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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the The PRESIDENT pro :tempore. With-
expiration of the recess, and was called out objection, i•t is so ordered. 
to order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND). ORDER OF BUSINESS 

PRAYER Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I reserve 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard the remainder of the time for the major

C. Halverson, LL.D., oft'ered the follow- ity leader. 
ing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Almighty God, sovereign Lord of his

tory, from whom, through whom, and to 
whom are a.11 things, if a sparrow does 
not fall without Your knowledge, cer
tainly the issues facing this body this 
week concern Thee. 

Thy word assures us that Thou dost 
"work in everything for good to those 
who love Thee and are called according 
to Thy purpose." May that confidence 
guide the Senators as they seek equi
table and just solutions to complicated 
problems which infiuence the destiny of 
every American. Give wisdom to discern, 
courage to decide, and let Thy will be 
done in the Senate as in heaven. 

Bless the faithful men and women who 
manage the machinery of the Senate, 
without whom this institution could not 
function. We thank Thee for their ef
ficient and productive labors. 

Fill this place with Thy love and peace, 
we pray in the name of the Messiah. 
Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the acting majorfty 
leader is recognized. 

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

unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of the Senate be ap
proved to date. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR PERIOD FOR TRANSAC
TION OF ROUTINE MORNING 
BUSINESS 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that, following the 
time allocated to the two leaders under 
the standing order as well as the series 
of special orders which have been en
tered into for this morning, there be 
a period for the transaction of routine 
morning business not to exceed 30 min
utes in length, with Senators permitted 
to speak therein for not more than 5 
minutes each. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the acting minority 
leader. 

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I 
reserve the remainder of the time for 
the minori1ty leader. 

(Later Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD made the 
following remarks which are printed at 
this -point in the RECORD by unanimous 
consent.> 

A NEW TRANSATLANTIC BARGAIN 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the growing Soviet challenge to the West 
highlights the importance of reassessing 
the goals of the Western Alliance. Is 
there a mutually shared perception of 
the challenges confronting us and the 
policies needed to meet them? Are the 
present mechanisms for consultation, 
cooperation, and decisionmaking ade
quate? Just where is the alliance 
headed? 

The Reagan administration has pro
posed increasing the portion of our na
tional budget directed to defense from 
24 percent to fully 32 percent, amount
ing to an annual real growth rate in de
fense outlays of 7.6 percent through fis
cal year 1984. At the same time, the ad
ministration has put strong pressure on 
our allies to follow suit, and to commit 
more of their forces outside the NATO 
area. The Soviet Union is now engaged 
in a major diplomatic oft'ensive to fore
stall the development of such a consen
sus in the alliance. These pressures have 
exacerbated strains within the alliance, 
particularly in regard to U.S. arms con
trol policy. 

The question of burden sharing with
in the alliance has been an issue for 
many years, and is of concern to many 
of us here in the Senate. The adminis
tration's policies insure that this issue 
will receive increased attention. 

Some of the best minds on both sides 
of the Atlantic have produced a thought
provoking paper on the state of the al
liance. Released this past week, the re
port was a joint project of four highly 
respected private institutions in the 
United States, the United Kingdom, Ger
many, and France. The consensus state
ment oft'ers a number of recommenda
tions to address the problems now con
fronting the alliance. Among other 

things, it suggests the development of 
new consultative and decisionmaking 
machinery which should be of particular 
interest as we turn our attention to the 
needs of the alliance in the 1980's. 

I believe the report, "Western Secu
rity: What Has Changed? What Should 
Be Done?" will be of interest to all my 
colleagues. I ask unanimous consent that 
it . be printed in the RECORD in its en
tirety. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
WESTERN SECURITY: WHAT HAS CHANGED? 

WHAT SHOULD BE DONE? 

(By Karl Kaiser, Winston Lord, Thierry de 
Montbrial, and David Watt) 

Note: Policy directions and recommenda
tions are tn italics. 

I. WHY Tms REPORT? 

I.l As Western nations enter the difficult 
1980s, the challenges they face are formi
d.able and often unprecedented. 

I .2 First, in sharp contrast to only ten 
years ago, when the prospects for the 1970s 
were of detente and successful arms control 
negotiations with the East, the period now 
beginning ls marked by increased tensions 
between East and West and enhanced Soviet 
military threats both in Europe and tn Third 
World regions. 

I.3 Se~ond, the West wm also be facing an 
increasingly unstable and volatile Third 
World upon which it will depend more and 
more for its economic survival. This ts par
ticularly true of the Persian Gulf region, 
which provides around 15 per cent of US 
oil consumption, 60 per cent of European 
consumption (and over 70 per cent of Japa
nese). In effect, the new importance of the 
Third World for Western security ~ such 
that an extensive and prolonged interrup
tion of oil supplies today would provoke a 
world economic crisis of a greater magni
tude than the Great -Depression of the 1930s. 
In this context, Western security can no 
longer be limited to events and threats oc
curring in the NATO region alone. Nor ts tt 
possible to isolate European security from 
crises arising in other regions vital for the 
West. 

I.4 Third, the period ahead will also be 
one of prolonged economic crisis worldwide. 
It will be characterized in the West by very 
low gro~1th rates combined with high infla
tion and high unemployment rates. These 
economic difficulties can be expected to 
sharpen North-South tensions, increase 
competition among Western nations them
selves, and produce potentially dangerous 
social tensions within Western democracies. 

I .5 The resulting domestic political diffi
culties already constrain in some :t;uropean 
countries the ability of governments to de
vote more resources to defence and aid ef
forts needed to respond effectively to ex
ternal challenges. Such a situation, charac
terized by serious discrepancies between 
those countries which manage to increase 
their defence efforts despite economic hard
ship, and those which do not do so to the 
same extent, can be expected to trigger new 
strains in the Alliance over the traditional 
question of "burden sharing". 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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I 6 The cumulative impact of all these is
su~ constitutes in itself a difficult cha.llenge 
for the 1980s. wrui.t renders this chia.llenge 
even more formida-ble is the re.ct that al
though 1n1terests common .to all Western 
natioru; are at stake, the West is itself seri
ously divided on many of these issues. In
deed a key characteristic of the current 
inte;na.tion.a.l sltue.tion is precisely tba.t the 
West is undergoing a phase of stra.1.n and 
dissension at the very time when it also has 
to deal with a crisis with the East, crises in 
the Third World, and a prolonged economic 
and energy crisis on a global scale. Euro
pean-American divisions and quarrels dur
ing most of 1980 following the Soviet inve.
sion of Afghanistia.n mustrate this situaition. 
Not only did the Afghan affair divide the 
west as to a.n -a.pproprtra.te response to the 
Soviet move; it also acted as a catalyst for 
earlier tra.nsa.tlantic tensions and disa.gree
menits. As a result, the latter took on e. new 
dimension. 

I.7 Disagreements on defence and its 
corollary, arms control, ·increased. Despite 
the deoision laboriously reached by NATO 
in December 1979, the modernisation of long 
ra.nge thea.tre nuclea.r forces (LRTNF) in 
Europe remains in doubt; given the political 
reslsta.nce evinced in certain European 
countries, its praictica.l implementation can
not be assumed. Controversy over defence 
also spilled over into economic issues, as most · 
European nations falled last year to achieve 
the commitment made in 1977 to ma.inta.ln 
a. real increase of 3 percent in de!ence ex
penditure. 

I.8 Similarly, disagreements over the Mid
dle East and policy towaird Iran •also sharp
ened .as inst-aib111ty in the region grew after 
Afghanistan and the Iran-Iraq war, and a.s 
Europeans became even more threatened by 
their dependence on oil supplies from that 
region. While less divisive for the time being, 
the situation crea.ted by internal events in 
Pola.nd a.nd the possibility of Soviet mdlitary 
intervention in the.t country, could ca.use 
further stra.lns in the Alliance. 

I.9 To be sure, tensions or even disagree
ments a.re soa.rcely -new in the Western Al
Ua.nce. After all, NATO as a grouping of in
dependent democrat ic nations has al ways 
been-perhaps necessa.rily-e "troubled 
partnership". severe crises have erupted in 
the past, as in the oase of Suez in 1956 a..nd 
the 1973 October Wa.r, not t;o mention the 
persistent quarrels of the 1960s on the Multi
lateral Nuclear Foree and on Fl'a.nce's with
draiwe.l from NATO's integrated military 
command. 

I.10 Nonetheless, the current transatlantic 
crisis oannot be considered as just one of a 
series of short-term episodes. It ls more far
reaching: 

First, current differences between Euro
peans and Americans involve all the Euro
peans, particularly the Germans, and not 
only the French, as was the case in the 
19'60s. 

second, divergences bear not just on iso
lated problems, but on a whole spectrum 
of issues, ranging from defence to economics 
and basic foreign policy. 

Third, the present crisis is new in the 
amount of public disagreement that has 
been aired on all the issues mentioned. The 
publicity of these various quarrels, widely 
expressed in the press on both sides of the 
Atlantic, has in turn contributed to in
creasing mutual suspicions, misperceptions 
and misunderstandings. As a result, accu
sations such as "self-neutralisation" or 
"self-finlandlzation" on one side, and poli
cies of "incoherence" and "zig-zag" on the 
other, have widened the gap between Amer
icans and Europeans. They have made thE) 
crisis even worse. 

I.11 Because of the magnitude of these 
disagreements and divisions, actual and 
potential, and because they coincide with 
immediate major challenges and threats to 
all western nations, the authors have de
cided jointly to write this Report. We hope 
that this collective undertaking will con
tribute to a better mutual understanding 
on both sides of the Atlantic. This is all 
the more important at a time when new 
leaders have recently been elected (in the 
United Kingdom, Germany, and the United 
States) or will shortly be elected (in 
France). 

I .12 This Report does not attempt to pro
vide a comprehensive analysis of each issue 
to be faced during the 1980s. The central 
focus is on East-West relations in Europe 
and the Third World, as they affect Euro
pean-American relations. Although economic 
problems are of major importance in shap
ing international politics, this Report is 
primarily concerned with political and se
curity issues. 

I .13 Our objective is to analyse how the 
various challenges facing the West in the 
next few years can best be met. 

I.14 Accordingly, the Report is divided 
into four parts: 

A diagnosis of the current transatlantic 
crisis; 

western relations toward the Soviet 
Union; 

Security concerns in the Third World and 
their impact on East-West and European
American relations; 

Ways to improve the coordination of 
policy among the key Western nations, pa!
ticularly in situations outside NATO's geo
graphical boundaries. 

II. DIAGNOSIS 

Short-term factors 
It.1 The current European-American ten

sion finds its roots in historical and struc
tural trends as well as in short-term, coin
cidental factors . To be sure, the latter have 
plaved an important role recently in exacer
bating transatlantic quarrels and bringing 
them into the open. Poor management and 
policy errors by the American leadership in 
the past few years have clearly reduced Euro
pean confidence in U.S. statesmanship. At 
the sa.me time, Europeans were reluctant to 
act vigorously in the recent crises, thereby 
inducing impatience in the United States. 
Moreover, these factors have led at times to 
further tensions between the two sides of 
the Atlantic at the highest levels of govern
ment, thereby adding a "personal" element 
to an already strained relationship. 

II.2 These short-term factors, however, fall 
to explain the magnitude and true nature 
of current transatlantic problems. It would 
be dangerously erroneous in particular to 
believe that once the international situation 
quiets down, the difficulties between Europe 
and America will simply disappear. They find 
their roots in deeper, historical and struc
tural trends. 

Historical and structural trends 
II.3 Some of these elements have to do 

with wider societal developments in America 
and Europe, including the change of genera
tions and the appearance of the new political 
elites. On the American side, there has been 
a gradual evolution of the United States 
away from a European-centered foreign pol
icy, to a more global approach in which other 
regions (especially Asia and the Middle East) 
compete with Europe in U.S. preoccupations. 
To a certain extent this is paralleled by the 
gradual reduction in influence of a certain 
East coast, European-oriented elite which 
was highly knowledgeable and sensitive 
about European history and politics. Clearly, 
new American elites drawn from other re
gions (the South, the West) are, like the 

media, less concerned and informed about 
Europe. More important, perhaps, has been 
the emergence in the recent past of an in
creasingly nationalistic mood in the United 
States, born in part as a reaction to the 
decline of America's stature in the world 
since Vietnam. This new nationalism is re
flected in a growing irritation and impatience 
with the Third World as a whole (particu
larly following the Iran hostage crisis) as 
well as with Soviet behaviour. A similar 
irritation has been noticeable toward the 
European allies, which are often perceived 
in the United States as "not doing enough" 
to fulfill t'heir. share of the c<>llective Western 
burden. 

II.4 A parallel evolution has been taking 
place in Europe. US prestige has declined in 
the eyes of younger European elites, particu
larly as a result of the Vietnam war, and as 
European nations became stronger econom
ically. Europeans have tried to assert their 
own voice in world affairs, at times in ways 
that contlict with US policy, as in the case 
of the Venica initiative on the Middle East. 
At the same time, Europeans devoted increas
ing attention to Community matters (en
largement of the EEC, cooperation with 
African and Arab nations) and became more 
Euro-cente!'ed (in developing more political 
and economic relations with Eastern neigh
bours). 

The transatlantic balance of power 
II.5 Thls evolution is linked to the struc

tural transformation of both the internal 
balance of power (between the US and Eu
rope) and the external balance of pov;er (be
tween the US and the Soviet Union). The 
common denominator is the relative decline 
of US power over the past decade and a half 
(in political and economic terms in the first 
instance, in mllltary terms in the second). 

II.6 Internally, the transformation of the 
balance of power between Europe and Amer
ica has been most spectacular in the eco
nomic field. Here the American supremacy of 
the immediate post-war period has been re
placed by a situation in which the European 
Community as a whole has become as rich as 
the US and often more competitive on the 
world market. As a result, the ab111ty of the 
United States to influence European policy 
in accordance with its own interests has 
sharply declined. Conversely, the Europeans 
have shown a greater willingness and abllity 
to defend their own interests against those 
of the United States, where these have di
verged. Examples are the German-American 
quarrel over the "locomotive theory" and the 
European-American controven>y over nuclear 
energy and non-proliferation. In the mone
tary field, the creation of the European 
~Ionetary System was aimed to a large extent 
at shielding Europe from the consequences 
of the decline of the dollar-based interna
tional monetary system. Similarly, in No
vember 1978, the Eurci_;>eans obtained a di
rect influence on US economi~ policy, as the 
United Statec; was forced to defend thfl dollar 
following strong pressures from European 
central banks. 

II.7 However, the growth of European eco
nomic power, relative to America's, has not 
been accompanied by a similar transforma
tion of the security relationship between 
the Allies. Militarily, Europe as a whole re
mains dependent on the nuclear guarantee 
provided by the United States since the 
end of World War It. This dependence is 
modified in the case of Britain and France 
both of which have independent nuclear 
forces. Nonetheless. it is the US guarantee 
which safeguards the integrity of France's 
and Britain's neighbours. In that sense. the 
US nuclear guarantee remains essential to 
the preservation of European security as a 
whole. Indeed, as Soviet mmtary strength 
increased both in nuclear and conventional 
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terms since the late 1960s, European de
pendence has in fact increased. This has 
sharpened the contradiction in a transat
lantic relationship in which the protege has 
become as ricll as the protector and more 
reluctant to follow its lead, and yet does 
not assume the political and m111tary re
sponsibi11ties which come with its newly 
acquired economic might. So far, despLte 
the existence of two nuclear powers in West
ern Europe, and of a strong German con
ventional army, the Europeans have not been 
willing or able since 1954 to move toward a 
more independent European defence pos
ture. This failure has inhibited Europe's 
ab1llty to play a more significant role in 
world affairs. In addition, there has been 
reluctance in some European nations to 
make a.n adequate defence contribution to 
NATO. Having been addicted to a regime of 
"security on the cheap" by being protected 
from the outside, certain European coun
tries tend to resist serious efforts aimed at 
increasing their defence role and expendi
tures; indeed, when they have agreed to do 
so, it has more often been to placate the 
United States than to contribute to their 
own defence. 

II.8 Politically, the development of the 
transatlantic relationship has been equally 
unbalanced. European political cooperation 
in the field of foreign policy has improved 
during the past decade, but Europe has yet 
to become a consistent actor in its own 
right on the world scene. Europe has often 
tended to criticize US diploma.tic moves 
without presenting a. credible alternative, 
given its own military weakness and its in
ternal divisions. The end result has been to 
damage political relations between the allles 
further, without reinforcing the stature of 
the West as a whole in world affairs. 

II.9 In short, the relative decline of US 
leadership has not been compensated by a. 
substitute European leadership and conse
quently Western power has been diluted. 
Small wonder that such an unbalanced 
transatlantic relationship. in which no clear 
leadership emerges, produces strains and 
frustrations on both sides. 

The Soviet-American balance of power 
II.10 These tensions a.re ma.gnified by the 

consequences of the other his ... orical trends-
namely, the change in the US-Soviet balance 
of power. The key dimension is the growth 
of Soviet mmtary strength. Its impact has 
been particularly painful in terms of trans
atlantic relations: increased Soviet pressures 
and leverage in Europe, as well as doubts 
about the credib1Uty of the US security 
guarantee, have led to even more tension 
and strains among the allles. 

II.11 In the security areas, the fragile 
"balance of imbalances" (whereby the War
saw Pact's conventional superiority was to be 
compensated by Western superiority at the 
nuclear level) upon which NATO's flexible 
response posture has been based since the 
1960s has been altered-some would say 
broken-by the magnitude of Soviet mllltary 
expansion at every level over the past decade. 

II.12 At the conventional level, the 1970s 
saw an aggravation of the mmtary situation. 
As the military balance shifted further in 
favour of Soviet forces this was no longer 
offset by NATO's qualitative superiority. In
deed, ln certain areas Soviet weapons are now 
superior (armoured vehicles, artlllery) , and 
ln others <such as anti-tank weapons, tac
tlcAl aviation) the gap ls being closed. 

II.13 At the theatre nuclear level, NATO's 
long-standing advantage ln battlefield 
weapons has been eroded by obsolescence 
and the introduction of new Soviet systems. 
At the level of long-range theatre systems, 
the Soviet advantage has been increased 
since the mid-1970s by the introduction of 
the long-range Backfire bombers and Mlrved 
MRBMs (the SS20) . 

Il.14 At the strategic le'\'el, the Soviets 
have achieved "parity" in central systems 
since the early 1970s. Having deployed at 
least three new types of heavy ICBMs (the 
SSl 7, 18 and 19), they wlll, in theory, be in a 
position by the late 1980s to destroy most 
American ICBM silos in a first strike. This 
imbalance should, however, be corrected to
ward the end of the decade by the deploy
ment on the US side of new mobile MX 
ICBMs, as well as Trident II SLBMs, and 
possibly a new strategic bomber. 

II.15 The combined impact of these factors 
has been to call into question the validity of 
NATO's strategy of flexible response. As the 
increased Soviet conventional superiority ls 
no longer compensated by US nuclear su
r.erlority at higher rungs of the escalation 
ladder, the Europeans may have 1n fact be
come even more dependent on US first use 
of nuclear weapons. This "solution" could 
become less credible, given strategic nuclear 
parity and the absence, for some years, of 
an effective LRTNF force on NATO's side. 
Nor is it very desirable for the Europeans to 
be excessively dependent on first use, since 
they would have to bear the consequences of 
"limited" nuclear exchanges on their con
tinent. 

II.16 This shifting mllitary balance, and 
the resulting doubts about the credlbillty of 
the US security guarantee, have also played 
a.n important role in worsening the climate 
of transatlantic relations as a whole. Ameri
can leaders, while recognizing this problem, 
have called for greater European efforts on 
defence and a greater solidarity with the 
United States ln checking Soviet expansion. 
To a certain extent, such American criti
cisms-to the effect that Europe does not 
carry its share of the defence burden-are 
unfair, as they ignore the fact that the 
European share ln total NATO expenditure 
has risen from 22.7 per cent in 1969 to 41.6 
per cent ln 1979. Conversely, while Euro
peans have been accustomed to paying a 
political or economic price for their protec
tion, they have found that their protection 
has declined but that the price to be paid 
has increased. All these trends, lf further 
developed, could increase the temptation in 
some European quarters, though ln a mlnor-
1 ty, to envisage other types of security ar
rangements on the Continent. 
Detente, arms control and the Third World 

II.17 Europeans have tended lately to give 
more emphasis to the other aspects of secu
rity, namely negotiations and arms control, 
ln particular with respect to LRTNF and 
confidence-building measures. Their hope 
has been that the dialogue with the Soviet 
Union would be kept going and that such 
discussions would eventually check the 
growing imbalance of their defence posture. 
This renewed European interest ln arms 
control talks, which ls noticeable even in 
France, coming at the very time when the 
US has become increasingly disenchanted 
with such negotiations, has caused further 
transatlantic strains, as with the failure to 
ratify the SALT II Treaty. 

II.18 Similar tensions occurred in the po
litical area, in the aftermath of the Soviet 
invasion of Afgha.nlstan, with Americans and 
Europeans openly disagreeing as to the na
ture a.nd future of detente. In contrast to 
Americans, for whom detente with the Soviet 
Union ln recent yea.rs has been primarily a. 
military and global geostrategic matter, de
tente ha.s had a much more tangible and 
direct mea.nlng for Europeans. For certain 
European nations, in particular Germany, 
detento ·translates into political relations, 
but also into economic and human day-to
day relations. In short, the United States has 
more of an option than the Europeans of 
discarding previous concepts of _ detente, 
playing down 84'1IlS control and seeking al
ternative ways toward a stable relationship 

with the USSR, including an increase in the 
American defence budget. For most Euro
peans, however, the end of detente in Europe 
would result in a political, economic, human, 
and security price. Rightly or wrongly, most 
European governments and public opinions 
as a. whole have thus far been reluctant to 
pay it. 

J.I.19 The crisis triggered by the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan also served to high
light another set of transatlantic dissensions 
involving the whole question of how to re
spond to challenges to Western security aris
ing in the Third World. Far from gen
era.ting a new sense of cohesion within the 
Western Alllance ln the face of a blatant mil
itary action by the Soviet Union in a country 
formerly non-aligned and situated close to 
a. region vital to the West as a whole, Mos
cow's intervention in Kabul sharpened divi
sions and tensions within the West and 
forced them into the open. Not only did Af
ghanistan catch the West unprepared, but 
for several months after the invasion itself 
Western reactions to the crisis appeared to 
be chaotic and often contradictory. Initially, 
America and Europe, a.s well as Europeans 
themselves, were publicly divided on most 
counts: on the significance of the Soviet 
move itself; on its impact on East-We6t de
tente, particularly in Europe; on the type of 
response that was called for (economic sanc
tions, symbolic boycott of the Moscow Olym
pic Games, mllltary presence in the Persian 
Gulf area). 

II.20 To a certain extent, the Afghan 
crisis has served as a painful learning proc
ess for the Alliance. By the beginning of 
1981, a certain degree of cohesion has been 
restored within the West. There ls now a 
growing realisation of the seriousness of the 
security threat in the Persian Gulf region. 
The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan under
lined the magnitude of Soviet mmtary pres
ence and ca"Jabllltles in the immediate pe
riphery of that area and the deficiencies of 
the Western military posture in a region 
vital for Western economic survival. The 
Soviet threat to Western interests com
pounds the local instablllties evidenced by 
the Islamic Revolution in Iran and by the 
Iran-Iraq war, both of which have a poten
tial for increasing East-West confrontation 
in the region .. 

rr.21 Nonetheless, strong differences re
main between the United States and Eu
rope, as well a.:; among the Europeans them
selves, on the political and milltary impli
cations of security challenges arising in the 
Third World. At stake is the extent to which 
Europeans are to involve themselves mili
tarily in the management of such threats. 
Politically, a key ls.sue, yet to be answered, 
relates to the impact of Third World crises 
on European detente. Here, the problem of 
"dlvlslbllity of detente" ts likely to create 
further tensions between the two sides of 
the Atlantic, as well as, perhaps, between 
major European nations. 

