHARLES H. CURETON,      

DAVID A. DEARBORN,      

RAYMOND J. DECKER, JR,      

WILLIAM F. DEGAN, JR,      

CARL W. DEGEN, JR,      

CLYDE D. DELOACH,      

PHILIP A. DETERESI,      

JOHN J. DICKS,      

PAUL E. DOHRING,      

ROBERT S. DONAGHUE,      

RUSSEL L. DRYLIE,      

STEVE A. EDDINGTON,      

JACK R. EVANS,      

DANIEL C. FARINA,      

STEPHEN T. FISHER,      

HENRY A. GALLOWAY, III,      

FREDERICK S. GALLUP, III,      

EDUARDO GALVAN,      

JOHN R. GAUMER, JR,      

THOMAS L. GHARST,      

MARK A. GISH,      

LAWRENCE D. GONZALES,      

LAWRENCE D. GOTT,      

CHADLEE C. GRABOW,      

GARY N. GRAVES,      

WILLIAM L. GRIGGS,      

RONALD G. GUILLIAMS,      

DARRELL F. HAISE,      

BARBARA E. HAMANN,      

KENNETH D. HANKINS,      

JACK L. HARELAND,      

JOHN A. HARP,      

DOUGLAS M. HARRISON,      

LOUETA S. HAUBER,      

DAVID P. HEIDENTHAL,      

RONALD L. HERDA,      

KENNETH F. HERRINGTON, III,      

MICHAEL J. HIRSH,      

MICHAEL J. HOBAN,      

COLLIS A. HOLLOWAY,      

STANLEY C. HORTON,      

ARTHUR J. HOWARD, JR,      

LEONARD M. HOWARD,      

JAMES A. HUMENIK,      

RALPH H. HUNSINGER, JR,      

PATRICIA M. HURST,      

ROBERT G. INGOLD,      

CHARLES H. JACKSON,      

MICHAEL G. JACKSON,      

JEFFREY D. JEFFRIES,      

ADAM G. JETT, JR,      

FRANCIS A. JOHNSON, III,      

LARRY W. JONES,      

ALICE M. JORALEMON,      

DARRYL F. KEANE,      

ROBERT E. KENNEY,      

JOSEPH KERKE,      

HERBERT R. KNOWLTON, JR,      

WILLIAM J. KOEHLE,      

RICHARD E. KREMER, JR,      

PAUL R. KROEGER,      

GEORGE C. LAKE, III,      

ALAN R. LAMB,      

JAMES M. LANAHAN,      

ROGER A. LANGE,      

CHARLES P. LATTIMORE, JR,      

ROBERT E. LEDEE,      

GAINES T. LEE,      

ROBERT B. LOUGHLIN, JR,      

FREDERIC A. MADENWALD,      

WESLEY F. MAY, III,      

JOHN M. MCAFEE,      

ROBERT F. MCCULLOUGH,      

FRANCIS L. MCDONALD,      

CRAIG A. MCDOUGALL,      

ALAN G. MCGUIRE,      

JAMES R. MCINTOSH,      

JOHN W. MCLEOD,      

BRIAN G. MCMULLEN,      

ALBERT J. MCNAMARA,      

DANIEL W. MCSPADDEN,      

JAMES M. MCWALTERS,      

MICHAEL W. MENEFEE,      

GENE MENKE,      

NORMAN J. MOLTER,      

ROBERT V. MONFORT,      

STEVEN C. MORGAN,      

MICHAEL H. MOSLEY,      

RAMON C. NUNEZ,      

DAVID W. ORR,      

JACK E. OWEN, JR,      

DALE M. PAPWORTH,      

JOSEPH E. PARSONS,      

THOMAS G. PAYNE,      

ROBERT C. PEITHMAN,      

STEPHEN F. PENNY,      

HIRAM M. PERKINS,      

FREDERICK A. PETERSON, III,      

JERROLD B. PETERSON,      

RICHARD F. PIASECKI,      

JAMES W. PIGGOTT,      

GARY L. POLITES,      

KATHLEEN J. POTTHOFF,      

ROBERT P. RACLAW,      

RONALD E. RANDOLPH,      

DAVID A. RAPER,      

CARL E. RATH,      

STEVEN B. RAY,      

LYNDA C. REARICK,      

DAVID R. REEVES,      

STEPHEN M. RICH,      

THEODORE RILEY,      

DAVID J. ROBERTS,      

SCOTT ROBERTSON,      

ROGER L. ROUSSEAU,      

CHARLES H. RUCKS,      

RONALD W. RUESCHER,      

FRANCIS X. RYAN,      

JOHN H. SANBORN, JR,      

JOHN T. SARGENT,      

CHARLES D. SAVAGE,      

SYLVIA M. SCHMITZ,      

STEPHEN K. SEIDL,      

JOHN N. SHARBEL,      

LARRY V. SHEPHERD,      

JOHN F. SHERMAN,      

THOMAS C. SHOGER,      

DON SMART,      

STEPHEN L. SMITH,      

TOM W. SMITH, JR,      

WALTER L. SMITH,      

HARRY J. STASZEWSKI, JR,      

DOUGLAS M. STONE,      

JOHN C. SWANSON,      

KENNETH W. TARRANT, JR,      

ROBERT J. THEUS, JR,      

JAMES L. TOMCZYK,      

STEPHEN P. TOTH,      

MELVIN 0. TURNER,      

ELLEN J. UGUCCIONI,      

MICHAEL C. URENOVICH,      

STEVEN K. VANDOREN,      

SERVANDO J. VELARDE, III,      

WILLIAM R. VICKERS, JR,      

JAMES C. WAGNER,      

THOMAS C. WAGNER, II,      

DAVID L. WARE,      

JANICE L. WILEY,      

CORNELL A. WILSON, JR,      

GARY E. WOLFE,      

JOHNITA C. WOOD,      

JOHN M. YOUNG,      
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