Policy implications 
II.22 The main conclusion to be drawn 

from the above analysis is that the crisis in 
American-European relations ls the product 
of complex historical and structural trends, 
involving societal, political, economic and 
milltary dimensions. It will not go away by 
resorting to short cuts and other political 
or milltary "quick fixes". 

IT.23 Perhaps the most important policy 
implication therefore ls that the days of 
the old "Atlantic" system, based on U.S. 
predominance and its corollary, European 
reluctance to take wider responsiblltties, are 
over. Given today's international realities, 
neither the United States nor Europe can 
be expected to face the challenges of the 
1980s on its own . . This means that a new 
Alliance relationship has to be built and 
that it wm have to be based on.a more equal 
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participation on both sides. In short, NATO 
must for the first time become a real alli
ance, not just one characterized by U.S. 
dominance and European passivity. Clearly, 
a great deal of skill and effort will be need
ed in order to establish a. new framework 
of co-responsibility such a.s is proposed in 
this Report. For such a relationship implies 
that diversity-and a.t time disa.greements
will occur. However, it is important to rec
ognize a.t the outset that diversity can be 
reconciled with a. modern alliance among 
democratic nations in the nuclear age. In
deed, diversity may also benefit the collec
tivity, a.s individual members provide their 
experience and special competence for the 
common good of the whole alliance. 

II.24 In preparing for this new relation
ship, it is also important to be fully a.ware of 
the obstacles on both sides of the Atlantic. 
The quarrels of the pa.st few years have left 
severe sea.rs on both sides. This explains a 
tendency evident in Europe, a.s well as in 
America., to present the problem of the trans
atlantic relationship in conilictua.l and gen
erally over-simplistic terms. It is particularly 
striking to note that the prevailing debate 
over the future of American-European rela
tions (as well as Ea.st-West reliations) re
volves around two opposite nostalgias : 

II.25 On the European side, it is the nostal
gia for the far-reaching detente hoped for in 
the early 1970s, which would allow the Euro
peans to continue to enjoy the benefits of 
their peace whatever happens in the rest of 
the world, and whatever tihe Soviet Union 
does elsewhere. Hence, the temptation in 
some quarters in Europe to want to continue 
detente at any cost; to underestimate the 
Soviet military threa;t on the Continent; to 
play down events occurring in Third World 
regions; and to consider American reactions 
to Afghanistan a.s a short-lived sign of dis
pleasure or as an overreaction to be shortly 
followed by a new era of US-Soviet detente. 

II.26 A similar phenomenon is at work in 
the United States. Here, a. growing aspiration 
is to return to the era of US euµremacy a.nd 
absolute leadership in world affairs. This is 
translated in the resurgent tendency to con
sider every event in the world in purely Eas-t
West terms, and the use of force as the pana
cea for most such issues. In this context, the 
behaviour of Europeans is viewed with in
creasing irritation as evidence that Europe is 
already sliding toward "appeasement", "fin
la.ndisa.tion", or "self-neutralisation" with 
the Soviet Union. Given such perceptions, 
there is in some American circles the tempta
tion to pressure Europe into action and, fail
ing that, to leave it to its own fate. 

II.27 There is a clear danger that such 
tendencies at work on both sides of the At
lantic, if left unchecked, could lead to a col
lision course. It ls therefore urgently neces
sary to define common ob1ectives and to co
ordinate the various Western policies with 
respect both to the Soviet Union a.nd the 
Third World. At the same time, it is equally 
important to establish as soon a.s possible the 
new consultation and co-ordination mecha
nisms necessary to achieve these goals and 
implement these policies. 

m. WESTERN SECURITY AND THE FUTURE OF 
EAST-WEST RELATIONS 

The challenge 
III.1. An unprecedented accumulation of 

challenges threatens Western security. The 
traditional East-West confiict has assumed 
new proportions at the global and European 
level. For the West, future Soviet policy will 
remain a central concern for the coming 
years. No doubt, the Soviet Union is charac
terised by striking weaknesses. As a historical 
experiment, Communism has failed, given its 
continued rep·ression of the individual and its 
dismally bad economic performance. The al
legiance of the different non-Russian nation
alities within the Soviet Union remains 

doubtful and so does Its hold on its socialist 
allies. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union has per
formed strikingly well in the military field, 
where it has been amassing power to a degree 
that a. shift of the world military balance in 
its favour has been occurring. Its military 
capabilities pose a threat to its neighbours 
and can increasingly be projected on a. global 
sea.le. 

III.2. Given the basic unattractiveness of 
the Communist model the problem does not 
consist of the traditional threat of world 
revolution. Nor is the danger of a.n imminent 
attack on Western Europe the most pressing 
problem. Rather there are risks of turmoil in 
Ea.stern Europe as a result, for example, of 
Soviet intervention in Poland. There a.re also 
increased dangers a.rising from Soviet in
volvement in Third World areas, some of 
them vita.I to the economic survival of the 
West. The interaction of local insta.b111ties 
and exploitation bY. the Soviet Union could 
threaten the economic lifelines of the West. 
A spillover into Europe of actions like the 
invasion of Afghanistan can never be ex
cluded. 

III.3. It ls by no means clear how the Soviet 
Union is going to use its capabilities and 
what its intentions are likely to be. Moreover, 
since the succession to the present leadership 
may produce change, one can a.t this stage at 
best only speculate about future Soviet pol
icy. However, past Soviet behaviour has shown 
that the USSR is willing to use its military 
power not only within the Warsaw Pact, but 
as was the case with Afghanistan, also out
side, suggesting a greater willingness to take 
risks than in the past. 

III.4 In view ..of these uncertainties it re
m3.ins the task of prudent Western policy to 
be aware of the Soviet Union's internal weak
nesses and, indeed, to use them for selective 
co-operation if this can induce modet"ate 
Soviet behaviour and mutually a.Uvg,ntageous 
arrangements. At the same time it cannot 
be ruled out that a pessimistic view of the 
future m :i.y come true. ConsequenUy the 
West must be prepared for the eventuality 
that the considerable Soviet military cfl.pa
bilities may, in fact, be used inside or outside 
Europe. Through its own policy the West 
must, above all, seek to deter and counter 
such use in the traditional East-West arena 
and beyond. 

III.5 It is the combination and accumu
lation of different threats that make the 
present crisis so profound. In some c3.ses. 
such as Europe, the West !s dealing with 
well-known issues, though each presents 
new and dynamic aspects. But in other 
cases, such as Soviet intervention !n the 
Third World, the interaction of local in
stability and the East-West conflict as well 
as the Western oil supply me3ns that the 
West is dealing with essentially new prob
lems for which it has no est<:\bllshed insti
tutions or habits of co-operation, let alone 
well-thought-out policies. In essence tne 
West is, therefore, called upon to redefine 
and expand the basic rules and institutions 
of its security systemi. 

111.6 In addressing these questions our 
countries have to 1iake into account that 
the new problems often uncover differences 
in perspective and interest within the West 
which have to be ta.ken seriously. Conse
quently, the management of internal diver
sity, allowing for some differential ap
proaches must be a necessary corollary to 
the concerted response to the external 
threats which our strong common interests 
dictate. 

Past policies 
III.7 For more than a decade the West 

has tried to respond to the Soviet challenge 
by a. combination of defence policy within 
the Alliance and a. policy of selective co
operation with the Soviet Union generally 
referred to as "detente policy". The under-

lying assumption of the West's policy vis-a
vis the East always wa.s that a mmt.:i.ry bal
ance would be the prerequisite for a.n active 
detente policy. In reviewing the achieve
ments of this period it must be said that 
although arms control policy became one 
of the key elements of detente policy, it 
produced only limited results. While it led 
to some agreements in the field of strategic 
weapons, the policy failed to induce the 
USSR to limit the overall momentum of its 
stra.tezic build-up or to show restraint in 
areas of the Third-World. In Europe the 
Vienna negotiations on mutual troop reduc
tions reached no binding results. It was, 
however, during this period of Western de
tente policy and efforts a.t arms control that 
the Soviet Union went through an extraor
dinary expansion of its military armaments 
at the strategic nuclear, theatre nuclear and 
conventional levels. 

III.8 Yet it would be wrong to forget the 
dividends that detente has brought about, 
notably in Europe. It resulted in the Four
Power Agreement on Berlin and thereby 
stabilised what used to be a. constant crisis 
spot. The movement of persons between East 
and West considerably increased, particu
larly between the two German states, where 
prior to the Polish crisis a.bout 8 mlllion 
West Germans annually visited the East and 
more than a. million East Germans visited 
the West. The Eastern trade of West Euro
pean countries grew _drastically during this 
period; so did American trade, though to a 
lesser degree and with a larger share of grain 
exports, while European trade focussed on 
machinery and equipment in exchange for 
growing imports of raw materials and energy. 

III.9 During the phase of detente, relations 
between the United States and the Soviet 
Union improved for a. limited period, notably 
in connection with various bilateral agree
ments en nuclear weapons and the expan
sion of trade. The emigration of Russian Jews 
increased considerably. The Fina.I Act of 
Helsinki concluded an important round of 
multilateral negotiations involving all Eu
ropean countries, the United States and 
Canada. For the first time, this document 
defined basic rules of Ea.st-West relations 
which, even when not fully observed, at least 
provide a. yardstick for measuring the be
haviour of states. Public opinion and gov
ernments in the West, as well as dissidents 
and forces aiming at change within the 
Ea.st, in fact successfully used the Helsinki 
Act to bring pressure to bear on the Soviet 
Union. 

III.IO Between the United States and Eu
rope considerable differences in perceptions 
exist with regard to the impact and future 
prospects of detente. In the case of arms con
trol the opinion prevails in the United 
States that it was not only relatively un
successful but that it contributed in a major 
way to the neglect of important require
ments of defence and partially explained the 
decrease of defence expenditure, as well as 
the relative decline of American mmta.ry 
power during the 1970s. In Europe, however, 
arms control, despite its limited results, ls 
generally regarded both a.s a. means to as
sure political support for defence and as a 
political means to communicate with the 
Communist countries. Detente policy in 
general ls seen in Europe as having had 
positive results; while it literally affected 
millions of Europeans-Germans in par
ticular--detente did not affect the average 
American and has therefore been generally 
perceived as a failure. 

III.11 When Ea.s';-West relations d~terlo
ra.•<ed in receni; yea.rs. pa . ....ticu1.a.rl:v under the 
impact of Soviet actions in Third World 
regions, these different experiences often 
produced mutual misgivings. It has led to 
American allegations that Europeans self
ishly protect their gains of detente while 
leaving the burdens of confrontation with 
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the Soviet Union to the United States. It has 
led to European concerns over American 
cavalier treatment of det ente. Europec1.ns 
hesitated to risk achievements which they 
considered not only to their own advantage, 
but to that of the West as a. whole. 

III.12 Throughout the 1970s the security 
policy of the Alliance as a group focussed on 
Europe. Wherever Ea.st-West; issues arose out
side the NATO area. it wa.s the United States 
that primarily dealt with them. The Arab
Israeli war of 1973 made Europe and the 
west as a whole aware of its dependence on 
Middle-East oil. Although already at that 
time the possibility of an East-West confiict 
growing out of an American-Soviet confron
tation in that area was clearly visible, the 
lesson was either forgotten or relegated by 
the Alliance to the level of the superpower 
relationship. The invasion of Afghanistan by 
the Sovite Union has fundamentally changed 
this perspective. Wha,t~ver the motives for 
the Soviet move, its consequences are ob
vious: it brings the Soviet Union nearer to 
an area of fundamental importance to the 
west and of inherent instability. The inva
sion has therefore produced a new arena of 
the East-West conflict outside the traditional 
NATO area a-nd imposed it on the existing 
regional conflicts. 

Problems of the military balance 
Ill.13 The effectiveness of nuclear deter

rence remains crucial for the preservation of 
peace. At the level of strategic nuclear weap
ons it is well-known that the Soviet Union 
has been able to achieve parity. In fact, dur
ing the 1980s it will acquire the theoretical 
possibility of destroying the land-based 
American ICBMs in a first strike, although 
opinions differ both within the United States 
and Europe as to the probability and rele
vance of such an eventuality. various plans 

re under consideration-such as the con
struction of a new MX missile and of the 
Trident II. as well as efforts to decrease the 
vulnerability of Zand-based ICBMs-which 
aim at the preservation of the credibility of 
the US deterrence system. The evolving 
American strategic doctrine is intended to 
serve the same purpose. It is essential that 
the United States make the necessary efforts 
to assure a strategic nuclear balance. 

III.14 At the same time, the continuation 
of the SALT process is desirable. Before en
tering a new round of SALT negotiations, 
the new Administration should carefully 
review its defence policy and long-term 
arms control objectives. Given political 
realities, the SALT II Treaty will need some 
modification; the protocol which is due to 
expire at the end of this year should be re
examined to see if the issul3s it deals with 
can be resolved in a longer-term arrange
ment. A strategic dia·logue between the su
per'TJowers enhances East-West stability. This 
dialogue should not block US 'Programs 
needed to maintain a strategic balance. At 
the same time it could help prevent an un
checked growth of nuclear capabi lities which 
could undermine the credibilit11 of m 1.clear 
deterrence. It could inject greater predicta
bility and verifiability in the arms programs 
of both sides. It could produce agreements 
that might lessen the cost of the arms race 
and allow the West to devote more resources 
to other urgent defence needs. Moreover, in 
view of the widening difference of percep
tion between Washington and Moscow as to 
what the basic purposes of strategic arms 
control should be, it is important that there 
be a dialogue between the two superpowers 
on conceptual principles and strategic doc
trines. Such a dialogue should be conducted 
on the US side in such a way as to respect 
the in.terests of its Western allies. 

Ill.15 There has been a continuous growth 
in the Soviet Union's capacity for the full 
range of theatre and tactical nuclear weap
ons, in particular long range theatre nuclear 

forces, notably the SS-20, for which ther" 
is no equivalent on the West European side, 
and the Backfire bomber. These have been 
per..:eived as an increasing threat to Western 
security. With tue re ... .i.,,J.uJ.ull ut }JaJ.· .i. ~y ,.:, 
the strategic level, an excessive imbalance 
in Europe could undermine the credibility 
of the American deterrent. Moreover, a con
tinued growth of the Eastern arsenal 
might-through its mere threatening pro
portions-undermine the psyohological 
basis of stab111ty in Europe. 

III.16 In failing to respond to the signals 
of concern which the West has addressed to 
the East since 1977 on LRTNF weapons, the 
USSR has disregarded basic prerequisites of 
stability in the nuclear age. The negotiation 
proposals which the Soviet Union advanced 
shortly before the NATO decision of Decem
ber 1979 on LRTNF only revealed an inten
tion to split the Western Alliance rather 
than to reduce its superiority or to reach an 
agreement aiming at equal security for both 
sides. 

III.17 The NATO decision of 1979 provid
ing for a parallel approach to produce 108 
Pershing-II and 464 ground-launched cruise 
missiles and to begin to deploy them four 
years later unless successful negotiations 
with the Soviet Union permit a reduction of 
these figures, represents a sensible and polit
ically practicable approach to dealing with 
the problem created by the Soviet Union. 

III.18 There may, however, be differences 
of perspective between the United States and 
Western Europe which could pose serious 
problems in implementing the LRTNF pro
gram. To many Europeans the program is 
primarily a vehicle to get the Soviet Union 
to the negotiating table rather than one that 
will have to be implemented to some extent 
in any case. They often view the process of 
negotiations as a substitute for an adequate 
nuclear deterrence. By contrast, in the 
United States there is some tendency to 
focus on the procurement part of the NATO 
decision and to pay less attention to the 
arms control offer, thus underestimating the 
precariousness of the domestic compromise 
behind this decision is- a number of West 
European countries. 

III.19 It is therefore essential that the 
members of the Atlantic Alliance pursue the 
implementation of both elements-weapons 
deployment and arms control negotiations
of the NATO LRTNF decision. The Alliance 
should support the concept that Germany 
should. not become the sole country to sta
tion these weapons so as to maintain the 
m u l tilateral character of defence and to pre
serve incentives for other European countries 
not to slip into a withdrawal from a respon
s'. b !.e contrbiution to European defence. For 
these reasons, it is important that the United 
States, backed by its NATO allies, makes an 
honest and determined effort to pursue arms 
control negotiations, and that Belgium, Brit
ain, Germany, Italy and the Netherlands ef
fectively contribute to and prepare for the 
deployment of the systems to the extent 
necessary. Protracted and . basically unsuc
cessful arms control discussions must not 
delay beginning the deployment of these 
weapons beyond the end of 1983. Indeed, 
only the clear resolve of the West to proceed 
is likely to stimulate serious negotiations. 

III.20 The issue of LRTNF cannot be seen 
in isolation from the situation at the level 
of strategic weapons. An attempt to main
tain the effectiveness of nuclear deterrence 
in the European theatre through a mixture 
of arms oontrol and deployment of weapons 
only makes sense if at the strategic level an 
approximate parity can be preserved. It is 
therefore essential that the United States 
takes all st&ps necessary to maintain the 
credibility of its deterrence, through defence 
programs and doctrines as well as efforts to 
reach arms control agreements. 

III.21 A renewed malaise about the use of 
nuclear weapons in Europe is likely to char-

acterize the domestic polities of various 
Eurcpea.n countries aud could result in op
~-_,;,: : :~ :....~ ~u ~;; clc_.;~u~ .... .uent of uu;:;lear weap
ons and to the option of a first use of nu
(.;.e<.a..i.' weapons. This is a recurrent issue, for 
ea.c~ generation has to contemplate for itself 
the horrible prospect of nuelear war and 
come to grips with the relevance of nuclear 
deterrence for the preservation of peace. 
However, the opposition to the nuclear op
tion must be confronted with the fact that 
a decrease in reliance on nuclear weapons 
could only be achieved through an enlarge, 
ment of conventional options Zest deterrence 
be undermined. Such a shift wouza be pos
sible only if significantly larger resources 
were allocated to the conventional sector, 
even though that course would be rendered 
m-0re difficult by the cost of modern weap
onry and the downturn of our economies. 

m.22 As to the level of conventional forces 
in Western Europe, present trends in the 
mmtary; balance continue to favor the War
saw Pact. This must be a cause of serious 
concern and should lead to a resolute re
sponse on the part of NATO. Small a.nd even 
slow changes over a pericd of years a.re hav
ing a cumulative effect. There were 26 Soviet 
divisions in Eastern Europe in 1967 while 
now there are 30, and they have become 
larger in size. NATO has traditionally sought 
to offset numerical Warsaw Pact advantages 
in manpower by a qualitative superiority in 
its conventional weapons. But in recent 
years the Warsaw Pact has been moderniz
ing and expanding its conventional arms 
more raipidly and effectively than has NATO. 
In some areas (for example, surface-to-air 
missiles, certain armored vehicles and artil
lery) Soviet weapons are now superior. whtle 
.in other fields , such as tactical aircraft, the 
gap in quality is being closed. The advent of 
new weapons systems, particularly precision
guided munitions and new anti-tank and air 
defence missiles, may cut into the Warsaw 
Pact's advantage in tank and aircraft num
bers, but in general the pattern is one of a 
military balance moving steadily against the 
West. 

III.23 The temporary diversion of Soviet 
military forces toward internal policing in 
the wake of the Pollsh crisis, accompanied 
by the possible unrellability of the Soviet 
Union's allies in joining in any aizgressive 
design against the West. may. for the time 
beinE{. reduce the risk of a surprise attack 
on Western Europe. Fowever. this situation 
is unlikely to modify the long-term military 
balance. 

III.24 It is therefore important that all 
members of the Alliance ful.tm the pledges 
made by NATO members in 1977 to increase 
real spending on defence by 3 per cent per 
annum. Not to maintain the commitment 
w011ld have deleterious consequences for 
NATO miUtary caoabllities. It would also 
send the wrong signal to the Soviet Union. 
The effect of such a failure upon the United 
States must also be given serious considera
tion. If at a. time that a new American Ad
ministration increases US defence spending 
subst antially. the Europeans are seen as slid
in~ backwards, there could be growln~ re
sentment. Such a debate about troops and 
"b11rclen sharing", coming on top of other 
clifferences between Europe and America, 
could have ~rave conseauences for public 
support for the basic American commitment 
to European security. 

III.25 At the same time, we should not be 
mesmerized by any magic figure. What really 
matters is the effective contribution to de
fence. Furthermore, many Americans. in ac
cusing Europeans of an insufficient contribu
tion in defence, are not aware of the fact 
that it is t.he United States which, as a result 
of a decade-long decrease of defence expendi
ture (in real terms) until 1978, is in burning 
need of catching up again, whereas most 
Europeans have, during the same period, 



5004 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 24, 1981 

consistently increased their defence expendi
ture. 

II.26 Given American-European differences 
on what constitutes an overall and adequate 
contribution to security policy, on the neces
sary shares and on the NATO commitment 
to increase defence spending, we recommend 
the following efforts: 

First, that there be a review within NATO 
countries and with Japan of what constitutes 
a contribution to Western security (such as 
defence, aid, special measures) , and how 
each has performed in the past; 

Second, that all NATO countries continue 
the Long Term Defence Programme to pro
duce greater military readiness, improve re
inforcement capacities, increase reserve 
forces and mobilization techniques and make 
greater savings through improved military 
cooperation and rationalization of weapons 
research, development and production; 

Third, that the United States urgently 
undertake a review of its military manpower 
policies so as to be able to raise the calibre 
and number of its military personnel. The 
shortage of experienced personnel with criti
cal skills and the decline in reserves should 
be addressed through better compensation. 
But if the all-volunteer armed forces cannot 
provide adequate numbers of qualified .mili
tary manpower, there should be a return 
to some form of compulsory nondiscrimina
tory military service. 

The role of arms control 
III.27 In the nuclear age, burdened by 

growing conventional m i litary capacities and 
i ncreasing political conflicts, arms control 
must continue to have an important place 
in Western policy. Despite understandable 
disappointment about its modest success in 
the past, the West should continue to pursue 
a policy that seeks to prevent the outbreak 
of war, dampen an ever more costly arms 
race, and enhance predictability and stabil
ity. A failure to pursue such a policy would 
also seriously undermine the legitimacy and 
political support of Western defence policy, 
especially in Europe, where the i dea of arms 
control has taken strong roots. However, the 
West must be more realistic about the po
t ential of arms control. It is meaningful only 
if placed in the context of a sensible security 
policy. In the future, arms control initiatives 
have a chance of unified Western support 
only if they clearly contribute to security. 
NATO must attempt to integrate security 
and arms control in its approaches to the 
Soviet Union, as was attempted in the De
cember 1979 decision on LRTNF. 

III.28 Besides negotiations on limitations 
of strategic weapons and LRTNF (dealt with 
above), arms control in the conventional field 
focussing on Europe should be pursued. 
MBFR should abandon its emphasis on fac
tors such as numbers of soldiers and focus 
on real military capabilities, notably of 
launching surprise attacks, as was done in 
the Western pro'J)Osals for the Vienna nego
tiations of December 1979. The French pro
posal of confidence-building measures in the 
first phase of a Conference on Disarmament 
in Europe would extend the geographic reach 
of such measures to include the Western part 
of the Soviet Union and could therefore im
prove stability in Europe. 

East-West relations and trade 
III.29 Many of the ho!Jes and assumptions 

underlying detente have been shattered. 
East-West relations, after having deteriorated 
during the last years, are in a crisis. Detente 
has been undermined further since Decem
ber 1979 by the invasion and continued mm
tary occupation of Afghanistan and by the 
threatening Soviet posture to invade Poland 
to reverse internal developments there. The 
measures of the German Democratic Republic 
to decrease intra-German human contacts, 
combined with threats to withdraw from 
agreements securing free access to West Ber
lin and intra-German co-operation, also 
threaten important Western interests. 

III.30 The question of how to conduct East
West trade, credit policy, technology transfer 
and participation in economic boycotts has 
been particularly d.tvisive between the United 
States and Europe. This ls explained in part 
because of differences in situation: the share 
of foreign trade as a percentage of GNP is 
several times higher in Western Europe than 
in the United States, and this is true in par
ticular for the share of Eastern trade. Europe 
primarily exports industrial plant and ma
chinery, and the United States, grain. In 
terms of exports, each is therefore vulnerable 
in different ways to abrupt changes due to 
political decisions. 

III.31 The role of trade, in particular im
ports, in the evolution of East-West rela
tions is also viewed differently in a philo
sophical sense on the two sides of the At
lant ic. One school , which ls prevalent in the 
United States ancL also has some support in 
Europe, would argue that trade favours the 
Soviet Union; its discontinuation should be 
used as an instrument of retaliation or de
terrence to influence Soviet behaviour. An 
increase of trade creates a one-sided depend
ence which could be exploited by the Soviet 
Union to put pressure on Western countries. 
Dependence on energy makes a. country much 
more vulnerable than dependence on ma
chinery. A further growth of Ea.st-West trade 
should be a.voided. This school is increasingly 
concerned with the West 's growing depend
ence on Soviet energy and views negatively 
an increase of gas supply from the Soviet 
Union to a number of West European coun
tries. An opposing school , whose views are 
prevalent in Europe, would argue that trade 
relations a.re beneficial to both sides; they 
create an interdependent rela.tionshlp in 
which Soviet interest in Western machinery 
corresponds to West European interest in 
importing energy. This school would argue 
that the Soviets a.re unlikely to exploit their 
delivery of raw materials to put political pres
sure on West Europeans since this would 
undermine its crucial imports of Western 
technology. II the USSR were to cut the 
supply, it could only happen under extreme 
circumstances for which the West must have 
emergency procedures. Moreover, this school 
argues that if trade links a.re cut off, an es
sential motive for moderation in Soviet be
haviour vis-a-vis the West will be taken away 
and those forces inside the Soviet Union who 
advocate a.uta.rky will be strengthened. 

III.32 There has been considerable dis
agreement over economic sanctions, their 
relevance and effectiveness after they were 
proposed and implemented in the wake of the 
Soviet Union's invasion of Afghanistan. In 
fact, the controversies as well as the sanc
tions, such as the grain embargo of the 
United States, continue and create divisions 
among both Europeans and Americans, al
though it has been the United States govern
ment which pressed most vigorously for a 
tighter policy. Today there is a general will
ingness on both sides of the Atlantic and in 
Japan to tighteri the export controls on tech
nology that can be used for m111tary purposes 
and not to undercut US sanctions. Moreover, 
there seems to be a basic agreement among 
NATO countries to apply economic sanctions 
in case of a Soviet invasion of Poland. 

III.33 In the current circumstances, CO 
COM restrictions on technology with a direct 
military bearing should be maintained and 
even tightened. There is a striking absence 
of inter-allied dialogue on these issues at the 
highest political level. It is not enough to ad
dress these problems in COCOM. They 
should be placed in the broader context of 
a long-term policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. 
We therefore recommend that the Western 
governme.nts make a special effort to review 
the relevance of trade, credit policy, tech
nology transfer and joint ventures in East
West relations in order to shape a long-term 
strategy and create a better understanding 
in the political, business, and agricultural 
communities, as well as in the public, for 

these issues and for the legitimacy of what
ever measures may be necessary in the future. 
These questions should be reviewed at the 
seven-nation summits. 

Poland 
III.34 The West ls now faced with a crisis 

in Poland. The improvement of East-West re
lations in the 1970s contributed to the lib
eralisation and evolution in Poland which is 
now at stake. A Soviet operation to stop by 
brute force what is obviously a desire for 
change of the Polish population could not 
fall to create the most dangerous and unpre
dictable situation in Eastern Europe, as well 
as strong reactions from Western Europe and 
the United States. Such a move would be 
viewed as a threat to European security by 
Americans and Europeans who ha.ye deep his
torical links and feelings of solidarity with 
the Polish people. They would regard such 
Soviet behavior as gross violation of the Final 
Act of Helsinki and of international law. 

III .35 In order to prevent a further decline 
of the economic situation in Poland which 
might eventually preci71itate chaos and So
viet intervention, the West should give aid 
to Poland, while clearly signaling to the So
viet Union that it would have to carry the 
sole burden of supporting Poland if ever it 
were to invade. 

III.36 In order to help deter the Soviet 
Union from invading Poland, the West 
must-as it has begun to do-make clear 
in advance that such a step would have 
grave consequences for the Soviet position 
in the world and relations with the West. 
The mistake of not communicating possible 
Western reactions to an invasion of Afghan
istan prior to the event must not be repeated. 
In the event of a Soviet intervention in 
Poland, the West should withdraw from the 
Madrid follow-up conference of the CSCE 
and sever scientific contacts useful for the 
Soviet Union . In addition, the West would 
have to cut down drastically economic inter
action with the Soviet Union. This should 
mean a continuation of the export ban on 
grain for the United. States and an equiv
alent reduction of European and Japanese 
exports to the Soviet Union. It is important 
that a policy of sanctions, if applied, distrib
utes the cost i n a fair and effective way. 
Other steps should be considered jointly by 
the United States, Western Europe, and 
other major countries such as Japan. If an 
invasion takes place, we recommend that a 
NATO summit convene immediately to con
sider measures appropriate to the new inter
national security situation. 

U.S.-Soviet relations 
III.37 Few factors a.re as important for 

the preservation of world peace as the Ameri
can-Soviet relationship. Both in resisting 
Soviet expansion through appropriate means 
and through co-operation and dialogue that 
seek a. limitation to conflicts, the United 
States w111 be a decisive factor in determin
ing the course of global developments. In 
our judgement, a substantial improvement 
in the United States' capacity to act world
wide i s necessary. This does not mean that 
the United States need aim at the restora
t i on of its overwhelming superiority of the 
post-war period, nor that American allies 
abdicate their own responsibilities. It would 
be unfortunate if the present and proper 
desi re to restore American strength should 
rule out a serious dialogue between the two 
superpowers. Indeed, the restoration of 
strength should be seen as a foundation for 
making such a dialogue more equal and 
constructive. 

Reconciling security policy in the Middle 
East and Europe 

III.38 Western security is increasingly 
threatened by conflicts in the Middle East. 
As w111 he explained below, local conflicts 
or internal instability threaten the oil sup
ply of the West and may lead to conse
quences of catastrophic proportions, while 
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at the same .time offering new options for 
the Soviet Union to expand its influence by 
indirect means or direct intervention. Local 
conflicts can therefore escalate to an East
West conflict in tha.t area and might possibly 
splll over into EUrope. Two consequences 
folJ.ow: 

III.39 First, neither NATO, which focuses 
on defense of the Atlantic area, nor the 
American-Japanese security treaty, which 
deals with the defence of Japanese territory, 
ls adequate to deal with the new challenges 
to Western security. Additional approaches 
are needed, which we propose below. 

III.40 Second, the West must carefully con
sider what connection can and should exist 
between East-West relations in the Middle 
East and in Europe. At the political level, no 
distinction should be made between the 
Middle East and Europe when it comes to 
assessing offensive Soviet behavior and its 
impact on Western policy. Since an expan
sion of Soviet influence in the Middle East 
does effect Western security, the Soviet Union 
must be held accountable irt general politi
cal terms, and Western steps in the political 
and economic fields, including the general 
range of East-West relations, must be con
sidered. 

Ill.41 When it comes to any connection 
between the Middle East and Western Europe 
at the military level, the West has an obvious 
interest in maintaining an option of limiting 
any possible military conflict between East 
and West to the Middle East, and of prevent
ing its automatic spill-over to Europe. That 
means that the necessary preconditions be 
created to keep the option of such a separa
tion of miiltary conflict. It lies in the logic of 
a policy of geographical limitation of mili
tary conflict in the Near East that Europeans 
and A mercans maintain a military capacity 
either within the Middle East or available 
in regions outside the EuroTJean theatre in 
order to act without automatically using 
forces stationed in Europe. Such forces 
should be designed to deter a conflict and 
contain it if necessary, as well as to help 
achieve political objectives in the region. 

Domestic supf'Of't 
IlI.42 The present challenge to Western 

security policy is fundamental and requires 
a reconsideration of basic rules and institu
tions of Western security policy. Moreover, 
scarce resources have to be reallocated and 
new responsiblllties shouldered in a situa
tion where the political will1ngness may be 
low and the economic possib111ties limited. 
It is therefore necessary that a full-fledged 
debate in which our publics are squarely 
faced with the new realities be started by 
political leaders. For these reasons, these 
questions must not remain an arcane subject 
of governments. but should be introduced as 
a matter of public discourse in parliaments 
and the media. 

IV. THE SECURITY SITUATION IN THE 
THIRD WORLD 

The definition of Western interests 
IV.1 We have already noted that many of 

the most urgent and difficult issues that arise 
between Europe and the United States lie 
outside the main European theatre. The in
stabil1ty of the developing world during the 
last decade has coincided with two other im
portant trends in world affairs-first, the in
creased dependence of the developed world 
upon the developing for its sources of raw 
materials and energy; and second, the grow
ing pretension of the Soviet Union to global 
power, which causes the Russians to take a 
direct interest in situations which they would 
previously have considered beyond their 
sphere. We have already discussed in broad 
terms the difficulties that this conjuncture 
causes as the result of a general tendency of 
the United States and the European countries 
to give different weights to the various re
gional factors and to the Soviet threat. 

IV.2 Divergences also occur because of dif
ferences in the relative importance of par
ticular areas to the interests of the United 
States and its partners. Central America and 
the Caribbean, for instance, are regarded by 
the United States for obvious geographical 
reasons as crucial, whereas to most Euro
peans they are somewhat peripheral. South
ern Africa, on the contrary, because of his
torical factors and long economic connec
tions, is of more interest to Britain, Germany, 
and France than to the United States. Even 
where there is a high degree of common in
terest, those differences that exist may be of 
considerable significance. An interruption in 
the flow of oil from the Middle East, for in
stance, would cripple European and Japanese 
industry in a very few months, whereas the 
United States, with its more diverse sources 
of supply, could survive for rather longer. The 
perception of this fact makes Europeans more 
nervous than Americans about the short
term consequences of mllltary operations 
launched ln the area by the West; though we 
note below that the US economy is, in reality, 
deeply dependent upon Gulf oll. 

IV.3 There are, of course, many parts of the 
world over which there ls no divergence at all, 
and others where divergence, if it occurs, need 
cause no great concern. Where there is no 
strong Western interest and no Soviet inter
est either, there is no need to argue. We can 
also agree to take a relatively relaxed view 
about a number of so-called "Marxist" re
gimes in the Third World whose relationship 
with the Soviet Union is tenuous and cynical. 
Speaking merely in ideological terms, the So
viet drive in the Third World has been un
successful, even where underpinned by arms 
sales and political relations. Moreover, from 
an economic point of view the Soviet cup
board ls bare and unattractive, and there are 
many countries whose political label as such 
does not hurt We.stem interests. 

IV.4 More acute problems arise in two 
areas. The first is where the Soviet Union 
intervenes in a Third World country and 
threatens its neighbours either through its 
own military pressure or through surrogates, 
such as the Cubans or Vietnamese. We have 
seen in recent years a disturbing series of 
such interventions in Africa, the Middle East 
and parts of Asia. There are different per
ceptions in the West about the strategic 
significance of these actions, but specific 
Western interests, such as vital mineral re
sources. can be put at risk by them. 

IV.5 Where Western interests are at stake, 
Europe and the Unietd States should agree 
on the need for a Western capacity to in
tervene and should take steps to improve 
their machinery for doing so. Where no im
mediate interests are threatened, it may well 
be that the United States and certain Euro
pean countries will wish to resist the Soviet 
threats on geopolitical grounds, whereas 
other European countries will see no such 
necessity. Some such divergences seem to us 
inevitable and not necessarily disastrous. 
The case of the Vietnam war showed that 
even on a subject of very high political sen
sitivity, governments and public opinions on 
both sides of the Atlantic were prepared to 
accept, in practice, that unanimity within 
the Western world is as impossible as una
nimity within the United States. 

IV.6 The second category of problems 
arises where Europe and the United States 
share vital interests in an area, and may be 
in dispute not only about how they can best 
be defended ~ut also about how the cost 
of defending them is to be divided. At pres
ent the main region in this category is that 
of the Middle East and the Gulf. The United 
States, Europe, and Japan share a vital in
terest in keeping Middle East oil flowing. 
Europe's and Japan's dependence on oil from 
the Gulf hardly needs further emphasis. But 
it would be entirely false to regard the se
cure supply of this oil as exclusively a Euro-

pean or Japanese matter. The loss . of this 
source would also have calamitous conse
quences for the United States, both in its 
effects on the American economy and be
cause the blow which it would lnfilct to the 
entire Western economic position would 
strike at the heart of America's security. It 
is not simply "European oil" that the United 
States is being asked to defend in the Middle 
East. 

IV.7 The threats to ths supply come from 
four main directions: 

The menace of Soviet military power: This 
Russian threat to the Gulf region is not 
unique in the past hundred years, nor, given 
the difficulty of the terrain, is it easy from 
.the Russian point of view, to put into effect 
In recent years, however, a greatly increased 
Soviet arlllft capablllty and increased pres
ence in and around the region enhances So
viet capacity to move mmtary forces into 
the area. The invasion of Afghanistan has 
shown that this is a capacity which the So
viet Union is prepared to use in certain cir
cumstances. Moreover, the Iranian Revolu
tion and the Iraq-Iran war have created 
conditions in which the Soviet Union might 
be tempted to intervene (and would cer
tainly find it easier than in the days of the 
Shah to do so). 

National and ethnic rivalries: The tensions 
which produced the Iraq-Iran war are by 
no means the only ones in the area that 
could at some time lead to open hostlllties 
in the region and consequent disruption of 
oil production. 

Revolution or internal disruption: There 
are at least half a dozen countries in the 
area whose regimes must be regarded as pre
carious in a ten-year perspective. Any of 
these upheavals could lead to interruption of 
oil supplies. 

A new Arab-Israeli war: In case of a new 
conflict it should be assumed that the West 
would continue to supply Israel with materiel 
and the Arab states would retaliate with at 
least a partial oil embargo against the West. 
It is also true that even without a resump
tion of host111ties, the failure to solve the 
Palestinian problem is a permanent contri
bution to the instablllty of the whole area. 

The role of military force 
IV.8 The exact role which mllltary force 

should play in deterring these threats, or in 
coping with them if they materialise, ls 
debatable. While the arguments are in part 
dependent on the detailed scenarios envis
aged, a Western mmtary presence would in 
itself, for certain countries in the region, 
have a positive political effect and a reassur
ing impact. Many in the West believe that 
there should exist a large Western capacity to 
confront the Soviet army ln the area. This 
would not necessarlly entail a large Western 
presence permanently stationed in the Gulf 
region-rather an abil1ty to deploy a very 
considerable force rapidly in case of a large 
Soviet invasion. The main argument in fa
vour of provision on this large scale is that 
no small capab111ty would be able to hold 
the position without early recourse to nu
clear weapons. This latter is undesirable in 
itself and possibly lacking in credib111ty. On 
the other side, it can be maintained, first, 
that even a substantial expeditionary force 
would be at a serious geographical disadvan
tage and that the nuclear threshold might 
have to be crossed in any case; and second, 
that it might aggravate the situation of the 
West in the area by necessitating large bases 
and a ~eneral "visib111ty" which some of the 
countries involved do not desire at present. 

IV.9 Whatever is thought of these argu
ments, it is clear that, given the immense 
uncertainties in the region, there is a need 
for some Western forces. The Soviet leaders 
have shown themselves extremely reluctant 
in the past to get into a direct military con
frontation with the other superpower. Their 
knowledge that an American force with Euro-
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pean and Japanese suwort, however in~de
quate for prolonged hostilities, was poised 
and ready to throw itself in the path of !he 
soviet advance would therefore have an im
portant det errent effect. A Western force 
might also prove invaluable in the face of 
other threats than that of Soviet military 
intervention. In the case of national rivalries 
leading to war in the Gulf area a Western 
naval task force able to keep open the Straits 
of Hormuz might well be required. In the 
case of domest ic turmoil threatening western 
interests we should need a capacity to in
tervene on the side of any friendly power 
which called for help. There are also many 
pos~ible eventualities calling for a quic~ 
deployment into the area for defence of oil 
fields. · 

IV.10 If it is conceded to be in the interest 
of all Western countries that some_ W~stern 
capability for deployment should exist, it fol
lows that those who benefit should bear some 
of the cost of its maintenance. The question 
is, what constitutes a significant and appro
priate contribution? The problem here is to 
some extent one of public opinion, which in 
.America tends to see Europe's wUlingness to 
take pa.rt actively in the protection of "Euro
pean" oil in the Middle-East as a major 
touchstone of the present relationship. From 
this point of view the more visible and di
rectly related to the Middle East problem 
the European contributions, the better. Even 
marginal assistance from Europeans would 
be symbolically important in maintaining 
alliance cohesion, in demonstrating to the 
Soviets and the countries of the region that 
the West is united, and in persuading Ameri
can public opinion of the utility of a major 
US effort in the area. From a European point 
of v iew it is also necessary to ensure, by di
rect involvement, that the arrangements 
should be based on shared responsibility and 
truly collective decision-making. A new real
ity needs to be given to these principles where 
the vital interests of the whole Western 
world are at stake. In the following section, 
we put forward proposals to achieve this 
goal. 

IV.11 These considerations point to active 
European mi.zitary participation on the 
ground and at sea in the Middle-East. There 
are pollt ical and practical difficulties a·bout 
this approach. The non-American powers 
have very llmited resources availaible for 
long-range operations, and it is arguable 
that for them to try, at this stage, to create 
a capacity which would make any apprecia
ble difference to the m111tary situation would 
cost money that would be better spent on 
improving the quallty of their forces in the 
NATO sector. Moreover, in the case of Ger
many and Japan there are considerable 
misgivings inside and outside these coun
tries a.bout whether they should assume a 
global mmtary role for the first time slnce 
the end of World War II. 

IV.12 For these reasons it seems best to 
adopt a mixed policy whereby the main 
burden of putting together a rapid deploy
ment force falls on the United States, but 
the Europeans make some contribution in 
terms of men and materiel where this is 
appropriate (as in the case of Britai n and 
France) and/ or provide en route facilities 
for t':e American rapid deployment force, 
contri but e to the enhancement of the exist
ing ~estern bases in the area, permit some 
American resoufces to be released for the 
Midd.ze East. A European presence in the 
area would be politically and symbollcally 
important. Jt would underline to European 
publlcs their stake in the area; it would 
greatly help to gain American Congressional 
and public support for a ma.tor US effort 
in the area; and it would therefore improve 
American-European relations. 

Nonmilitary policies 
IV.13 M111tary methods are not. however, 

the only ones on which the West must 

rely in order to maintain stability in 
the Middle-East. Other persuasions, such as 
economic &.nd technical assistance, poll~lcal 
support, and mutually acceptable financial 
arrangements with the oil-producing states, 
play an equally important part; it ls indeed 
here that the European states have their 
main historical expertise. The overall strat
egy (which has to be shared) ought to in
clude the strengthening of all economic rela
tions, especially trade, with the Arab coun
tries; an increase in economic aid to be dis
tributed to the strategic countries of the 
area-particularly to Turkey, Pakistan, and 
Egypt; the judicious use of arms sales. The 
entire West has a major interest in an inten
sive, cooperative approach to the recycling of 
Arab oil revenues. The expense involved in 
such programmes could be very considerable 
(the economic support of Turkey, one of the 
most crucial countries in the area from the 
Western point of view, cost the German Gov
ernment DM 1.1 billion in 1979 and 1980). 
Hence the European countries will find it 
hard to maintain the effort polltically if 
they receive no credit for it from the Amer
ican government or American puibllc opinion . 

IV.14. It is urgently necessary that the 
new US Administration and its European 
partners reach an understanding as to what 
is meant by "burden sharing" and what is to 
be "counted" in any calculation of contribu
tions. Once the ground rules are broadly 
agreed, it is also essential that the Adminis
tration take some responsibility for per
suading the Congress and the American pub
lic that in their view a "fair" contribution 
is being made. "Burden sharing" should not 
mean American soldiers and Eurooean 
money. Nor should it mean American· and 
European men and money and American re
proaches. 

The Arab-Israeli conflict 
IV.15 The ether, more controversial, c0n

tributlon which the European countries can 
make to stability in the Middle East ls in 
relation to t he Araib-Israell d·ispute. The cou
filct has already resulted in four bloody wars 
since 1948, all having repercussions far 
beyond the immediate area of host111tles. 
Quite apart from the possible consequences 
of another cutbreak, the prolonged crisis 
is a permanent embarrassment to the West. 
The issue can always be used as a stick to 
beat us with, and every Arab government 
favoura.ble to the West is thrown on the 
defensive by their own feelings as much as 
by the knowledge that there are 650,000 Pal
est.inians dispersed throughout the Gulf area.. 
Failure to solve the Palestinian problem 
therefore presents a constant major obstacle 
to stab111sation of the region. At t he same 
time it must be recognised that a solution 
of the problem would not of itself restore 
stab1Uty to the Middle East or ensure a flow 
of oil. 

IV.16 In recent times the question of the 
best approach toward an Ara:b-Israeli peace 
settlement has become a matter of cont ro
versy between Europe and America. SignHl
cant differences do exist, yet in the final 
analysis they are based more on tactics 1md 
negotiating strategy than on fundaiment a-ls. 
On both sides of the Atlantic t here ls an 
understanding of the need to: 

Continue urgently to work toward a polit
ical settlement; 
Reco~nlse the legitimate rights of the 

Palestinians to some form of self-determi
nation (whether on the basis of the Camp 
David Agreements or the Venice declara
tion) ; 

Safeguard the existence of the state of 
Israel with secure boundaries; 

And keep Soviet lnfiuence in the area 
limited. 

IV.17 Yet many Europeans arg:ue that 
American administrations are politically 
unwilling to put adequate pressure upon 
the Israeli government to make necessary, 

but in their view justifiable, concessions. 
Motivated by a desire to improve their rela
tions with the. Arab states, to make their 
own contribution to the peace process, and 
out of a certain sense of urgency, the Euro
peans have undertaken a number of inde
pendent initiatives, most notably in the 
Venice declaration of the European Eco
nomic Community in June 1980. The Ameri
cans tend to see separate European lnltia
tive.3 as meddling in an already highly com
plex and sensitive negotiating process. They 
view such European initiatives as unhelp
ful and they point out that it is the United 
States, not the Europeans, which has the 
economic, political and mmtary assets to 
support the negotiating process. 

IV.18 Clearly there is now a pressing need 
to revitalize the peace process. While the 
peace agreement between Egypt and Israel 
was a considerable achievement, the Camp 
David Agreements have neither been the 
major breakthrough that was once euphor
ically acclaimed, nor the total failure that 
some have professed. 

IV.19 Additional awroaches and new ideas 
are needed. The United States should be 
more attentive to European contributions. 
The Europeans, in turn, should seek to en
hance, rather than make more cumbersome, 
the already difficult quest for peace. 

Other factors 
IV.20 It should be noted that there are 

some very d1stinot assets for the West in 
the Middle East. The biggest of these is the 
feeling of feer and host111ty which the aotlvl
ties of ·the Soviet Union a.rouse in most parts 
of .the region. This ls not simply the result of 
the aipprehension of Soviet military power, 
but 15 firamy rooted in &n Islamic distaste for 
"godless" communism. To the Arab world. 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan wia.s a. re
ligious as well as an international outrage. 
We believe that the West should give en
couragement and military assistance to the 
liberation movement in Afghanistan which 
is still fighting Soviet occupation. At the 
same time, the West should support diplo
matic approaches which would result in So
viet withdrawal and a guaranteed non
aligned status for the country. The mainte
nance of Pakistan's security should be an 
important -part of Western security. 

IV .211 Long-standing polLt-loa.I and eco
nomic ties of ·the UruLted States and Europe 
with most Mliddle Eastern countries, and 
European Communi-ty economic a.nd trading 
links of all kinds also present a counter
weighit -to Soviet lnfiuence. It is clearly in 
our interests to foster these assets as much 
as possible, not only because they contribute 
to the political stability of the area but be
cause military operati ons, if they ever became 
necessary, could only be satisfactorily con
ducted with the cooperation of the countries 
involved. · 

IV.22 It cannot be in ·the interests of the 
West as a whole to be so dependent on a 
single e.rea for its economic securi:ty. This de
pendence can only be reduced. however, on 
two conditions. The first is that the United. 
States, Europe and Japan make greater efforts 
to build up their stockpiles and to agree on 
how to share alternative sources of oil supply, 
particularly in time of crisis. The existing 

. mechanism is too weak and should be com
plemented by a general crisis management 
mechanism. The second is that all the West
ern economies should make determined and. 
indeed dramatic efforts to diversify out of 
oil and into other kinds of energy. This 
must include nuclear energy. These a.re not 
processes thait oan be left entirely to the 
n.e.tural forces of supply and demand. The 
removal of regulations inhibiting the ex
plo!Jt.&tion oif oil aind gas resources, particu
larly in the United States, should lmurove 
supply. But a. good deal of purposeful inter
vention in the market by governments is also 
essential. This cannot be achieved. without 
a willingness on the part of political lead.era 
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tn America, Europe and Japan to press far
sighted and often unpopular policies. 

V. CONSULTATIONS AND CO-ORDINATION 

The need for new approaches 
V.l The West, faced with the new and 

more demanding world described above, needs 
to improve its consultations and policy co
ordination. Present institutions are inade
quate and at times lack relevance for the 
1980s. We need to create new mechanisms for 
truly collective decision-making, and make 
them efficient. At the global and strategic 
level, heads of state and government must 
give more concentrated attention to funda
mental long-term considerations. At the re
gional level, we need to devise new methods 
for the management of crises as well as for 
making assessments of evolving political and 
security situations. Finally, we need to de
velop better methods of co-ordination with 
NATO, between NATO and the groups of 
principal nations as proposed below, and 
with the European Community. 

V.2 As we ha.ve suggested, political a.nd se
curity considerations a.re becoming increas
ingly interconnected at the global level. 
Many of the most sensitive issues for Western 
Europe and the United States will emerge in 
the Third World, especially when local or 
regional disputes become entwined with 
global East-West competition. Yet there are 
no well-developed processes for continuous 
European-American discussions on political 
security problems outside the limited geo
graphic area prescribed by the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. If there had been more 
effective consultations on Afghanistan in the 
months before the Soviet invasion, the West
ern response would have been marked by less 
friction and more coherence. 

V.3 Recent developments ha.ve a.IS<> served 
to uncover a.nd a.ocentua.te differing perspec
tives and interests within the West on pollcy 
tow·a.rd Eastern Europe a.n.d the Soviet Union. 
Some divergence ts naturaJ, given the cha.nges 
in the world a.nd the Atlantic Alliance since 
the creation of NATO at a time of a widely 
perceived direct Soviet military threat to 
Western Europe. It ts a. mistake to ignore 
t hose differences or pa.lJer them over. A first 
step toward a more heal thy Alliance ls to rec
ognize them. A more differentiated approach 
in dealing with the array of political, eco
nomic and milltary issues may well be in 
order. But we need also to define better the 
overriding common interests of the West and 
how best to promote them. We can then pro
ceed to bridge differences or inana.ge them. 
We can reconcile policies, including . differ
entiated ones, to produce a more concerted 
wetern posture. 

V.4 This requires a more intensive sys
tem of consultation and policy co-ordination 
than we have today. Of course, improved 
consultations will not el'iminate real dtf
ferences. Effective mechanisms will not guar
antee good policies. No stn~le 1nnova.ttlon or 
reform of existing insUtutions will provide 
a "quick fix." And a bureaucratic preoccuoa
tion with procedures can drain 8/ttention 
from our substantive cha.llen~es. But with
out better coopel"Blliion, our challenges will 
be magn'ified and our re·sponses will be poorer. 
We need to cultivate a new process, perhaps 
through a period of trial and error, that is 
flexible and works at several levels. 

V.5 In creating new mechanisms it is es
sential that we be sensitive to the interests 
of all Western nations, particularly some of 
the smaller members of the Alliance which 
will not always be included. Their concerns 
mu<l't, of course, be taken into account, but 
it should be recognized that in fundamental 
ways their concerns a.re not separate from 
those of the ma.jor members of the Alliance. 
And we exoect that the need 'ro limit ·the na
tions pa.l'ticipa.ting in some consulta.tions, on 
the basis of those which have greater re
sponsib111t1es or roles to play, will be under
stood 'by all. 

The role of NA'TO 
V.6 With regards to NATO, there must be 

closer co-ordination of Western policies to
ward the East, especially before separate na
tional decisions are taken. The experience 
with the imposition of political, economic and 
technological sanctions on the Soviet Union 
following the invasion of Afghanistan un
derlines this need. There should be improved 
management within the Alliance so as bet
ter to co-ordinate and interrelate the spec
trum of political, military and economic 
policies. NATO is more than a military group
ing. It is a political alliance of like-minded 
states. Economic security is of increasing 
importance to its member$, but economic 
policies should not be allowed to undermine 
overarching political concerns. The allied 
governments, at a higher political level, must 
develop a more comprehensive approach to
ward the protection of their interests, one 
not narrowly based upon considerations of 
the military threat. 

V.7 We do not propose that NATO under
take major institutional innovations, con
cerning political and security developments 
in the Third World. To enlarge formally its 
ge·ographical respcmsibillty would require 
fundamental amendment of the Treaty and 
ratificaltion in fifteen parliam.ents. Such 
change would be highly contentious. It 
would also detract from the prime purpose 
of NATO, to defend the terri·tories of its 
member states. 

V.8 At the same time, the organization 
must be more concerned with the growing 
threats to Western security from develop
ments in the Third World. Accordingly, 
NATO should expand the process of joint 
assessments and consultations on those 
Third World developments which directly 
affect the security interests of its member 
states. 

The seven-nation summits 
V.9 The seven-nation summits of leaders 

of the advanced industrialized countries, 
which began in Ramboulllet in 1975, are an
other useful forum. They have certain ad
vantages: they engage the political wm that 
only heads of state and government can sup
ply; they include Japan, Italy, Canada, as 
well as the President of the Commission of 
the EEC; and they are being regularized. 
On the other hand, they occur too infre
quently to provide continuous co-ordination, 
and their high level limits them to general 
discussion. The summits should continue to 
deal with vital economic and energy prob
lems but the national leaders should also 
take the opportunity to discuss systemati
cally broad geopoliti,cal concerns and secu
rity matters. At the Venice summit in spring 
1980, for example, the leaders only discussed 
the urgent issues of Afghanistan and con
tacts with the Soviet Union outside the 
formal agenda. 

V.10 We propose that the seven-nation 
summits should from now on be devoted at 
least as much to political and security con
cerns as to economic ones. Political and se
curity issues have become, in any case, in
creasingly inseparable from economic ones, 
and the summits could serve to link better 
the approaches in the two spheres. The po
litical/ security discussions should be about 
fundamentals. They should center on con
ceptual issues and overall strategy rather 
than the more tactical and technical ques
tions which are the staple of NATO and 
other forums. A few illustrations suffice: the 
nature of the Soviet threat, as well as the 
longer-term strengths and vulnerabilities of 
the Soviet system; the issue of "linkage" be
tween East-West arms control and Soviet 
global activities; the question of East-West 
economic relations; the role of China; the 
nature of changes in various regions of the 
Third World and the appropriate policy re
sponses. The leaders could thereby provide a 
general sense of direction /or subsequent 

discussions and implementation. These 
meetings should take place at least once a 
year. Special summits should be convened 
when the international situation requires it. 

V.11 For these summits to be productive 
and to deal expeditiously but in some depth 
with important problems, it is essential that 
they be systematically prepared. Thu wm 
require a clearer designation of the respon
sible government officials and perhaps some 
type of a permanent, though small, secre
tariat. 

The principal nations approach 
V.12 NATO and the seven-nation sum

mits, even with these elaborations, are in
sufficient forums for consulting on political/ 
security issues outside the Central Front. 
The primary mechanisms should be a group 
of the small number of principal nations 
which are concerned and prepared to take a 
direct role in dealing with a particular prob
lem. The organizing principle would be to 
include only those countries which are able 
and willing to accept concrete obligations 
within the troubled area. Participation would 
be linked to the capacity and responsibility 
for action. The question remains open 
whether some types of crisis. involving in
direct threats but occurring within the Euro
pean boundaries, might require similar pro
cedures. We recognize that at least one such 
mechanism already exists, the Berlin work
ing group of four nations, and that it has 
at times broadened its discussions beyond !ts 
original scope. However, in what follows the 
proposed approach focuses on Third World 
contingencies. 

V.13 The principal nations will vary ac
cording to the issue at hand. Nevertheless, 
we expect that the core group will usually 
include the United States, Britain, France, 
Germany, and Japan. Flexibility should be 
the watchword. A crisis in the Mediterranean, 
for example, should involve Italy and possibly 
other Southern European countries. One tn 
the Pacific might well include Canada and 
Australia. Sometimes a principal nation 
group should be formed to deal wtih a spe
cific crisis, and it would normally be dis
banded once the crisis is over. In other in
stances, a principal nation group should be 
established to keep watch on a potentially 
troublesome area, undertake contingency 
planning, and deal wtih a crisis if it erupts. 
A "watch-group" might continue in being for 
some years but, like a crisis-related group, it 
would be wound up once the reasons for its 
existence no longer prevailed. 

V.14 We believe that Japan has now 
reached the economic and political stature 
whereby it must be fully recognized as an 
important world power. This brings to Japan 
new responsib111ties as well as opportunities. 
Clearly it has a major interest in develop
ments in the Persian Gulf region, even 
though it cannot be expected to undertake 
a military role in the area at this time. 
Japan should be encouraged to participate 
in .the Western security system in such a way 
as not to create difficulties for tts Asian 
neighbours. 

V.15 Specifically, we urge that a prin
cipal nations group be established imme
diately to deal with developments in the 
Gulf and South West Asia. This group 
should be of a continuing "watch" nature. 
According to the organizing principle sug
gested above, we recommend that the par
ticipating nations be the United States, 
Britain, France, German'!/ and Japan. 

V.16 The new groups we propose should 
be kept separate from NATO. In any event 
some of the likely participants are not mem
bers. Nevertheless, the full North Atlantic 
Council, as well as the EEC, should be kept 
closely informed of the activities of any 
principal nations group. 

V.17 The 11moortant advances the EF.c 
oounitries have ·made in coordlnaiting theil' 
foreign policies must be reoogn1zed and 
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encouraged in the interests of 'the West as 
a. Whole. The activLties of any prlnclpaJ. na
tions group should not be seen as competi
tive to political co-ordination within the 
European Community. At the same time we 
believe that this intra-European process 
should be complemented by early consu~ta
tions and co-ordination with the Umted 
States, ancL sometimes Japan. 

V.18 Principal nations groups should have 
two primary functions-crisis management 
and joint assessments; During a crisis., the 
group woulcL co-ordinate policies and plan 
next steps; military officials might often be 
involved. Short of a crisis the role of the 
group should be the j~nt asses.s"!"ent of 
evolving political/ security conditions in 
critical Third World ,areas. This would in
volve regularly scheduled consultations and 
contingency planning. The process could 
take place at three levels. One would be 

. senior foreign policy officials with broad re-
sponsibilities. Second, and par~icularly help
ful, woulcL be those directly responsible for 
a specific region, such as the Middle East, 
Africa, or Asia-at present there are no reg
ular effective mechanisms for continuing 
consultati ons among such officials. Third, the 
current, practice of meetings among officials 
responsible for Atlantic affairs should be con
tinued. Where the international situation re
quires it, the heads of state and govern
ments might meet on short notice. 

V.19 A principal nation group dealing wtth 
an area should convene at the regional level 
at least twice a year with the more senior 
officials meeting at least once a year. Frank, 
in-depth discussions and exchange of ap
praisals are especially helpful before a crisis 
erupts so that longer-term issues can be 
identified and addressed. In this manner, the 
he.bit of consultation and co-ordlne.tlon wlll 
be inculcated. Governments thereby wlll be 
better informed of ea.ch other's views before 
ne.tlone.l policies a.re completely formulated. 
When a. crisis occurs, governments will be 
more likely to concert their actions. During 
a. crisis the group , already established, can 
be quickly convened. 

V.20 An e.dditlone.l advanta.!!'e of such a. 
process would be for the development of a. 
bet ter understanding of geopolitical ap
praise.ls and policy perceptions on both sides 
of the Atlantic. As the west Europeans make 
a. larger contribution to the defence of West
ern interests outside NATO, the Americans 
can be expected to give substantially greater 
attention to European policies and interests, 
leading to l!enuinelv she.red arrangement s 
a.nd joint decision-ma.king. 

V.21 Public awareness of the consultations 
process would help create the domestic sup
port for the sacrifices and collective actions 
which may be needed. Obviously confi
dentiality must be maintained; it is not 
possible to conduct foreign policy without 
adequate secrecy. Along with effectiveness 
and a willingness to undertake respon~ibil
ity, secrecy is one of the arguments for small 
groups. An important distinction should be 
drawn, however, between the substance and 
the process of consultations. It is important 
that our national publics and parliaments 
understand that the responsible nations are 
dealing jointly with political/security ques
tions outside Europe and the NATO area. 
This wlll help instill in our societies a. sense 
of shared interests a.nd common responsibil
ities which is insumcient today. At heart, 
we a.re talking a.bout a. process of public 
education which ls necessary to the foreign 
policy requirements of the present and 

·future. 

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR EXON 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that notwithstanding the 
present schedule I be allotted 10 minutes 

as if in morning business for the pur
pose of a rather short speech with regard 
to the introduction of a bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. 
<The remarks of Mr. ExoN relating to 

the introduction of legislation are printed 
undeir "Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.") 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
PACKWOOD 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, the Senator from Oregon 
is recognized for a perlod of time not to 
exceed 15 minutes. 

ORDER FOR CONTROL OF TIME OF 
SPECIAL ORDERS BY SENATOR 
PACKWOOD 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, js 

there a series of special orders entered? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

a series. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Could I have the 

names of those to whom they are 
allocated? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Following 
the Senator from Oregon under the pre
vious order, the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. BOSCHWITZ) is recognized for ape
riod of not to exceed 15 minutes; under 
the same order the Senator from Ten
nessee <Mr. BAKER) is recognized for a 
period not to exceed 15 minutes; likewise 
under the order the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. STEVENS) is recognized for a period 
not to exceed 15 minutes; following that 
the Senator from Idaho <Mr. McCLURE> 
is recognized for a period not to exceed 
15 minutes; likewise the Senator from 
Texas <Mr. TOWER) is recognized for a 
period not to exceed 15 minutes; and fol
lowing that the Senator from West Vir
ginia (Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD) is recognized 
for a period not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all of the special 
orders listed for this morning, with the 
exception of that of the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD) and 
the Senator from Texas <Mr. TOWER) be 
under my control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

SALE OF F-15 AIRCRAFT ACCOUTER
MENTS TO SAUDI ARABIA 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, we 
are about to consider the poosibility of 
the sale of accouterments to the F-15 
aircraft to Saudi Arabia, and I think 
before we enter into this agreement with 
Saudi Arabia it is wise to look back over 
what we have already agreed to do, what 
we hoped we would receive in exchange 
for what we have agreed to do, and what 
has happened. 

In 1978, after extended debate on the 
fioor of the Senate, we agreed to sell 
Saudi Arabia F-15 planes. They would 
be equipped with the AIM-7 Sparrow 
missile, and the AIM-9P3 Sidewinder 
missile. That was in 1978. 

At that time, Secretary of Defense 
Brown said, and I am quoting: 

Saudi Arabia. has not requested nor do we 
intend to sell a.ny other systems or arma
ments that would increase the range or en
hance the ground attack ca.pab1lity of F-15. 

At that time our willingness to enter 
into the sale of the F-15's and those 
missiles to Saudi Arabia was posed as a 
test of our good will and friendship with 
Saudi Arabia. They indicated to us if 
we were not willing to sell those planes 
they would certainly have to take that 
into account in their relations with the 
United States. 

We hoped that Saudi Arabia would 
provide a moderate balance in the Mid
dle East. We hoped that if we sold them 
the planes we might have some leverage 
to encourage them to further the peace 
process and the stability of the Middle 
East. 

I would like to quote from some of the 
statements of Senators during that time. 
The senior Senator from South Caro
lina, Senator THURMOND, in supporting 
the sale: 

On balance, I believe these sales will give 
to the United States greater leverage in its 
efforts to bring a.bout peace a.nd sta.billty in 
the Middle East a.nd better protect Israel. 

Senator HARRY F. BYRD, JR., the senior 
Senator from Virginia: 

The Saudis consider the fulfillment of such 
promise a. be.sic test of whether their friend
ship with the United States and their policy 
is worthwhile. 

Senator Henry Bellmon from 
Oklahoma: 

In my judgment, this action, which does 
not jeopardize the security of Israel, will 
help create a. more favorable climate for 
negotiations a.nd assist in the achievement o! 
a. le.sting peace settlement. 

Senator George McGovern: 
We need their continued good will and co

operation in restraining oil prices, stabil
izing international monetary issues, a.nd in 
moderating radical tendencies throughout 
the Middle East. 

Mr. President, at that time, I opposed 
the sale of the planes to Saudi Arabia 
and I made the following statement: 

Saudi Arabie. does not need the F-15's. In 
a.nd of themselves, they do not need them 
for their self-defense. Whatever problems 
they ma.y have in terms of internal security, 
whatever problems they ma.y have with dis
sidents, whatever problems they ma.y have 
with revolution are not going to be solved 
with F-15's. They may need Piper cubs and 
ha.lftra.cks a.nd ma.chine guns a.nd wa.lkle
ta.lkies, and the ability to search house to 
house, but they a.re not going to do that with 
a.n F-15. 

When I called this to the attention of 
the Senate, it was long before the seizure 
of the grand mosque in Mecca when, in
deed, advanced fighter aircraft were ut
terly of no use to Saudi Arabia. 

I continued my statement in 1978 by 
wondering When this country was ever 
going to learn that you do not further 
the interest of this country by subjecting 
ourselves to blackmail. 

In 1978, Saudi Arabia had already in
creased the price of oil six times from 
roughly $2 to $12 a barrel. That was an 
example of their friendship. 

They indicated in 1978 that they 
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would not look kindly on us if we refused 
to sell them the F-l~'s. I said at that 
time "Will .this country never learn that 
appe~ement does not work?" · I ·said I 
thought we would have learned that in 
1938 at Munich when somebody said ·'All 
I want is the Sudetenland." We, unfor
·tunately, learned that he wanted much 
more. 

In 1978, the Saudi Arabians said, "All 
we want are the F-15's." All they were 
asking us to do was to barter away our 
integrity for energy. We did not think 
they needed the F-15's. Any rational as
sessment of their defense needs in 1978 
did not include F-15's. But we were afraid 
that they would cut off our oil supplies if 
we would not sell them the planes and so 
we prepared to barter integrity for 
energy. 

I concluded with this statement: 
The demands are not going to stop with 

these plans or with this country. If we ap
prove the sale of these planes tonight, it is 
not just a sad day for Israel: it is a sorry day 
for America because we will have forgotten 
the lesson of Munich and instead we w111 
now have to learn the lesson of Riyadh. 

What has Saudi Arabia done for us, 
for peace in the Middle East and else
where since the sale in 1978? They have 
condemned the Israeli-Egyptian peace 
treaty. They have broken relations with 
Egypt. They have led the Arab political 
and economic boycott of Egypt. They op
PoSe the use of the Suez Canal by Israeli 
ships. They call for a holy war against 
Israel. They finance the . PLO and other 
terrorist orgariizations and they have in
creased the price of oil from $12 a bar
rel to roughly $30 a barrel in the inter
vening 2 years. 

Now they are going to cut their oil 
production because they are afraid there 
is a glut of oil in the market and unless 
they cut their production there might 
be a tendency for prices to drop. This is 
what Saudi Arabia has done. 

This is what Saudi Arabia has done 
for us in respanse to our act of generos
ity in agreeing to sell them the planes. 
I hesitate to think what they might have 
done had we not sold them the planes. 

Now they refuse to even negotiate with 
Israel for peace. 

In the Washington Post this morning 
is the following story: 
SAUDI GOVERNMENT REJECTS SUGGESTION OJ' 

PEACE TALKS 

RIYADH, SAUDI ARABIA, March 23.-Saudi. 
Arabia today rejected any direct or indirect 
peace negotiations with Israel before it com
pletely withdraws from lands occupied in 
1967. 

In a statement broadcast ·by state-run 
Riyadh Radio, Saudi Information Minister 
Mohammed Adbo Yamani said the kingdom 
"has no desire to negotiate either directly or 
Indirectly with Israel before the Zionist 
enemy's ·total withdrawal from cx:cupied 
Arab lands." 

Yamanl was responding to a weekend 
statement by Israeli La.bor Party leader 
Shimon Peres, who against the background 
of the Israell election campaign suggested 
that Riyadh should join Middle East peace 
efforts. 

It reminds me about the old canard 
about negotiating with the Communists: 
They will negotiate. What ls theirs is 
theirs; what is yours is negotiable. 

Now, with that background of having 
done almost everything to destabilize 
peace in the Middle East since 1978, the 
Saudi Arabians come back and ask for 
what they said they did not want to ask 
for in 1978 and we are prepared to sell 
them what we said we would not sell 
them in 1978. We are going to sell them 
what are known as the conformal fuel 
tanks, fuel tanks that are added to the 
plane to substantially increase its range. 
The F-15 today has a range of about 
600 to 800 miles. With the fuel tanks 
added, about 1,500 additional gallons of 
fuel, it increases the range from 30 to 
80 percent, depending upon the flying 
conditions and the payload that you are 
carrying. 

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

Mr. PACKWOOD. Yes. Not on my 
time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. ·President, will the 
Senator tell me whether or not the 
Saudis are currently charging the OPEC 
price for oil or an amount greater than 
the OPEC price? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator suspend s.o that the Chair can 
propound a question to the Senator from 
Texas? 

Is it the Chair's understanding that 
the Senator from Texas acquiesces, in 
questioning the Senator from Oregon, 
that the question will be propounded on 
the time of the ·senator from Texas? 

Mr. TOWER. The question will be 
propounded on my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I thank 
the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator from Oregon would tell 
us whether or not the Saudis currently 
charge more than the OPEC price, 
charge the OPEC price, or less than the 
OPEC price for oil; whether or not 
Saudi production was not increased to 
make up for the deficit in oil suffered 
as a result of the Iraq-Iran war; and, 
indeed, if Saudi oil production is not 
greater than what their economic re
quirements are? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, the 
Saudis are currently charging $30, some
times $3'2 a barrel, which will vary a bit 
from week to week. They have an
nounced that -they are going to decrease 
their production, because their produc
tion at the moment is above what they 
regard as their economic necessity. 

·Mr. President, we are going to sell 
them, or at least they are asking and we 
intend to sell them, these fuel tanks to 
dramatically extend their range. We are 
going to sell them the new Sidewinder 
missile. known as the AIM-9L. This mis
sile has a great advantage over the other 
missiles that we agreed to sell them in 
1978. 

Although they are heat-seeking mis
siles, the new one that we plan to sell 
them in so sensitive to heat that it can 
tell the difference in heat caused by the 
leading edge of the ·wing of an airplane. 
Consequently, you can shoot straight at 
an airplane and the missile is so sensi
tive it can hi_t the plane going head on. 

The old Sidewinder missiles were not 
that sensitive to heat and you had to 
maneuver yourself behind the plane in 

order to be able to shoot at the exhaust 
from its jet. I do not need to tell any
one who is . listening to these comments 
the difference in the fighting capability 
between a missile that can be fired from 
the front or the back and one that re
quires your maneuvering hehind an 
enemy airplane before you use it. 

We now also plan t.o sea Saudi Arabia 
some type of airborne early-warning air
craft. We have two types, what is known 
as the E-2C Hawkeye and the E-3A 
AWAC. The AWAC is perhaps the more 
advanced of the planes in that it can be 
refueled in the air. It allows radar sur
veillance of areas 200 miles or more. 

In essence, it would allow Saudi Ara
bia from the air to monitor all of Israel 
if they want to. If they want those, we 
will sell them. It has not been agreed yet 
which kind we will sell them because 
they have not decided which kind they 
will mostly need. 

And we are going to sell them tanker 
aircraft. Again, it has not been decided 
what kind. It will allow the F-15's, 1n 
addition to the fuel tanks that will be 
added to them, to be refueled in the air 
and further extend their range. 

Interestingly, bomb racks, racks that 
,are added to the plane to allow the 
carrying of either 18 or 22 bombs for air
to-ground bombing, we are not going to 
sell them at this time. Interestingly, the 
administration has said it is not consid
ering selling the bomb racks, but I w111 
recall to memory . what we said in 1978 
about what we were not gojng to sell the 
Saudi Arabians. I will predict that if we 
sell the F-15's and the new Sidewinder 
missiles, the fuel tanks and everything 
else that they want, we will one day also 
sell them the bomb racks. 

I will further predict this: It w111 not 
be the last request that Saudi Arabia 
asks of us, and we will give in, we will 
give in, and we will give in again. If there 
is another war in the Middle East, the 
equipment that we sell to Saudi Arabia 
will be used against the Israelis by Syria 
or Iraq who will obtain it from the 
Saudis. If that is our idea of peace in the 
Middle East and furthering peace in the 
Middle EMt. I fail to grasp it. Now that 
Egypt and Israel have signed what we 
hope is a lasting peace accord, the biggest 
single stumhUn~ block to peace 1n the 
Middle East is Saudi Arabia.. 

If Saudi Arabia would be wtlling to 
negotiate with Israel in the hopes that· 
peace might be obtained. it would not be 
long before Jordan would also negotiate. 

If Saudi Ara.bia would quit fina.nctng 
tho PLO, Quit financing the purcha.se of 
weapons of war by other intransigent 
nations, there would be peace 1n the 
Middle East. 

Mr. President, my standard as to 
whether or not we should sell planes to 
Saudi Arabia is not whether they think 
they need them, for their defense. It is, 
Have they given· any indication of want
ing to help the peace process in the 
Middle ~a.St? That would be the thing 
that would be most helpful to our foreign 
Policy as we try to draw a line against 
the Soviets. I have seen no indication at 
all that Saudi Arabia has any desire to 
further that peace negotiation and 
initiatives. 
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Mr. PRESSLER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I would 
like to applaud my colleague from Ore
gon, and I thank him for yielding. I, too, 
am opPosed to the sale of the F-15 and 
related equipment. 

Mr. President, the dissemination of 
arms in the Middle East should proceed 
only after the most careful analysis has 
been given to the possible consequences 
of such a decision to United States, Is
raeli, and other interests. 

I am frankly concerned about the sale 
of extremely sophisticated :fighter plane 
equipment to nations in the Middle East. 

The proPosed sale to Saudi Arabia in
cludes AIM-9L air-to-air missiles and 
sensor tactical packs <FAST> which 
would greatly increase the range and 
the firePower of the 60 F-15 fighter 
planes purchased in 1978 by Saudi Ara
bia. This new equipment thus doubles 
the combat range of these planes to 
about 1,000 miles and strengthens their 
offensive capability to almost the equiv
alent of U.S. F-15's and F-16's. 

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

Mr. PRESSLER. I will yield on the 
time of the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Let me ask the Senator 
from South Dakota if the AIM-9L, 
which we propose to sell to Saudi Arabia, 
is a more sophisticated weapon than the 
AIM-7 Sparrow with which the Israeli 
F-15's are armed. 

Mr. PRESSLER. My resPonse to my 
good friend from Texas would be that in 
terms of a discussion of sophisticated 
weaPons he is probably better informed 
on the immediate question than I am, 
but it has been my feeling that Saudi 
Arabia could very easily become another 
Iran, in my view. Whatever the level of 
sophistication, I am very hesitant to sell 
more military equipment to them at this 
time. I have consistently OPPosed send
ing into the Middle East weapons of this 
type. 

Mr. President, Senators PAcKwoon 
and BoscHWITZ also have SPoken strong
ly on this matter. I think one of them 
will be addressing more specifically the 
details of the particular airplanes. I 
would like to proceed, again on my own 
time, Mr. President, with my statement. 

I congratulate these Senators from 
Oregon and Minnesota for taking leader
ship roles on this issue of arms sales to 
the Middle East. Like the 23 Senators 
who have served South Dakota since 
statehood was achieved in 1889, they 
have tried to offer U.S. foreign policies 
alternatives which might maximize 
peace objectives in other areas of the 
world by minimizing the introduction of 
new offensive weaPons into crisis situa
tions. 

As a veteran of the military conftict 
in Vietnam, I have felt that the world is 
always made safer or better by the 
strengthening of our alliances with those 
countries who have proven to be our 
allies. To be sure, freedom always needs 
strengthening and the protection of hu
man dignity and decency may at times 
require major weapons investments, but 

military arms may not be the best way 
to obtain solutions in all cases. Political, 
diplomatic, and economic development 
efforts are needed to attain a lasting 
Middle East peace solution. 

This latter effort will require support 
from not only the United States but all 
of those developed nations which depend 
on stability in the Middle East. The 
United States cannot go it alone in bol
stering its many friends in the Middle 
East. Certainly it is legitimate to expect 
our NATO allies, Japan, and other pros
perous countries to contribute more tio 
Middle East peace and development ef
forts. Perhaps their recognition of our 
great common interest in a nonmilitary 
solution to the probleins in that region 
would help much more· than increased 
armaments to achieve our common goal. 

Mr. President, let me summarize my 
feelings at this time by saying very firm
ly that I oppose this sale and I oppose 
the sale of the related parts. 

Let me also say that I think that if 
we were to go into such a sale, we should 
have certain commitments from Saudi 
Arabia as to when .the planes would come 
off the ground and, indeed, if our coun
try were challenged in that area of the 
world, would they be willing to assist 
us. Do we have those sorts of commit
ments? I do not see those kinds of com
mitments. 

Also, let me say that it has long been 
my feeling that our one staunch ally in 
that area of the world is Israel, one that 
we can count on. 

The people of my State have not ap
preciated the repeated rounds of oil in
creases. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
yielded by the Senator from Oregon to 
the Senator from South Dakota has ex-
pired. , 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 1 additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized 
for an additional period of 1 minute. 

Mr. PRESSLER. I thank the Chair. 
The people of my State of South Da

kota have been increasingly outraged by 
the continually increasing prices of oil. 
We have been put into a blackmail posi
tion. 

Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator from 
South Dakota yield for a question? 

Mr. PRESSLER. I do not have time to 
yield at this time. I have less than 30 
seconds left. 

Mr. President, that concludes my 
statement on the Middle East. 

I believe I have used up my time. I 
Yield back any remaining time to my 
friend from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I believe the Sena
tor from North Dakota wanted 3 min
utes. I yield. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I wish 
to add my voice to those who have ex
pressed opposition to this sale. 

In looking at U.S. interests, in study
ing U.S. requirements, one cannot es
cape the conclusion that this sale, as it 
stands, does not serve American purposes 
or advance American interests. More
over, it threatens the security of Israel 

and fuels an arms race which can es
calate to the point where it could end in 
an explosion. And no explosion, no war, 
will serve American interests in peace 
and stability. 

Enhancing the capabilities of the F-
15's the United States sold to Saudi 
Arabia 3 years ago contradicts the uses 
to which Congress and the American 
people were assured they would be put. 
We were assured they were tio be defen
sive weapons; now they are being modi
fied to serve in an offensive capacity. 

Furthermore, the sale calls into ques
tion the commitments of the U.S. Gov
ernment. In 1978, the U.S. Government 
justified its sale of F-15's to Israel by 
saying that offensive equipment would 
not be ~hipped to Saudi Arabia. It made 
the same assurances to the Congress. 
Now, 3 years later, the executive branch 
is asking that offensive equipment be 
sold. Whatever assurances made this 
time will have less meaning than the ones 
made the last time. The word of the 
United States becomes uncertain. 

I add, too, that the Saudis are under 
no real threat of invasion from their 
neighbors. With Iran and Iraq preoc
cupied with their war, the threat which 
once emanated from those two coun
tries is virtually nonexistent. Soviet 
forces in Afghanistan are more than 
1,000 Iniles from Saudi Arabia's borders. 
Even if the Soviets should move toward 
the Gulf, it is U.S. forces in the 
Indian Ocean which would bear the bur
den of stopping such aggression. 

It is conceivable that the present Saudi 
regime may have to face interna.i strife, 
but that kind of internal strife would not 
be eradicated by the Saudi's purchase of 
additional sophisticated arms. 

As I mentioned previously, the Saudi 
arms buildup does present a threat to 
Israel. While Saudi Arabia would not 
move alone against Israel, Saudi arms 
could well be transferred to others. 

Finally, there are those who argue that 
we must approve this sale in order to 
show our good will toward the oil-rich 
Saudi nation. However, after the original 
sale of the F-15's, Saudi Arabia threat
ened to cut back on thE> world supply of 
oiJ if the United States continued filling 
its strategic petroleum reserve. 

Now, because of an oil glut on the 
world market, Saudi Arabia is threaten
ing to cut its production. There is no 
available evidence that this sale or any 
other sale will have the effect of insur
ing American oil supplies. 

For all the reasons I have outlined in 
my statement, Mr. President, I oppose 
this sale, and I hope my colleagues in 
this Chamber will join my opposition. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
Missouri. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank my colleague. 
SAUDI ARABIAN AR.MS SALES 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my Sena.te colleagues in 
denouncing the pending sale of equip
ment to Saudi Aralbia intended to 
enhance the offensive capability of the 
F-15's that the United States will pro
vide Saudi Arabia as part of the 1978 
Middle East arms sale package. 

When I voted to support the proposed 
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sale, I characterized my decision as being 
"more agonizing than any other I can 
recall since coming to the Senate." 
Acknowledging that the Saudis exercise 
domain over one-fourth of the free 
world's known oil reserves, I stated: 

Better that we provide a means for the 
Saudis to defend that vital resource them
selves than face the possib11ity of someday 
being forced to commit our own military 
forces. 

I wish to emphasize the word "de
fense" today as I did then. 

Mr. President, I can appreciate that 
the soviet invasion of Afghanistan 
heightens tensions in an already turbu
lent region of the world. However, it was 
clearly understood by the President, the 
Congress, and the American people that 
the sale of the F-15's to the Saudis was 
for purely defensive purPoses. To modify 
now the Saudi F-15's so as to give them 
an offensive capability would be a direct 
violation of that understanding. 

It is just the type of equipment the 
Saudis are seeking that sparked heated 
debate during Senate consideration of 
the proposed sale. As one who reluctantly 
supported the sale of the planes-and 
only after receiving assurances from the 
administration that no attempt would 
be made to increase the range of ground 
attack capability-I am dismayed that 
any such request has not been rejected 
outright. 

I shall not belabor the point, Mr. Pres
ident, but I should like to enter into the 
RECORD two letters I authored--one 
written to President Carter and one 
written to President Reagan-that I feel 
adequately express my feelings on this 
matter. 

Mr. President. I have written to two 
Presidents of the United States on this 
subject matter: On June 19, 1980, six 
then Members of the Senate-Senators 
Magnuson, EAGLETON, MATHIAS. LEAHY, 
INOUYE, and Culver-all six of whom 
voted for the F-15 sale, but voted for 
it with the firm assurance that those 
F-15's would not be enhanced to have 
an offensive capability-wrote to then 
President Carter protesting that sale at 
that time. 

A second letter was sent February 6, 
1981. Three Members of the Senate
EAGLETON, INOUYE, and LEAHY-wrote to 
President Reagan to the same effect. 

I ask unanimous consent that the two 
letters be nrinted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be print~d in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COMMITl'EE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1980. 

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

DEAR Ma. PRESIDENT: We are gravely con
cerned about reports that the Administration 
is considerin~ a request by Saudi Arabia to 
purchase modification equipment for the F-
15 aircraft the U.S. agreed to provide as part 
of the 1978 Middle East Arms Sale package. 
We urge you to deny this request. 

It ls this type of equipment-namely addi
tional fuel tanks and bomb racks-that 
sparked heated debate durln~ consideration 
of the proposed sale. The major contributing 
factor to Senate approval of the sale was a 
clear understanding that. as Secretary Brown 
stated in his 9 May 1978 letter to Chairman 
Sparkman, "Saudi Arabia has not requested 

nor do we intend to sell any other systems 
or armaments that would increase the range 
or enhance the ground attack capablllty of 
the F-15." Any modification of the planes 
to enhance offensive capablllties would be a 
direct violation of that earlier understanding. 

We appreciate that heightening tension ln 
the Middle East and Persian Gulf ls cause 
for Saudi concern, and we can understand 
that these new tensions necessitate a Saudi 
review of its defense needs. Nonetheless, we 
point out that the spirit ot the Arma Sale 
agreement precludes the transfer of any of
fensively-enhanced F-15s to Saudi Arabia. 

We hope that you wlll clarify to the Saudi 
Government the nature of the agreement 
reached during Senate consideration of this 
matter, and reject without dela.y their re
quest for aircraft modifications. 

Very respectfully, 
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, Jr., 

U.S. Senator, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

U.S. Senator, 
PATRICK J. Ll!!ABT, 

U.S. Senator, 
THOMAS F. EAGLETON, 

U.S. Senator, 
DANIEL K . INOUTE, 

U.S. Senator, 
JOHN c. CULVD, 

U.S. Senator. 

COMMI'l"l'EE ON .APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C., February 6, 1981. 

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

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: During the course of 
his February 3rd news conference, Secretary 
Weinberger indicated that he views with 
sympathy the controversial Saudi Arabian 
request to purchase modlftcatlon equipment 
for the 60 F-15 Eagle aircraft the U.S. has 
agreed to provide them. Aa three members 
of the Senate who voted to support the 1978 
Middle East Arms Sale package only after 
receiving assurances that Saudi Arabia 
would not receive such equipment, we are 
compelled to ex.press our concern. 

It ls a matter of record that the major 
contributing factor to the Senate's close vote 
of approval of the sale was- e. clear under
standing that, as former secretary of De
fense Harold Brown stated in his 9 May 1978 
letter to then Chairman John Sparkman, 
"Saudi Arabia has not requested nor do we 
intend to sell any other systems or arma
ments that would increase the range or en
hance the ground attack capa<blllty of the 
F-15." 

As we Informed President Carter by a let
ter at the time this request ftrst surfaced, 
we consider a.ny modification of the planes 
to enhance offensive capabllltles to be a 
direct violation of that earlier understand
ing. 

We appreciate that heightening tension in 
the Middle East and Persian Gulf ls cause 
for Saudl concern, and we ean understand 
that these new tensions necessitate a Saudi 
review of its defense needs. Nonetheless we 
point out that the splrit of the Arms Sale 
agreement precludes the transfer of any of
fensively enhanced F-15s to Saudi Arabia. 

We hope that you will clarifv to the Saudi 
Government the nature of the agreement 
reached during Senate consideration of this 
matter, and reJect without delay their re
quest for aircraft modification. 

Very respectfully, 
THOMAS F. EAGLETON, 

U.S. Senator. 
DANIEL X. IN011TE, 

U.S. Senator. 
PATUCK J. l.BAHT, 

U.S. Senator. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum with
out--

Mr. TOWER. If the Senator will with
hold that request, Mr. President I yield 
myself 2 minutes of the time all~tted to 
me under the order and reserve the re
mainder of that time. 

The. PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. The speakers have failed 
to note that the Saudis have increased 
their production, and incurred serious 
criticism at home for having done so, to 
make up for the deficit as a result of th'1 
Iran-Iraq war. In fact, they have been a 
moderating influence on holding prices 
below what they would be otherwise and 
do currently sell their oil below OPEC 
prices. 

Another thing that has been ignored 
by the speakers is that the situation has 
vastly changed since 1978. They pretend 
that there is no change, that the threat 
has not increased. I simply say, Mr. 
President, that the principal threat in 
the area is the Soviet Union. In 1978, 
they were not in Afghanistan. In 1978, 
we had a strong ally in Iran. In 1978, 
Israel was still threatened by the possi
bility of its large neighbor, Egypt, once 
again waging war against it. The situa
tion has changed dramatically. 

In fact, Mr. President, we had better 
improve the capability of the indigenous 
forces in that area to defend their inter
ests, or else, what has been suggested by 
the Senators who have been speaking 1s 
that we must do it with American Forces 
instead. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the Senator's yielding. 

Mr. President, there are those who seek 
to make this issue a matter of partisan 
confrontation. If such a struggle is al
lowed to dominate our consideration, 
there will be no winner; not Israel, not 
Saudi Arabia, not the administration, not 
the Congress, and certainly not the 
United States. This is an occasion not for 
open conflict based on partisanship, but 
for rational and sensitive efforts to recon
cile our differences. Any U.S. decision in 
this area will have far-reaching implica
tions for ourselves and for our allies, and 
certainly for the security and stability of 
this vital region of the world. It is im
perative that we weigh our choices care
fully, that we not act in haste, but that 
we do act with prudence and foresight. 

With that in mind, I join my colleagues 
in an expression of concern based on a 
number of problems we see in the pro
posed sale of fuel tanks and Sidewinder 
missiles to Saudi Arabia. Many of these 
concerns are familiar, but they bear 
repeating. 

In 1978 Congress was told that the sale 
of F-15's was necessary for the defense of 
Saudi Arabia, and that the Saudi request 
for these airplanes was a litmus test of 
the U.S. relationship with that country. 
Approval of the sale would encourage 
moderate and supportive policies from 
Riyadh, while disapproval risked pushing 
them toward accommodation with the 
Soviets. There were assurances that the 
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Saudis would be more supportive of the 
Middle East peace process; they would 
soften their public attitude toward Egypt 
and President Sadat's courageous poli
cies; they would back off from their sup
port of the PLO; and they would exercise 
a moderating influence within OPEC on 
oil price increases. 

It is now 2 years later--
Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator yield for 

a question? 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I prefer 

to yield when I have finished my state
ment. I shall be pleased to yield at that 
time on any questions anyone may have. 

It is now 2 years later and, unfor·tu
nately, we have seen little from the Saudi 
Government which would back up those 
assurances. In addition, they condemned 
our rescue mission to Iran and permitted 
the shipment of soviet supplies through 
their territory to Iraq. They also have 
been less than helpful in our efforts to 
establish U.S. facilities in the gulf region, 
while allowing Soviet overflights of their 
country. 

Mr. President, despite this record, we 
are hearing the same arguments in favor 
of providing Saudi Arabia with systems 
that substantially enhance the F-15's 
capabilities. Again, we are being told that 
this is a litmus test of our relationship 
with the Saudis. I believe it is incumbent 
upon this administration to make it un
mistakably clear that such litmus tests 
are two-way matters, and, frankly, I 
wonder whether or not the Saudi Gov
ernment has forgotten that. 

We are historically obligated and mor
ally committed to the State of Israel. Her 
value as a strategic asset and stable ally 
is unquestioned and irreplaceable. Any 
action by the United States that under
mines her security is intolerable. More
over, any action that might be seen by 
others as a lessening of our commitment 
to Israel is unacceptable. In this regard, 
it must be clearly understood that, for 
the first time, when this sale goes 
through, Saudi Arabia will become part 
of Israel's strategic consideration. This 
would undoubtedly require additional 
strategic plans which will place another 
defense burden on her. 

Mr. President, in closing I wish to ex
press the necessity that this sale be part 
of plans now being developed for a U.S. 
strategic approach to this region. 

I recognize, and we all do, the con
cerns of the Senator from Texas thait 
this region and our interests 1there have 
in fact changed. 

It is this strategic approach which is 
meant to thwart soviet thrusts in the 
area, which is of paramount concern 'to 
us all. This is a time of optimism in 
Israel and in the United States for a 
renewed and revitalized commitment to 
shared goals and policies. ·lt is a time to 
move forward together in political, mili
tary, and economic cooperation. 

It would be tragic if this opportunity 
were lost. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon is recognized. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent that it not be charge
able to allocated time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any objection to the request of the Sen-

ator from Oregon that a quorum call 
be made and tha:t the time be charged 
to neither side? Hearing no objection, 
it is so ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The ·bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous r~nsent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objeation, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Oregon controls the 
time. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oregon yield me 
5minutes? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. I thank the 
Senator. 

SALE OF F-15 UPGRADES TO SAUDI ARABIA 

Mr. President, there are few regions 
more vital to United States and free 
world interests than the Middle East 
and the Persian Gulf. It is in this area 
that three continents-Africa, Asia, and 
Euroue-intersect in a vital strategic 
crossroads. It is this area that provides 
a land bridge linking much of the world's 
population. 

It is from this area that many of the 
mineral resources on which we depend 
originate. And it is therefore in this area 
in which we have a longstanding in
terest in stability and peaceful com
merce. Our interests and those of the 
na·tions of the Middle East and Persian 
Gulf are and will continue to be fun
damentally interconnected. 

During the past few years, we have 
witnessed an extraordinary series of 
events which demonstrate -both the im
portance and the volatility of this re
gion. In terms of the overall interna
tional balance of power, we have seen 
the brutal invasion of Afghanistan and 
the threat which this poses to nations 
which must now contemplate soviet 
troops within a few hundred miles of 
their borders. Moreover, this has oc
curred within the context of the 
grotesque collapse of U.S. policy in Iran. 

In terms of the regional balance of 
power, we have witnessed both the con
tinuing hostility between Israel and sev
eral of the Arab States, and the dramatic 
and threatening war between Iraq and 
Iran. 

Finally, within many of the states 
which comprise this region, we have seen 
instance after instance of crises induced 
by the strains of modernization, fed by 
long-standing cultural and religious 
clashes, and sustained by Soviet scav
enging. 

In short, Mr. President, we have in 
this region a unique combination of the 
strains caused by East-West competition 
and North-South relations. It is these 
strains which continually threaten our 
overriding interest in regional stability, 
and which ultimately threaten the mate
rial interests of the Western democracies. 
It is these strains which threaten as well 
the security of Israel, a nation which has 
repeatedly demonstrated both its friend
ship with and its fundamental impor
tance to the United States. 

Yet, the situation which I have de-

scribed is by no means new. It was as 
true in 1970 as it is now, and as true in 
1960 as it was in 1970. We face a crisis, it 
is true, and we must confront the reali
ties of Iran and Afghanistan. But we are 
challenged by the same basic problems 
which have pertained throughout this 
region for the entire postwar era. It is 
good that we have been forced to recog
nize these problems and their potential 
for disruption of U.S. interests, but we 
must not be led astray by the kind of 
rhetoric and quick reaction which char
acterized the past 4 years in general and 
the haphazard erection of the so-called 
Carter doctrine in particular. 

In other words, Mr. President, unlike 
the situation elsewhere, we are not con
fronted by a novel or dramatically al
tered situation which requires immediate 
and hasty action. What we need is a clear 
elaboration of overall U.S. policy toward 
the Middle East and the Persian Gulf, a 
policy which addresses both the ongoing 
challenges of the past and the new real
ities of the present. We need, and I am 
confident that we will soon see, a clear, 
coherent and comprehensive policy that 
precludes future tests of our resolve and 
that promises long-term stability in 
terms of international, regional, and 
local events. 

Thus, in terms of the pending request 
for offensive weaponry for Saudi Arabian 
F-15 aircraft, I am not convinced of the 
wisdom of granting such a request. As 
we all know, this is by no means a new 
issue. Three years ago, we in Congress 
were specifically assured that the sale of 
F-15's to Saudi Arabia would not entail 
a sale, either then or subsequently, of 
the equipment which would upgrade 
these aircraft for long-range air-to
ground missions. Just last summer, an 
overwhelming number of Senators wrote 
to President Carter stating our contin
ued belief that Saudi F-15's should be 
sold only under the original terms and 
not with equipment for upgrading. 

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

Mr. DURENBERGER. I yield for a 
question on the Senator's time. 

Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator believe 
that if the enhancement package is sold 
to Saudi Arabia that the Saudi F-15's 
will be more capable than the Israeli 
F-15's? 

Mr. DU'RENBERGER. The Senator 
does not have an opinion on that subject. 

Mr. TOWER. I can assure the Senator 
they will not be. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. I thank the 
Senator for that. 

Mr. President, as I said, I am not con
vinced that the issue has changed since 
1978, or since last summer. There was no 
compelling case for augmenting · the F-
15's then, and there is none now. This is 
a longstanding demand, and a long
standing issue, and it is one on which 
the United States has spoken clearly and 
I believe carefully. It is not a new de
mand. nor is it a new issue, nor have 
circumstances changed sufficiently, in 
my opinion, to justify a change in our 
policy. 

One thing, however, has changed dra
matically, and that is that we now have 
some real leadership in the White House. 
We are demonstrating once again that 
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we as a nation understand the impor
tance of a coherent foreign policy, that 
we recognize the reality of power, and 
that ~ will not shirk from our obliga
tions. It is this change which should 
hearten the nations of the Persian Gulf 
and the Middle East above all else, for 
it is in this change, and not in new equip
ment, that their security, as our own, 
will ultimately lie. In other words, if the 
case for extra weaponry was weak 3 years 
ago, it is even weaker now that the 
United States has resumed its historic 
role in the Middle East. 

Consequently, Mr. President, I cannot 
support the sale of extra weaponry in 
the form which is now contemplated. 
While i·t might be possible to offset the 
effects of such a sale with other meas
ures, I must wait until such other meas
ures have been discussed. 

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

Mr. DURENBERGER. If I htave time to 
yield, I yield on the Senator's time. 

Mr. TOWER. The Senator is appar
ently suggesting thaJt :instead of building 
indigenous forces there, we maintain a 
higher level of American presence there. 
So what he is saying is it is better to 
risk more Amerioan lives than to build 
the capability of the indigenous forces 
to defend our interests in ·that area. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. The Senator is 
not suggesting that eit all. The Senator is 
suggesting that there is a potential for a 
new American foreign policy with re
gard to the Middle East which is not 
necessarily to be measured on the stand
ards of the old foreign policy. 

The current proposals strike me as 
neither in the interest.s of the United 
StaJtes nor likely to promote stability 
within the region which we all recognize 
is so crucial. If the proposal was weak 
during a period of American weakness, 
it is wetaker still during a period of Amer
ican strength. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from New 
Jersey. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, Presi
dent Reagan has proposed to cure a.ll 
that ails U.S. relations with Saudi Arabia 
by injecting state-of-the-art offensive 
cat)aJb:Hities into the fleet of 62 F-15s 
which the Saud1s bought from us 3 years 
ago. The President's cure illustrates how 
in his first efforts to restore the glow of 
health tJo U.S. foreign policy he is falling 
prey to the practice of treating compli
ciaJted policy aii.lmenrts with simple mili
tary medicines. The practice bodes ill for 
the President's patients, iantl one of his 
first victims may be the delicate peace 
between Ar'ai'bs and Israelis. 

President Reagan's miUtary potion of 
fuel tanks and smart missiles is no cure 
for Middle East maladies. It is ta formula 
tha.'t can infect the region with more 
violent bouts of instability and war. 

'lbe new administration has been try
ing to bury challenges to U.S. political 
ingenuity and diplomacy under an ava
lanche of military hardware and bravado. 

This pattern shows up in the administra
tion's response to the struggle in·El Sal
vador, in its plans to recoup its right to 
stir up new tensions in Angola, and in Hs 
response · ot the insecurity of our Saudi 
AraJbian ally, the subject of our colloquy 
today. President Rea.:,cran and his f'oreign 
policy team are demonstraiting a self
imposed blindness to the difficulties of 
conducting an effective foreign policy in 
a complicated world. 

Military means occupy an impcrtant 
place in the arsenal of U.S., foreign pol
icy, but used in the wrong way or at the 
wrong time, they can misfire. Military 
instruments are effective only if they 
are used to serve a strategic objective. 
They cannot substitute for political 
means when the latter are required. The 
key question about military means is not 
whether they can properly be used by 
the United States but how to use them 
properly. In El Salvador, the Middle 
East and potentially in Angola, the ad
ministration is establishing a poor record 
on the proper use of military means. Its 
actions permit bad military initiatives 
to drive out good political ones. 

President Reagan is driving out pros
pects for restoring fundamental Saudi 
confidence in the United States as an 
ally by pacifying the Saudis with mili
tary gifts that convey only superficial 
devotion. Sending arms is not a substi
tute for providing assurance to our al
lies. Indeed, the Saudis have a right to 
be suspicious of this substitution. It tells 
the Saudis that it is foolhardy to rely on 
the United States as a guarantor of its 
security. First, our actions offer a pom· 
example of how we guard the security 
interests of a major ally such as Israel. 
If we dism·ss so cavalierly Israel's .. mr
vival and our promises to its people, now 
can the Saudis expect us to treat them 
better? Second, caving in to Saudi de
mands for F-15 equipment 1-s a repeat 
performance of our infirmity concernlng 
Saudi demands that we abandon our 
vital interest in a strategic petroleum 
reserve. By once again surrendering our 
strategic interests to the threats of our 
weaker client, we undermlne our cre
dibility as that client's guarantor. 

By caving in to Saudi demands on F-15 
equipment we bring them the disconcert
ing news thtat they have a bodyguard 
without a backbone. That brings me to 
the third point. The Saudis know that 
in the final analysis only U.S. strength 
can protect them against the aggression 
of the Soviet Union or any other likely 
hostile external power. Yet we propose to 
sell them fuel tanks and missiles for their 
planes on the pretense that it will form 
their line of defense against the Soviets 
and other external threats. If the Saudis 
buy this logic, they will recognize-with 
some alarm I imagine-that thev are be
ing offered enhanced F-15's that would 
be of little value in repelling a full Soviet 
attack in lieu of effective u .. s. protection. 

Instead of sending the Saudis the 
wrong message about American interests 
and commitments, we should send them 
the right ones. We should respond to 
their requests for F-15 equipment by 
telling them: 

First, no, we cannot sell it because to 

do so would endanger a longtime U.S. 
ally, and the United States will always 
protect the interest of all its allies. 

Second, the S.1udis must act on what 
they already lmow-that they share with 
Israel a. common interest jn ending Arab
Israel conflict and repulsing Soviet in
fluence in the region. The United States 
will work with all its allies in the region 
to strengthen these objectives, and ex
pects their active cooperation in this 
endeavor. Accordingly, we will stress 
high visibility for the United States in 
the region, including an enhanced naval 
presence and base facilities. We welcome 
the support of our allies in sustaining the 
U.S. presence politically-and if neces
sary financially. 

Ironically by telling the Saudis what 
it is that we want, rather than telling 
them what they tell us they want to hear, 
we will be telling them what they really 
want to hear-that the United States is 
a staunch ally, secure in its pcwer and 
courageous in its commitments to its 
friends. 

Having outlined what I view as the 
flaws of the emerging administration 
foreign policy framework, and its dan
gerous consequences for relations with 
our allies in the Middle East, I will detail 
the reasons why the administration's 
argument that the equipment sales are 
no threat to Israel and required for Saudi 
defense are not persuasive. . 

The Reagan administration's sale to 
Saudi Arabia of AIM-9L air-to-air mis
siles and fuel and sensor tactioo.l <FAST) 
packs will dramatically increase the fire
power and range of the 62 F-15's pur
chased by Saudi Arabia in 1978. An of
fensive capability for these aircraft---al
ready the most advanced fighter-bomber 
in the world-is counterproductive to 
U.S. interest in peace and stability for 
Saudi Arabia and Israel. 

The improved F-15's that Saudi Arabia 
will have will impair security in the Per
sian Gulf region. Equipped with AIM-
9L's and FAST packs they will under
mine ·rsrael's air superiority and enable 
Saudi Arabia to hit any Israeli target 
with greater force from bases located 
much deeper within Saudi Arabia. 

There is no threat facing Saudi Arabia 
which justifies this sale. Sixty two en
hanced F-15's would not protect Saudi 
Arabia. against a full Soviet attack. Only 
the United States could do this. To leave 
the defense of the Arabian Peninsula to 
Saudi Arabia alone, would be to concede 
this area to the Soviets. 

The administration's' contention that 
the sale of equipment is necessary to 
preserve regional stability, defend Saudi 
Ara:bia and restore U.S. credibility with 
our Saudi ally does not hold water. On 
the contrary, the sale will undermine 
these objectives. For this reason I opPoSe 
the sales. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr . . President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I wish to 
jo'n with the distinguished Senators 
who are speaking this morning, the dis
tinguished Senator from Oregon, the 
distinguished Senator from New Jersey, 
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and others, expressing concerx:i about the 
U .s. arms sales to Saudi Arabia. 

Being one of the Senators who voted 
against the sale of the F-15 jet fighters 
in 19'18, I felt at that time in 1978 that 
that was not a wise move that we made 
at that time. Of course, everyone re
members at that time the provisions of 
the sale were that these F-15's were not 
given a large offensive capability. The 
Saudis said that they only sought the 
planes for being able to use them for 
part of their defense, that they wolll:d 
not put additional armament or addi
tional capability on those planes so that 
they would have a larger effective capa
bility and it was a great concern at that 
time 'on the part of the Israelis and on 
the part of many of us who had a con
cern that we were introducing a highly 
sophisticated weapon into that area and 
that because of that there were going to 
be continual conflicts. 

In fact, I think we talked about at the 
time of the sale that at first we will start 
off and we will have what is to be a de
fensive plane and then there will be a 
move to upgrade that plane, and many 
of us had a concern that the plane could 
be upgraded itself without the consent 
Of the United States by other arms 
manufacturers who would be able to put 
on the wing tanks and put on the addi
tional capabilities. 

Now we find that the United States is 
going to upgrade the plane and going to 
give it a much greater offensive capa
bility. 

I stand where I think most of the 
Members of this Senate stand, and that 
is we want to be able to provide the 
S1mdis with the capability of def ending 
themselves and defending the strategic 
oil that they have in that region, but to 
go further than that and to introduce 
now with this package of armaments 
that we are talking about now a highly 
offensive plane concerns me. 

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

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. Is it the Senator's belief 

that the enhancement package that we 
propose to sell to the Saudis will give 
their F-15's a greater capability than the 
F-15's in the Israeli Air Force? 

Mr. CHILES. My understanding is that 
it gives them a capability. I do not know 
that it is greater, but it certainly gives 
them an offensive capability in the 
plane. It changes greatly the configura
tion of that plane. 

Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator believe 
that the Sidewinder missile that the 
Saudis have asked for their F-15's is a 
better system than the Sparrow missile 
that the Israeli F-15's are armed with? 

Mr. CHILES. No, I do not think it is a 
better system than the Israelis are armed 
with. But again I do not think that we 
are also trying to get into an escalation 
of where we are going to say that we are 
continuing and now we are going to give 
the Israelis a greater weapon than we 
have given them now. 

I think what we talked about in the 
original sale in 1978 was a defensive air
plane. I think with this package now 
my concern is that we are truly making 

it an offensive plane and adding to the 
capability. 

Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator believe 
there has been no change in t ·ie threat 
situation there since 1978? 

Mr. CHILES. I beg the Senator's 
pardon. 

Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator believe 
that there has been no change in the 
threat situation in the Middle East since 
1978? 

Mr. CHILES. I think there have been 
changes in the threat situation, and I 
think the United States has made a lot 
of moves L.'1 connection with those threat 
situations. I think there has also been a 
deterioration or there has also been a 
greater threat or will be by the introduc
t ion of oftensive weapons to the security 
of Israel which also adds to our problems 
if that comes about. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Florida 
yield for two questions? 

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

ator's time has expired. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

yield the Senator 2 additional minutes. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 

the Senator this question: Has the State 
of Israel declared its intention to destroy 
the State of Saudi Arabia, to the best 
of the Senator's knowledge-yes or no? 

Mr. CHILES. They have not. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Has Saudi Arabia 

declared its intention to destroy the 
State of Israel? I say to the Senator that 
it has. 

In that context it seems to me the Sen
ator's remarks are altogether appro
priate, . and I wish to congratulate him 
for them. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I again 
reiterate my concern that we are adding 
to the tensions in this area, that we will 
be introducing sophisticated armaments 
that we are talking about in this pack
age, and it seems to me now is not the 
time to be doing that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 10 minutes 
to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank my friend 
from Oregon. 

Mr. President, I congratulate the Sen
ator from Florida for his remarks. I wish 
to continue the theme of my question. 

Mr. President, there is not a Member 
in this Chamber of whom I am aware 
who does not share the concern that has 
been central to American policy in the 
Middle East for many years now with 
the military and the political security of 
the State of Israel, the remaining demo
cratic society in that part of the world. 
And it comes as an unwelcome surprise 
that the first decision in foreign policy 
in that area by the new administration
and I wish the Senator from Oregon. 
would hear me on this because he is in 
charge of the Republican Senatorial 
Campaign Committee and will in time 
be asked, I think, to explain this- is to 
arm a state that in the aftermath of 
the Camp David accords has escalated 
to unprecedented levels its commitment 
to the destruction of the State of Israel. 

Mr. President, I do not know that the 
.Amerlean people have followed as care
Iulli as they mir;ht the degree to which 
Sa.udi Arabia has associated itself with 
the most extreme, and, to date, unprece
dented assaults on the very legitimacy, 
the very existence, of the State of Israel. 

'I'he Islamic Conference in late Jan
uary of this year, hosted by the Saudis, 
held at Taif in Saudi Arabia, called for 
a Jihad, a holy war, against the State 
of Israel. It issued a declaration, to 
which Saudi Arabia subscribed, that re
ferred to Israel as a "usurpation." And 
it took the most extreme position yet 
taken in a long progression of such posi
t ions, declaring that the whole of the 
city of Jerusalem-not the old city, not 
a quarter of the old city, but the entire 
city-was annexed territory and must be 
given up by the State of Israel, leaving 
it a country without a capital. Israel's 
very purpose is symbolized by a united 
Jerusalem, and yet the Islamic Confer
ence demanded that Israel surrender it 
outright. 

The 'I'aif conference, Mr. President, 
was followed by the non.a.lined confer
ence in New Delhi February 9 to Febru
ary 12, where the most extraordinary 
assertions yet to be made at an interna
ti<0nal conference on this subject of the 
Middle East were completely supported 
by Saudi Ararbia. 

The oonf erence declared tha;t the 
Negev and Galilee are annexed territories 
not belonging to the State of Ism.el, 
even though these territories halve been 
part of Israel from the moment it was 
founded. First Jerusalem is not the capi
tal, then the Negev is not part of the 
state, •then the Galilee is not part of the 
state, and very shortly there will be no 
such state. 

The Saudis have associated them
selves 00mpletely with this enterprise. 
They have associated themselves with 
the ultimate rejection of the Camp 
David accords. 

Moreover, they continue to arm the 
Palestiillian Liberation Organ1zation, 
which is nJOthing save the instrument of 
the Soviet poli'cy in the Middle East and 
yet this administration wants to provide 
to Saudi Arabia the capacity to attack 
the State of Ism.el. 

Mr. President, my colleagues and I 
understand the importance of Saudi se
curity to the United States, and we will 
support the administration as it seeks 
to stabilize th'iis shaky region. We will 
support the administration as it tries to 
develop a so-called consensus of strategic 
concerns among friendly states in the 
Middle East. And we understand that 
Israel's security can also be strength
ened when the United States strength
ens such friendly states, and enlarges 
its own role in the region. But surely we 
have to ask what the administration has 
in mind when it proposes to provide this 
amendment to Saudi Arabia ·at a time 
when Saudi statements and policies 
seem to be drifting ever further from 
our own. Is this the way to build a 
consensus? Does this show Saudi 
Arabia that we are serious about our 
interests? Or, for that rnaitter, about 
theirs? 
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If the Saudis would associate them

selves with the quest for a oonrensus in 
the Middle E'ast, if they asoociated them
selves with Egypt's desire for peace, if 
they would associate themselves with 
Israel's legitimate right to exist, then we 
would move as we are doing with some 
confidence. 

But they do not. In the name of all that 
is true and holy does the administration 
truly think it wise to make this show 
of support for a state at the very instant 
when it declares itself intent upon the 
destruction of our ally, the state of 
Ismel? 

Mr. President, this matter is not con
cluded. It is lamentable that this admin
istration should have sought to give these 
weapons in return, as best we can tell, 
for nothing, not one thing, not even a 
protest by the Department of State at 
the incredible pronouncements at Taif, 
followed by the yet more incredible ones 
at New Delhi. The Secretary must make 
clear where the United States stands. 
This clarity will be the most important, 
the indispensable element of a successful 
policy. 

If we have decided to abandon the Is
raelis in the name of oil or geopolitics or 
what, let us say so. But since we do not 
mean to abandon them, let us do nothing 
that suggests we will. 

Let us not tell a power that has de
clared its intent to destroy the demo
cratic State of Israel that we do not ob
ject. Above all, let us not give them the 
idea that we may give them the power to 
do so with American weapons. 

I hope the administration, while it still 
has time, will recognize that there js not 
the support in this Chamber to persist in 
this course. 

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Could the Senator 

yield on the Senator's time? I have about 
six more Senators who desire to speak. 

Mr. TOWER. I will ask my questions on 
my own time. 

Does the Senator from New York be
lieve that selling this enhancement pack
age will give the Saudis a military su
periority over the State of Israel? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. No. 
Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator from 

New York believe indeed that this en
hancement package is not defensive 
when considering the fact that the threat 
may be launched from Iran? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If there is one state 
that the Government of Saudi Arabia 
has declared its implacable enmity 
against, its intention to destroy, that 
State is Israel. Saudi Arabia has never 
said a word about Iran or Iraq or Kuwait. 
Let us remember what they say and do. 

Saudi Arabia supports the Palestine 
Liberation Organization, a terrorist 
group, which carries out the foreign pol
icy of the Soviet Union, and it has said 
one thing: It wishes to destroy the State 
of Israel, and we are giving it American 
arms which would help it try to do so. 

Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator think 
the Saudis would commit suicide by 
launching an inferior system against the 
superior svstem of the Israelis? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I do not know what 

I think about the Saudis or about how 
they intend to def end their own inter
ests. What is one to say about a people 
who, in the aftermath of Camp David, 
an exposed monarchy on top of all that 
wealth, that fragile society, would de
clare a holy war against Israel and leave 
Egypt abandoned by the Islamic world? 
Saudi Arabia needs to see what its true 
interests are. 

Mr. TOWER. Let me ask the Senator 
from New York just one more question: 
Does he believe the security of Israel 
would be enhanced if we do not sell 
either the F-15 to the Saudis or the en
hancement package, and they turn in
stead to the French and they bought the 
French Mirage 4000; would that consti
tute a lesser security threat to Israel? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am familiar 
enough with that argument that we must 
do it or else the French will get the con
tract. 

But something more important is at 
stake here. We have to show both Saudi 
Arabia and Israel that we know how to 
stand by an ally, the State of Israel. Nor 
is this my idea of how to stand by the 
State of Egypt. It is the Egyptians who 
took the risk for peace. 

Mr. TOWER. Is not the central issue 
the security of Israel, so should we not 
consider all aspects of it? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. There is nothing 
more important, sir, to the security of 
Israel than the idea of its legitimacy as 
a state, of its right to exist. 

The State of Saudi Arabia has re
peatedly associated itself with claims 
that Israel has no right to its capital, 
has no right to Galllee, has no right to 
the Negev, and so forth. In this way, the 
State of Saudi Arabia makes it very dif
ficult for us to def end them, and to pro
mote our common interests as we would 
wish to do. 

I have said my piece and I thank the 
Senator from Texas for his courtesy in 
asking me questions. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the pro
posed sale of offensive e,.,uipment for the 
F-15's for Saudi Arabia is wrong. It is 
bad public policy and it contains within 
it the seeds of tragedy. 

While I believe we have an obl!gation 
to foster better relations between our 
country and Saudi Arabia, that relation
ship should be based on reality; based on 
the real needs of their nation and our 
Nation. And in that context, it becomes 
very apparent that the transfer of of
fensive equipment is neither in our in
terest nor theirs. 

Some have pointed to the Soviet 
threat, as represented by their Invasion 
of Afghanistan, and the instability of 
the region as evidence that the Saudis 
now need the offensive punch that this 
equipment provides. But, Mr. President, 
as one who has returned just 3 months 
ago from a tour of the region, I say th'1.t 
the threat the Saudis face-and they do 
face a threat-will not be deterred or 
countered by this equipment. 

Just as we should examine our defense 
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budget in light of the source and nature 
of the threat we face, so too ought we 
lool{ at the threat facing the Saudis in 
order to determine what military needs 
we should be con~erned with. I would 
suggest that a realistic assessment indi
cates that there are three distinct poten
tial threats: Internal instability tyipified 
by Moslem fundamentalists of the kind 
that seized the mosque in Mecca; exter
nal commando-like raids against their 
oil fields. 

Finally, the least likely one is an in
v.asion from Iraq or Iran and even less 
likely by the Soviets. 

In none of these three cases will the 
offensive equipment contemplated in the 
President's request be used as either a 
deterrent or a weapon. 

Obviously, the enhancement package 
is not useful in countering internal in
stability. Nor would it be needed to deal 
with commando raids on the oil fields. 
And in terms of dealing with a potential 
invasion-from any source-the en
hancement package has limited utility. 
Certainly, it will not deter the madmen 
in Iran. Iraq has already displayed a high 
di~.regard for sophisticated military cal
culations in determining its own combat 
strategy as their willingness to invade 
Iran demonstrates. And in terms of the 
Soviets, and any potential direct threat 
they pose, I have no reservations in con
cluding that the enhancement package 
adds only marginally to Saudi strength
and that marginal addition does not 
come even close to creating either a 
deterrent or a meaningful counterforce 
to the relatively overwhelming Soviet 
might. 

No, Mr. President, realistically the only 
threat this sale responds to is not a 
threat against the Saudis but rather a 
threat by the Saudis. This sale is moti
vated by the fear that if we do not agree 
to it, then the Saudis will be more willing 
to use their oil weapon against us. But 
that calculation of Saudi willingness only 
adds up if one ignores a most meaning
ful factor in the equation of national in
tent. Our fear of independent Saudi ac
tion is based on what we know they might 
be able to do to us-it totally ignores 
what they know we might be able to do 
to them. 

When I was in the Middle East, I spent 
sometime with President Sadat. He is a 
brilliant man and one of the points he 
made was that American policy was too 
often made in response to the power 
other nations hold and not in a recogni
tion of the power we hold. He suggested, 
specifically, that the Saudis need us as 
much as we need them if they are to 
preserve their monarchy, their oil, and 
their way of life. He indicated that our 
policies had too often spoiled the Saudis, 
catered to them, instead of treating them 
as a sovereign nation which has entered 
into a reciprocal relationship with us. 

Failure to approve this sale might have 
a slight impact on our relationship with 
Saudi Arabia, granted.. But it will not be 
devastating. 

It will, however, be devastating if we 
approve that sale in several specific ways. 
First, it will reduce American credibility. 
When the original sale was negotiated, 
we made a solemn promise that those 
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jets would not be equipped with offensive 
capabilities. As a candidate Mr. Reagan 
himself identified the credibility af 
American commitments as a key element 
in our foreign policy. In his speech to 
the B'nai B'rith he said that in terms 
of playing a role in reaching a pea.cef ul 
resolution of the region's problems, the 
"most important" thing we could do was 
to "rebuild our lost reputation for trust
worthiness." He illustrated that point by 
ref erring specifically to the jet sale issue. 
He said: 

In 1976, Candidate Jimmy Carter said: "I 
am concerned with the way in which our 
country, as well as the Soviet Union, Britain 
and France have poured arms in to certain 
Arab countries-five or six times more than 
Israel receives." 

But it was Mr. Carter who agreed to 
sell 60 F-15 fighters to Saudi Arabia. To 
get the Congress to go along: he assured 
these aircraf.t would not have certain 
offensive capabilities. Now, the Secretary 
of Defense ·tells us he cannot say whether 
this commitment to Congress will be 
honored. 

I agreed with his analysis then. And 
I agree with it now. We should keep the 
commitment the President made to the 
Congress and that the candidate made 
to the peoPle during the election. 

That concern for fidelity of commit
ment was what motivated over 60 Sena
tors to sign a letter to President Carter, 
last July, urging him not to approve any 
sale of offensive equipment for the F-15's. 
Since our Government is ongoing, I 
would submit t.hat the same arguments 
made then apply now-and I ask unani
mous consent that the full text of the 
letter and a list of 'its signers be printed 
in •the RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., June 27, 1980. 

The PREsmENT, 
The White House. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: According to recent 
news reports, Saudi Arabia has asked to pur
chase from the United States additional m111-
ta.ry equipment related to the 1978 sale o! 60 
F-15's. It is our understanding that included 
in this request a.re such Items as multiple
ejection racks, conformal fuel tanks, KC-135 
aerial refueling tankers, AIM 9-L a.ir-ito-air 
missiles, and AWACS. We would like to re
mind you o! assurances given by your Ad
ministration concerning such military equip
ment and to register our firm opposition to 
the Saudi request. 

When the proposed F-15 sale was debated 
more than two years a.go, major concerns 
were voiced in Congress as to the aircraft's 
potential offensive capa.b111ty. In response 
to these concerns, officials o! your Adminis
tration provided the Congress with a series 
o! assurances and understandings tha.t em
phasized the de!ensive role and restricted the 
potential offensive threat posed by the F-15's. 
In particular, a letter from Secretary Brown 
on May 9, 1978, to Senator John Sparkman, 
then Chairman o! the Sena.te Foreign Rela
tions Committee, stipulated the following: 

"The F-15 we plan to sell to Saudi Arabia 
. wm have the same configurations as the in
terceptor model approved !or the United 
States Air Force." 

"The plane requested by Saudi Arabia wm 
not be equipped with the. special features 
that could give it additional range. Specifi
cally, the planes wlll not have conformal 

fuel tanks ("!a.st packs"), 1.e., auxiliary fuel 
tanks thait conform to the body o! the plane, 
and Saudi Arabian KC-130 tankers do not 
have equipment for air refueling of the 
F-15." 

"Saudi Arabia. has not requested that the 
plane be outfitted with multiple ejection 
racks (MER 200) which would allow the 
plane to carry a. substantial bomb load. The 
United States will not furnish such MER's." 

"Saudi Araba has not requested, nor do 
we intend to sell any other systems or arma
ments that could increase the range or en
hance the ground attack capab111ty o! the 
F'-15." 

In addition, in testimony before the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee on May 9, 1980, 
Secretary of Defense Brown was asked 
whether the United States was planning to 
provide the Saudis with an aerial refueling 
capacity for the F-15's. In response, Secre
tary Brown said: "The F-15 does have a. re
ceptacle, but the Saudis don't have an aerial 
refuellng ca.pab111ty with a. probe, so they wm 
not be able to refuel the F-15." 

Moreover, a sepa.ra.te letter was sent on 
February 16, 1978, from Assistant Secretary 
Bennett to Congressman Lee Hamilton in 
which the following statements were made 
concerning the AIM 9-L and A WACS: 

"The Saudi Air Force is not scheduled to 
get the AIM 9-L all-aspect sidewinder missile 
which will be carried on the United States 
Air Force F-15's." 

"An F-15 sale w111 not lead to the sale of 
E2C or E3A (AWACS). The F-15 has an ex
cellent radar. Were the Saudis to purchase a.n 
aircraft with le5s effective radar than the 
F-15, they would be more than likely to seek 
an airborne radar system." 

We !eel that the sale o! additional military 
equipment which would increase the range 
or otherwise enhance the offensive capab111ty 
o! the F-15's sold to Saudi Arabia would not 
be consistent with the above assurances and 
understandings given to the United States 
Congress. Therefore, we urge you to reject 
any such requests by Saudi Arabia !or the 
sale o! the additional weapons and equip
ment a.s reported in the press. 

Sincerely, 
Signed by Sena.tors: Armstrong, Baker, 

Baucus, Bayh, Bellmon, Biden, Boren, 
Boschwitz, Bradley, Bumpers, Cha.fee, 
Chiles, Church, Cohen, Cranston, Cul
ver, Daµtorth, DeConcini, Durenber
ger, Durk.in. 

Eagleton, Ford, Hart, Hatch, Heflin, 
Heinz, Huddleston, Humphrey, Inouye, 
Jackson, Javits, Jepsen, Kassebaum, 
Kennedy, La.xalt, Leahy, Levin, Lugar, 
McGovern, Magnuson. 

Moynihan, Mathias, Matsunaga, Metzen
baum, Mitchell, Morgan, Nelson, Pack
wood, Pell, Pressler, Proxmire, Pryor, 
Riegle, Roth, Sarbanes, Sasser, 
Schweiker, Simpson, Stevens, Stewart, 
Stone, Tsonga.s, Warner, Weicker, Wil
liams, Zorinsky. 

Mr. LEVIN. But, Mr. President, while 
a part of my opposition to this sale is 
based on my concern for our commit
ment, a larger part is based on the fact 
that the rationale for that commitment 
still remains. The offensive equipment, as 
I have suggested, does the Saudis little 
good. And, as I am about to suggest, it 
will do the region a great deal of harm. 

The effect of the sale on the region is 
twofold. First, it directly increases the 
threat to Israel with all that portends. 
The Saudis may have become our allies 
and our friends, but they still remain an 
implacable adversary of Israel. There has 
been no moderation-even as negotia
tions for this sale were ongoing-in the 
Saudi support of and calls for a jihad or 

holy war against Israel. Their backing 
for the PLO has not diminished. Their 
behavior in the United Nations has not 
moderated. Giving such a country the 
offensive capability to strike directly 
against Israel is an act of pure folly. 

And, to a certain extent, I believe that 
folly is implicitly recognized in the ad
ministration's arms sale plan. Not only 
do we give the Saudis the capacity to 
strike against Israel but we also then 
promise to provide the Israelis the means 
to defend, at least theoretically, against 
that strike. 

Mr. President, this absurdity simply 
guarantees that the kind of destructive 
arms race we all want to avoid will take 
yet another turn around the track and 
bring all of us a few steps closer to the 
finish line we all seek to avoid. 

Let me then summarize my arguments. 
First, providing the Saudis with this 
offensive equipment will not make them 
any more secure. Second, we do not need 
to provide them with the equipment in 
order to feel secure ourselves in terms of 
any oil threat-that security comes from 
a mutual need and interdependence 
which is quite separate from the offen
sive hardware we propose to sell. Third, 
the sale is inconsistent with the promises 
made to the Congress and to the world 
when the original F-15's were sold to the 
Saudis. And, finally, this sale simply 
serves to increase the arms race and 
bring us closer to the kind of miscalcu
lation we can neither afford or encour
age. 

This sale, then, Mr. President, is 
wrong. It is built on false assumptions 
of need, rooted in misunderstandings of 
power, flawed by its break with past 
promises, and tainted by its suppart for 
an expensive and destabilizing arms 
race. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield 7 minutes to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota has been yielded 7 
minutes. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
also rise to speak in opposition to the 
enhancement package that is being sug
gested for the Saudis. 

The enhancement package has been 
spoken of as a litmus test when it was 
presented to us in the Foreign Relations 
Committee. As my part of this colloquy 
this morning, I would like to list some of 
the other litmus tests or some of the 
other equipment that we have sold to 
Saudi Arabia in just 2 years. I am not 
sure I can get through the entire list 
for the 2 years. But the litmus test is 
often applied and the litmus test has 
often been satisfied; that we are indeed 
friends of the Saudis, that we should, 
indeed, continue to be friends of the 
Saudis, and that the Saudis have an im
portant and signiftcant role in the free 
world. 

Mr. President, let me read some of the 
items that we sold the Saudis in 1978 . 
Of course, there was the sale of 60 F-15 
Eagles. At the time of the original pur
chase of the F-15's, there was a letter 
from Secretary Brown, which I am sure 
others in this colloquy have mentioned, 
specifically excluding the type of equip-



March 24, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENA TE 5017 

ment that we are speaking about today 
as the enhancement package. In 1978 
there were also 14 F-5E jet fighter 
planes. There were 4 KC-130 tanker air
craft· 240 AIM-7F Sparrow air-to-air 
missiles; 240 AIM-9J air-to-air missiles; 
four hundred 43 Red eye antiaircraft mis
siles· 400 23-B Hawk ground-to-air mis
siles: 28 advanced missiles and other air
craff-some of them, Mr. President, 
coming from Britain. The sales include a 
large number of armored vehicles and 
tanks, some of which came from France 
and Italy, as well as the United States. 

That is the essential list of weapons 
that were purchased by Saudi Arabia in 
1978. Indeed, it is a very impressive list. 

SO is the overall list of military goods 
and services purchased by the Saudis. 
It totals $18.2 billion from the United 
States since the end of 1973. In addition, 
the Saudis purchased another approxi
mately $8 billion worth of military items 
from other nations in the world. 

The list of U.S. purchases includes 110 
F-15 jet fighter bombers. Since 1979, a 
list of . armaments sold by the United 
States to Saudi Arabia for these planes 
includes: 3,000 laser-guided air-to
ground bombs; 1,000 Maverick air-to
ground missile "smart bombs"; and 2,000 
more Sidewinder air-to-air missiles. The 
Senator from Texas is not present in the 
Chamber. He knows the names and num
bers better than I. 

The sales list also includes antiaircraft 
weapans, from France, Sweden, and the 
United States; 136 antiaircraft cannons; 
400 more Hawk antiaircraft missiles; 400 
more MM-43A Red Eye antiaircraft mis
siles; 117 Harpoon multipurpose naval 
missiles; and 150 M-60Al tanks. 

So, Mr. President, the list of military 
equipment sold by our country on a per
haps litmus-test basis, as this sale is now 
being heralded, is indeed long. 

We have been friends with Saudi 
Arabia. We should continue to be friends 
of this important nation. But to sell an 
enhancement package of equipment, 
some of which is not yet deployed even 
on our own aircraft does not lend itself 
to the stability, to the continuance of 
peace in the Middle East. It only height
ens the arms race and brings an element, 
indeed, of instability to the Middle East. 
So I will oppose the sales. Thank you, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington has been yielded 
3 minutes. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, in all 
that has been said about helping Israel 
to maintain a balance 'in its defenses, I 
have seen little or nothing about the 
problem created for that country when 
it is placed by our actions 'in the PoSition 
of having to increase its economic com
mitment to national security functions. 
Israel is constantly fighting a losing bat
tle against the ravages of infiation. Its 
current inflation rate is 133 percent. Al
most everything in the national economy, 
wages, prices, and so forth, is indexed to 
this disastrous rate. 

The administration proposes to off er 
$600 million in increased credits for fiscal 
year 1983 and fiscal year 1984 at a 12- to 
13-percent rate of interest. The service 
on this additional debt will run to $1.-
436,000,000 in 10 years. As some Israelis 
have said, this is like offering a junkie 
another shot of heroin. 

While we add to the armaments of 
Saudi Arabia, questionable from the 
&v.:.:1upc~:;.1~ o .. i~s ddens~ needs and from 
our strategic needs as I believe that to 
be, we run the very real danger of adding 
the finishing touches to the destruction 
of the Israeli economy. What country can 
continue to stand the strain o~ such a 
firestorm of inflation and what kind of 
a favor are we offering to Israel to make 
this contribution to that inflation. 

Does it not make more sense for the 
administration and the Congress to re
consider these sales to Saudi Arabia, un
til better assurances are received that 
they will actually result in a stronger and 
more open support for our peace efforts, a 
reduction of interregional tensions and 
that they will not adversely affect the 
military security and economic strength 
of other friendly nations within the re
gion which are essential to the area's 
overall security? 

We know that Israel's consumer price 
index ran at the rate of 133 percent last 
year. We know that its inflation rate has 
been running at from 7 to 9 percent per 
month. How can we add to that burden 
until we know that the Saudis' need for 
additional military materiel has a genu
ine basis in defense needs. 

In the final analysis, the security of 
Saudi Arabia depends on the United 
States and the security of the region as 
a whole will be aided most by a reduction 
of tensions and upon peaceful relations 
between states in that region. 

I am not yet persuaded that the se
curity of Saudi Arabia's oil installations 
will be increased by the addition of F-15 
fighters with sophisticated equipment to 
the mountain of armament that we, 
France, Italy, Britain, and Sweden have 
already delivered to Saudi Arabia in the 
last 3 years. In addition, Saudi Arabia 
is hiring Pakistani mercenaries to add 
to its security. Now we propose to add 
accessories to the F-15 which changed 
it from a defensive to an offensive 
weapon. 

What quid pro quo do we receive? An
other increase in the price of oil? Or 
will we get a sincere diminution in ~alls 
for a holy war against what Crown 
Prince Fahd, in his speech before the 
Islamic Summit Conference at Taif, on 
January 26, called a "racist entity" and 
demanded an "Arab Jerusalem" as its 
"eternal capital." 

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

Mr. GORTON. Yes. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, are not 

the Saudi oil prices actually below the 
OPEC price and have they not increased 
their oil production substantially beyond 
what is economically practical and fea
sible for them in an eff'ort to make UJP for 
the oil deficits as a result of the Iraq
Iran war? 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I do not 
believe that for one moment. The price 
of oil is set by Saudi Arabia. The amount 

of oil which it produces at any given 
time is based entirely--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. PAC1(WOOD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for an additional 
15 minutes to be allocated to me under 
the special orders. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator amend that request to give me 
an additional 15 minutes under my 
control? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, do I 

have the floor? 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Yes. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, my an

swer to the question is that it is my view 
that the price of oil set by Saudi Arabia 
and the production levels set by Saudi 
Arabia are set purely by that country 
in its own interest. That is because it 
is the largest such producer and has 
constantly been in the forefront of see
ing to it that prices are increased. 

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

Mr. GORTON. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. If that level is in their 

own interest, why is it there is so much 
internal criticism in Saudi Arabia for 
their having raised that production far 
beyond their economic requirement.s, and 
why is it tha;t they cannot recycle the 
petrodollars that they are earning as a 
result of that increased production? Is 
the Senator not aware that the Saudi 
prlc_e is $4 below the OPEC price? 

Mr. GORTON. The Saudi price may 
well be below 'the OPEC price and the 
price set by other smaller producers, but 
those prices, in turn, are based upan 
what the Saudis themselves want to do. 
Whenever the Saudis believe it to be in 
their own interest to cut production, they 
cut production. When they believe it to 
be in their own interest to increase pro
duction, they increase production. 

To continue wi•th my statement: 
Will we, by making this sale of F-15's 

to Saudi Arabia, receive support for the 
peace making efforts on whir,h we have 
spent so much effort, time, and money? 

I am aware of the tensions and the 
turmoil in what Prince Fahd calls "the 
Islamic Nation." But is it too much to 
expect that they can reduce the shrlll
ness of their rhetoric; reduce the vast 
contribution they continue to make to 
the Palestine Liberation Organization, 
or privately exert effective efforts to turn 
the PLO from the path of international 
terrorism to one of peaceful negotia
tion? 

The path of statesmanship is open :to 
the leaders of Saudi Arabia. All they 
have to do is to grasp the nettle and 
exert courage in the face of opposition 
that, all too often in the recent and 
distant past, has refused to face reality 
and to act wisely. They must realize that 
leaders may not run ahead of the mob 
and still proclaim themselves leaders. 
Is it too much to ask that they use 
their influence to moderate the position 
of the PLO, with respect to that orga
nization's stand on the status of Israel 
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as an independent entity and with re
spect to the provisions of U.N. Resolu
tion 242? 

Until that kind of leadership is shown, 
why should we encourage present trends 
by making concessions without return? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Arizona. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, it is 
my firm belief that the administration's 
decision to sell to Saudi Arabia equip
ment to upgrade what is already the most 
sophisticated fighter-bomber in the 
world, the F-15, may ultimately prove 
detrimental not only to the security of 
Israel, but to the general stability of the 
Middle East. 

This is most certainly not a partisan 
issue. I urged the Carter administration 
to reject the Saudis' request for sale of 
this equipment in July of last year-in
deed in 1978 I vigorously opposed the 
sale to Saudi Arabia of the F-15's, them
selves. The upgrading of the Saudis' 60 
F-15's is an all too tempting way to try 
to encourage the Saudis to promote 
American strategic interests in the Per
sian Gulf and American economic ~n
terests in the international oil market. 
The psychology of the sale seems to be 
that we are not selling them a new weap
ons system, only upgrading a system that 
they already have. Unfortunately, given 
that the Saudis are shrewd capitalists 
and that they have their own percep
tions of the strategic makeup of the Per
sian Gulf, it i-s likely that the upgrading 
of the F-15 will-at best-have a short 
term effect on the Saudis' attitude to
ward the United States. 

Moreover, in the long run the saie 
significantly enhances Saudi military ca
pability and is the impetus for another 
round of the arms race in the Middle 
East. The equipping of the most sophisti
cated fighter-bomber in the world with 
extra fuel tanks, advanced radar, .l.nd 
AIM 9L air-to-air missiles makes the 
F-15 a lethal threat 1,000 miles from its 
takeoff point-that is, anywhere in the 
Middle East. The scenarios for use of 
these planes by the Saudis are not re
assuring. 

Assuming that the current Saudi Gov
ernment remains in power and assuming 
that it continues to ·try to maintain a 
mutually advantageous relationship with 

·the United States----.and of course we 
know from the example of Iran how ten
uous these assumptions are-the Saudis 
could use the upgraded F-15's to respond 
to an external attack. But given the size 
of Saudi Arabia and the strength of 
its potential aggressors, the F-15's--up
graded or not-will not enable Saudi 
. Arabia to defend itself successfully. 

Given the inadequacy of the F-15's in 
serving as a credible deterrent for the 
Saudis, we must look at the offensive 
purposes to which· the F-15's could be 
employed. One possibility is that the 
Saudis might want to use the upgraded 
F-15's to settle old scores in the Persian 
Gulf. Certainly such a scenario does not 
:flt in the U.S. search for stability in the 

Middle East. Another possibility is that 
they could be used against Israel. I chal
lenge the administration or anyone in 
this body who supports this sale to say 
that he or she guarantees that in the case 
of a change in power in saudi Arabia or 
in the case of another Arab-Israeli war 
or even in the case that another Arab
Israeli war was perceived to be imminent, 
that the Saudis could resist the tempta
tion to use their American supplied and 
upgraded F-15's against Israel or to 
transfer its planes to another Arab na
tion for this purpose. 

Mr. TOWER. Will the senator yield for 
a question? What other old scores might 
they be likely to settle? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Does the senator 
yield on the time of the Senator from 
Texas? 

Mr. DECONCINI. I am glad to yield to 
the senator on his time. 

Mr. TOWER. What old scores would 
they li}te to settle? 

Mr. DECONCINI. I think there are 
many old scores in the history of the 
Saudis and the Persian Gulf. I think the 
senator from Texas is aware of the vola
tileness in that area, of the disruption 
which has been fomented in that area by 
Iraq, by Iran, and the Saudis have ha~ to 
choose sides time and time again. I think 
that is quite clear, at least to this Senator. 

Mr. TOWER. Is the Senator suggesting 
that they might be used offensively 
against Iraq? 

Mr. DECONCINI. That Senator is sug
gesting that I do not know where they 
might be used. The Senator is suggesting 
that to provide a lethal weapon that has 
a penetration of l,000 miles when there 
has been a commiotment by the last ad
ministration that this would not be done, 
is not in the best interests of the United 
States, or Saudi Arabia. 

Mr. TOWER. Has anything changed in 
the Middle East since 1978? Have there 
been no changes there, in the political 
situation, perhaps? 

Mr. DECONCINI. Have there been any 
changes? Of course there have been some 
changes. I think the Senator from Texas 
is very aware of that, and I think the 
Senator from Texas is trying to indicate 
that because of some changes in Iran and 
Iraq this would justify a change in this 
country's firm commitment not to supply. 

To conclude my remarks: 
That the United States is stimulating 

the arms race in the Middle East b:v mak
ing this sale is tacitly recognized by the 
administration. To offset the upgrading 
of the Saudi F-15's it is my understand
ing that the Reagan administration plans 
to offer Israel 15 additional F-15's at 
preferential financial terms as well as 
other concessions as a quid pro quo for 
the Saudi sale. Despite the preferential 
pricing, this quid combined with the cost 
of an additional early warning system 
and whatever other equipment that the 
Israelis may perceive to be necessary to 
counterbalance the enhanced Saudi 
threat will place another burden on the 
already highly strained Israeli economy. 
And, of course, there are no guarantees 
that the Saudis will not come back to us 
asking for other types of arms. 

Mr. President, I believe that this situa
tion is a case in which we should leave 

well enough alone. Although it is fraught 
with dangers, there is peace in the Mid
dle East. I encourage my fell ow Senators 
to recall the written guarantee which the 
Carter administration gave this body 
when it approved the sale of the F-15's 
to Saudi Arabia. At that time the Carter 
administration pledged that no addition
al equipment which could "increase the 
range and enhance the ground attack 
capability of the F-15's" would be sup
plied to Saudi Arabia. The Saudis accept
ed this limitation as a condition of the 
sale, and I do not believe that the Senate 
would have approved the sale without 
this assurance. I urge my colleagues to 
return this administration to· the provi
sions of this pledge by opposing this sale. 
· I ask unanimous consent at this time, 
Mr. President, to have printed at this 
point in the RECORD a letter I wrote to 
President Reagan on this issue. 

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

U.S. SENATE. 
COMMITl'EE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.O., March 18, 1981. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Your decision to sell 
AIM-9L air-to-air missiles and Fuel and Sen
sor Tactical (FAST) packs for installation on 
the 62 F-15s purchased. by Saudi Arabia 1n 
1978 m-a.y ultima.tely prove detrimental not 
only to Israeli security interests but to the 
genera.I stability of the Middle East. 

The F-15 is already the most sophisticated 
fighter-bomber in the world. The addition of 
these items will substantially increase the 
offensive capability of these aircraft. No 
_rea.sonab:e analysis of the potential threats 
facing Saudi Arabia yields the conclusion 
that such an offensive F-15 capability is 
justified. Indeed, it would seem that the 
Saudi's true purpose is to have the capab111ty 
of threatening Israel. 

It is my sincere · hope, Mr. President, that 
you will reconsider this decision in light of 
its potentially destablizing effects. I am con
fident that the United States can demon
sta-ate its special relationship a.nd friendship 
with Saudi Arabia in a host of other ways 
that do not impinge so dlrectly on the 
interests of America's most enduring ally. 

Sincerely, 
DENNIS DECONCINI, 

U.S. Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Arizona has expired. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Maryland. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KAS
TEN) . The senator from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, in 1978 
when the plane package deal for Egypt, 
Israel, and Saudi Arabia was approved, 
Secretary of Defense Brown testified, 

Saudi Arabia has not requested, nor do 
we intend to sell, any other systems or 
armaments that could increase the range or 
enhance the round attack capability of the 
F-15 . 

The plane package deal was accepted 
because of those assurances. I repeat thP. 
word "package" because it has been said 
that this administration does not con
sider that it is a package. But as we 
considered it, as we approved it, it was 
a package. 

In the last year of the Carter admin
istration, I _sensed a move to renege on 



March 24, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENA TE 5019 

that commitment. Now the ~~agan. ~d
ministration confirms a dec151on, .citing 
changed circumstances in the region to 
justify selling some, though not all, of 
what the Saudis have requested .. There 
is no doubt that circumstances m the 
region have changed. Iran is no ~onger 
under the Shah. It is in chaos. It is also 
at war with Iraq. The Soviet l?'nio~ oc
cupies Afghanistan and is probing vigor
ously elsewhere in the region. 

But the package in 1978 included spe-
cific commitments. . 

I reminded President Carter of this 
last year and made the same p~int to 
the Reagan administration officials. If 
any changes are to be made in the com
mitments, they must be made with the 
agreement of all the parties concerned, 
the whole package-the Congress, the 
executive branch, the Israelis, the Egyp
tians, and the Saudis. 

For all parties to agree, then Israel'~ 
defense against an enhanced Saudi 
threat must be strengthened. As far as 
I can judge, only the most preli!11inary 
sort of an administration effort m that 
direction has thus far revealed itself. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 3 minutes to 

the Senator from Kansas. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kansas. 
ENHANCING THE SAUDI F-15 'S: DOES IT GET 

ANYONE ANYWHERE? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Kansas has serious concerns about 
the plan to sell enhanced offensive equip
ment to Saudi Arabia. In the past, I op
posed the sale of these F-15's to our ma
jor foreign oil supplier. But, we must keep 
in mind that Saudi Arabia is the world's 
major oil supplier and the United States 
has a need to enhance our geopolitical 
interests and security in the Middle East. 
What we must ask is whether enhancing 
the firepower and range of the 62 F-15's 
purchased by the Saudis in 1978-over 
strong congressional opposition-will sig
nificantly contribute to either American 
or Saudi security. 

Congress originally agreed to the sale 
on the condition that such offensive up
grade equipment not be included in the 
transfer. That point has just been made 
by the Senator from Maryland. We do 
realize there are threats to Saudi Arabia 
and its crucial oil fields that, if carried 
out, the United States would view with 
extreme alarm, and U.S. intervention 
then would be a likely possibility. Under 
such conditions, how does the enhanced 
capability of the F-15's add to Saudi in
ternal security? On the other hand it is 
very evident that the new firepower and 
range of the F-15's makes a noticeable 
and significant difference toward our 
longtime ally, Israel. 

Since World War II, Saudi forces have 
fought against the State of Israel three 
times. Each time, these forces were part 
of a coordinated, pan-Arab attack. In 
the future, facing a circle of well-sup
plied, oil-financed enemies, an Israel 
strained to the utmost to provide for its 
national defense would be forced to con
sider the likelihood of pinpoint strikes 
by heavily armed, long-range Saudi F-
15's. Without an Israeli preemptive strike 

to eliminate this threat, Israel's now cru
cial air superiority would be in jeopardy. 
At the same time, Saudi awareness of a 
preemptive attack on its soil would en
courage its inclination to join in joint 
Arab aggression. 

WHERE DOES IT GET US? 

It seems to the Senator from Kansas 
that unless the United State is willing to 
abandon its long and faithful ally, Israel, 
selling this equipment creates new prob
lems for the United States without any 
new, obvious benefits. It does little to 
make a real increase in Saudi security, 
while contributing to Israeli insecurity 
and vulnerability, and endangers the in
stability of the region. 

If the F-15 sale is intended to "buy" 
some kind of good will or infiuence in Ri
yadh, then the United States must pro
vide a countercapability to Israel so that 
at least the F-15's do not pose an in
creased hazard to our allies. Perhaps 
some kind of sense can be made from 
supplying both sides in an escalating 
arms race if we could point to real gains 
or concessions that will result from the 
transaction. There are many conflicting 
and competing goals in the conduct of 
American foreign policy, where our chief 
concern must be the reality of Soviet im
perialism. Nevertheless, what are the 
prospects of any gains to America or the 
West by making this addition to the 
Saudi arsenal? 

THE STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 

For a long time, this Senator has 
advocated that our national security 
and our energy policy needs would be 
best served by the filling of the strategic 
petroleum reserve as soon as Possible. 
Such a reserve would diminish the 
threat ·of an OPEC oil embargo. Saudi 
Arabia has taken the lead in threaten
ing the United States with reduced pro
duction of daily oil supplies if Washing
ton attempts to fill the reserve. Without 
a specific quid pro quo on this sensitive, 
political, and economic issue, is there yet 
any indication that Saudi policy will be 
any less threatening to U.S. interests if 
;We follow through on our plan on SPRO? 

THE CAMP DAVID PEACE 

The greatest threat to Mideast stability 
is the failure of any of Israel's enemies 
to join Egypt in the peace talks and the 
settlement of the West Bank issues. The 
United States is heavily committed to 
this peace progress. Saudi Arabia has 
·failed to indulge in anything that could 
be construed as constructive to the goal 
of peace. It continues to be the major 
banker for the terrorist PLO groups. 
Only last month, Saudi leaders again 
were calling for a jihad, or holy war, 
against Israel. Is there any prospect 
that the sale of this weaponry to the 
Riyadh regime will lead to Saudi par
ticipation in the peace negotiations? Will 
the Saudis reconsider/ their financial 
support of the PLO? · 

In our attempts to face the Soviet 
challenge in the Mideast and the threat 
to Persian Gulf oil supplies, the United 
States has engaged in a naval buildup 
and the creation of a Rapid Deployment 
Force. The option of basing forward 
units, forward supplies, and even Amer
ican forces in the western Indian Ocean 

littoral has been suggested as one possi
bility. The Saudis have consistently 
opposed American base arrangements in 
the Arabian Peninsula. If the F-15 
enhancement sale goes through, is there 
any prospect that this attitude will 
change? 

I say that a number of us who cer
tainly want. to support this administra
tion are going to have to have some in
dication, somebody to give us some as
surance on behalf of the Saudis that 
there will be certain-maybe "conces
sions" is not the right word, but certain 
considerations by Saudi Arabia. 

SAUDI GOODWILL :O:.U:ANS WH.\T? 

Mr. President, this sale clearly raises 
some key policy questions that the ad
ministration should address. In light of 
the problems the sale seems to raise, and 
the f allure of Saudi Arabia to support key 
U.S. policies, we need to take another 
look at whether or not there is a real 
need for offensive weapons like these. 
There may be substantial policy and geo
strategic interests that will be served by 
the proposed sale. If so, these need to be 
articulated in the context of the ques
tions the Senator from Kansas and 
others here today have brought forward. 

It just seems to me that we all have a 
great deal of difficulty endorsing a trans
action that might contribute to Israeli 
insecurity and damage Mideast peate 
and stability, if the only purpose is to 
acquire Saudi goodwill-when no sugges
tion is made that there is a good chance 
Saudi policies will soon change. There are 
plenty or areas open to the Saudis to 
demonstratt~ in deeds what their good 
will toward the United States is claimed 
to mean, if they are serious about co
operation with American policies. 

Whether it is the Camp David peace 
accord or SPRO or whatever, it seems to 
this Senator that the Saudis have at least 
not publicly indicated any great desire 
to be helpful. 

As I suggested in my statement, hav
ing opposed the F-15 sale in the first in
stance, I am not in any great rush to 
support enhancement unless some ques
tions are an~wered that I think have been 
raised properly by many who have spok
en here this morning, to the satisfaction 
of the majority of the Members of this 
body. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, the admin
istration's decision to sell offensive 
weapons and equipment to Saudi Arabia 
is a most unfortunate one-for Israel, 
for peace and stability in the Middle 
East, and ultimately for us. I opposed the 
Carter administration's 1978 decision to 
sell F-15 aircraft to Saudi Arabia, and 
I think, as others have mentioned, we 
all recall the finding commitments that 
were made at that time that the aircraft 
would not be equipped with these ad
vanced offensive systems through later 
sales. The current proposed sale violates 
those commitments, which were, admit
tedly made by another administration. 

I think it is fair to say, however, that 
many Senators supported the aircraft 
sale in 1978 on the assumption that thiS 
other advanced equipment would not be 
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attached. I expect, therefore, that ~~Y 
more Senators will join the oppos1t1on 
to this current proposal which so ~le~r
ly increases the level of threat existmg 
against Israel. 

I believe other Senators have made 
clear why this equipment is particula~ly 
dangerous for Israel-both.because of ~ts 
characteristics of extending the . a~
craft's range and its advanced missile 
technology; and because of the absence 
of any clear threat to Saudi Arabia other 
than the one they perceive from Israel. 
In the past 32 years Saudi forces have 
engaged in armed conflict four times
three of them against Israel. It is folly 
to believe the weapons we are selling 
would not be used for the same purpose 
again, should the opportwU:ty arise .. 

Rather than these immediate tactical 
questions, however, I would like to com
ment briefly on some of the broader pol
icy issues this proposed sale raises. 

First, and foremost, is our relationship 
with Israel, our steadfast ally in a trou
bled part of the world for 33 years. Presi
dent Reagan himself during the cam
paign recognized the strategic value of 
Israel as a firm friend and ally and po
tential stabilizing force in a region char
acterized by constant changes of govern
ment and swerves in policy. 

Our continued economic, political, and 
military support is essential if Israel is 
to play this role. And the fundamental 
foundation of our policy h'as been and 
must continue to be full and strong sup
Port for Israel so it will feel free and 
confident to negotiate a peaceful settle
ment directly with its Arab neighbors
a settlement negotiated from strength 
rather than weakness, a settlement lead
ing to peace not continued turmoil. 

It is ironic if this is our policy and our 
objective that we are doing the very 
thing designed to make Israel less secure, 
less confident and therefore less willing 
to negotiate. We are arming an adver
sary of Israel with the most modern of 
weapons, and thereby are forcing Israel 
to stay in step by obtaining more equip
ment from us, at great cost to 'an al
ready strained economy. In doing so we 
are making Israel more dependent on 
us-economically and militarily-which 
has a profoundly disturbing similarity to 
the Carter policy of trying to buy peace 
by giving aid and weapans to all sides. 
This is a d'angerous policy in my view, 
not only because it increases dependence 
and further strains an already hard
pressed economy, but because it inevita
bly increases the likelihood of violence 
and the scale and scope of that violence 
when it comes. 

Not the least of the problems of this 
policy is the economic burden it places 
on the Israelis by forcing another round 
in the Mide'ast arms race. In the past we 
have congratulated ourselves on our 
generosity in "allowing" Israel to buy 
weapons from us on lenient credit terms. 
From the Israeli point of view, however, 
allowing someone to go even deeper in 
debt is hardly a favor, particularly when 
it was our action that necessitated the 
borrowing in the beginning. Clearly if 
this proposed sale is 'allowed to go 
through, then additional wea.p•:>ns sys
tems must be made available to Israel 

on a grant basis so as not to disadvantage 
them even further than we have already 
done. 

Second, this S'ale has serious implica
tions for our relations with Saudi Arabia. 
It has been said by some that this sale 
must go through because the Saudis re
gard it as a test of our relationship. In 
fact, that is true, but not in the way they 
mean it. The real test is one of whether 
our bilateral relations are going to be 
truly based on reciprocity rather than a 
series of threats and blu1Is. 

Much .has been made of Saudi Ambia's 
moderate position, based largely, in my 
view, on the Government's conservative 
nature and its professed distaste for 
communism. In short, our approach has 
been, anybody who does not like th~ Rus
sians must be OK. In fact, Saudi pol
icies in many respects have been inimical 
to our interests and to the interests of 
peace. It has consistently been one of the 
major financial backers of the PLO and 
other terrorist groups. It has broken 
diplomatic relations with Egypt and 
withheld economic suppart because of 
the Camp David agreements-one of the 
few diplomatic successes of the Carter 
administration. It refuses to join the 
peace negotiations. It has regularly re
jected American proPosals for a base on 
the Arabian Peninsula. And finally it 
bears a. major share of responsibility for 
OPEC pricing policies that have created 
devastating economic pressures in both 
the Western developed nations and the 

·lesser developed world. 
These facts are particularly disturbing 

in light of the current tendency to re
gard this sale as something we owe the 
Saudis for past favors. In fact, if they 
have done anything for us at all, it has 
been to shoot us in the leg rather than 
the neck. It may be a little less painful 
but the wound can be serious nonethe
less . . 

I would suggest, as an alternative, 
that it is past time for our bilateral rela
tions with Saudi Arabia to reflect true 
reciprocity, and this sale ought to have 
been approved only after receiving ap
propriate quid pro quos to insure a more 
benign or constructive attitude on the 
part of the Saudis. 

Finally, this proposed sale has broad 
implications for our longer term strategy 
to bring peace to the Middle East. The 
most significant effect of this sale is 
likely to be the beginning of a new round 
in a Mideast arms race. The F-15's, a 
serious threat in themselves, nonethe
less ha.cl limited utility against Israel 
when based away from the northern 
border and when lacking the equipment 
we are now about to provide. Now these 
weapons systems become a threat that 
will have to be countered, particularly 
in light of the recurring questions about 
the long-term stability of the Saudi 
monarchy. This is a region noted for its 
political volatility, and regardless of how 
responsible and restrained one may con
sider the Saudi Government, Israel and 
the United States must always be pre
pared for the very real possibility that 
next week it will be gone and a different 
one will be in its place with different at
titudes and policies, but the same mili
tary equipment. 

Preparing for these contingencies is 
expensive and distracting. It will cost an 
already weakened Israeli economy mil
lions of dollars to strengthen its defenses, 
and a U.S. off er of more loans is not 
much help. And it will distract both gov
ernments from the real issue, which is 
how to make peace rather than war. 

This is also a problem for the Reagan 
administration-how to restore momen
tum to the peace process. Recognizing 
that any signitlcant developments will 
probably not occur until after the up
coming Israeli elections, · the new admin
istration here has an opportunity to do 
some thorough advance thinking and 
planning outside a crisis atmosphere. 
The proposed sale does not suggest it 
has done so, for it is hard to see how 
the negotiating process can usefully be 
served by supplying advanced weapons 
to the Saudis and thereby decreasing 
their incentive to participate in the peace 
process. It is fundamental human nature 
to expect people to seek compromise 
when the benefits of doing so outweigh 
the benefits of noncooperation. So long 
as we effectively reward the Saudis for 
their intransigence, we should expect no 
cooperation from them. 

Nor should we expect them to be very 
helpful in stabilizing the region and de
terring Communist advances. They a.re 
already providing major financial sup
port to the most destabilizing of forces-
the PLO-and are unwilling to accord us 
a physical presence in the region. This 
attitude is a vivid reminder that we have 
only one firm ally in the Mideast-
Israel-and that our policies would be 
best devoted to strengthening it rather 
than challenging it. 

I had hoped, Mr. President, that the 
change in administrations would bring 
to an end 4 years of weakness and 
inconsistency in foreign Polley which 
have cost us heavily. Thus far, President 
Reagan has shown every sign of being a 
strong and effective leader with a clear 
vision and a willingness to act in pursuit 
of it. Not everyone here shares that 
vision in its totality. I have my own areas 
of disagreement. But it particularly pains 
me to see a decision such as this one 
which does not meet any of the Presi
dent's own objectives. It does not stabi
lize the region. It does not strengthen 
Israel. And it is unlikely to have any 
long-term favorable impact on Saudi oil 
policy. In short, it brings us-and the 
Middle East-little but trouble. Although 
its ill effects on Israel could be amelio
rated through greater provision of grant 
military assistance, its longer-term im
pact on our relations with Israel and 
Saudi Arabia and the harm it does to 
the peace process will be much more 
diftlcult to repair. The President would 
do well to reconsider this unfortunate 
decision. 

Let me repeat two very brief points, 
Mr. President. It seems to me that 
what we are doing, whether we like it or 
not-and many of us do not-is arming 
an adversary of Israel with the most 
modern of weapons and that, in 
turn, is going to force the Israelis to stay 
in step by obtaining more equipment and 
that equipment will come from us, and it 
is going to come from us, 1f we sell it on 
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our normal terms, at great cost to an al
ready strained Israeli economy. 

The other things we are doing, as a re
sult of this sale and driving Israel toward 
us for more arms, is ·making Israel still 
more dependent on us-economically 
and and militarily. That, particularly 
where selling arms first to the Saudis 
and then arms to the Israelis, has a dis
tinctly familiar-disturbingly so-sound 
to it. It sounds like the old Carter ad
ministration policy of trying to buy peace 
by selling arms to both sides. I do not 
think, Mr. President, that that 'is really 
the solution. 

I am also concerned that this sale has 
very broad, longer range implications for 
our policy to bring peace in the Middle 
East. Apart from the serious threat of 
the F-15's themselves, I think we have 
to recognize that there are recurring 
questions about the stability of the Saudi 
monarchy. 

This is a region noted for its political 
volatility and, regardless of how respon
sible and restrained one may consider the 
Saudi Government, Israel and the 
United States must always be preparec 
for the very real possibility that, next 
week, the Saudi Government will be gone 
and a dift'erent one will be in its place, 
with dift'erent attitudes and policies, but 
the same mllitary equipment. 

In sum, Mr. President, we are talking 
about some contingencies the prepara
tion for which is expensive and distract
ing. I hope that we might focus, Mr. 
President, not so much on how to make 
war but on how to make peace. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 3 
minutes yielded to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania have expired. 

The Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Thank you, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator may proceed. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I take 
this opportunity to ask my colleagues 
to consider whether or not an arms sale 
to Saudi Arabia really serves our na
tional interest. 

The relationship between the United 
States and Saudi Arabia during the past 
several years has not been a pleasant 
one. 

The American people have felt the 
Saudi Arabian effect on energy costs 
inflation, and our entire economy. Now: 
after the "squeeze" that they have 
Placed on our economy, we are being 
asked to part with some of the most 
advanced weaponry that our Nation has. 
Let us seriously ask ourselves, "Are the 
Saudis such good friends that we want 
to arm them with our most sophisticated 
weapons for, as they say, protection? 
Will these weapons be used solely for 
protection? 

The arms that are being discus~ed for 
possible sale can best be described M 
"top of the line" items: Airborne warn
ing and control systems. which are more 
than mere early warning svstems with 
their capacity to direct and control in
terceptor action; fast pack fuel tanks 

to enable the range of the F-15 to be 
doubled so that more weapons can br 
carried longer distances; and the S!de
winder AIM 9L air-to-air missile, which 
is cap.able of head-on attack and, when 
combined with the AW ACS, is an awe
some interceptor. These arms present 
a real challenge to whoever holds air 
superiority in the region in which they 
are deployed. In this case, it's Israel 

Let us ask ourselves again if we really 
want to sell these arms to the Saudis, 
keeping in mind that they have not been 
helpful in working toward a mid-East 
peace. Saudi Arabia is opposed to the 
Egypt-Israel peace and has supported 
the terrorist PLO with hundreds of mil
lions of dollars. They not only have 
threatened our allies in Oman, but they 
have called for an outright "holy war" 
against Israel. Are these the people we 
want to share our most sophisticated 
weaponry with? 

The situation in the Middle East is 
pivotal, to say the least. Let us consider 
whether this arms sale to the Saudis 
might tip the Middle East balance and 
ingnite a waiting timber box. 

The internal situation in Saudi Arabia 
does not lend itself to stability when we 
consider their constant internal squab
bles over royal family success:on, the 
seizure of the Grand Mosque in Mecca, 
and the human rights violations of the 
Shiites. 

Mr. President, allow me to indicate 
that Israel is a strong ally of the United 
States; an ally capable of defending her
self; an ally who has provided us valua
ble intelligence information through the 
capture of Soviet Mig's, tanks, and 
missiles. In a possible Soviet-United 
States confrontation, Israel can be 
counted on to stand on our side. She is 
a strong ally who should not be compro
mised by the proposed sale of these 
weapons to Saudi Arabia, which would 
effectively strip Israel of her air supe
riority in the region. This is no way to 
treat a strong ally. 

We must also consider the security of 
our military technology. The airborne 
warning and control systems are certain 
to attract Soviet attempts to compromise 
the Saudis either through espionage, 
crew defection, or radical takeover. We 
must consider the possibility that our 
technology might fall into unfriendly 
hands. 

If this proposed sale of weapons 
reaches the floor of this body, I urge all 
of us to consider its impact on the deli
cate balance that exists in the M:ddle 
East and its impact on a good and loyal 
ally of this Nation, Israel. The proposed 
sale is not in our best interests and will 
only fuel the tension that already exists 
in the Middle East. These facts I re
spectfully ask my colleagues to consider. 

In short, this sale does nothing to ad
vance the cause for political or military 
stability in the Middle East. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 3 
minutes for the Senator from New York 
have expired. 

The Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, while 

there is yet much to be heard and con
sidered on the proposals to SU!JP!Y mel 
tanks and missiles to the Saudi Arabians 
on the F-15's, I think it is useful at this 
time to express my personal reservations 
on having the United States supply such 
equipment. 

The 1978 sale of the F-15's by the 
United States to Saudi Arabia was ap
proved by the Senate on the strict con
dition that such equipment was not to 
be made available in order to provide 
guarantees that the F-15's would be used 
only for defensive purposes. Accordingly, 
in my view, there is a heavy burden of 
persuasion on those who would now seek 
to supply such equipment. 

I am concerned that appropriate as
surances be provided by Saudi Arabia to 
the United States that the F-15's with 
such additional equipment would be used 
under appropriate circumstances to pro
mote the interests of the United States 
in the Mideast, even if our interests con
flict with those of one or more other 
Arab nations. 

Such equipment, with potential for 
military offensive purposes, poses an ob
vious threat to Israel in the face of the 
Saudis' continued support of the PLO, 
their opposition to the peace initiatives 
embodied in the Camp David accord and 
hostile statements by Saudi Arabia 
against Israel, such as King Khalid's call 
for a holy war at the Islamic summit 
meeting last January. 

It may be that commitments by Saudi 
Arabia, backed by corroborating deeds, 
could satisfy these concerns; but these 
are threshold questions which should be 
resolved before giving serious considera
tion to providing the fuel tanks and 
missiles. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, it appears 
that I have been the devil's advocate 
here today. I have taken a position that 
is certainly politically unpopular, and I 
know that I take political risks in doing 
so. But I believe tha-t I must advocate 
those positions which are designed to 
preserve and protect the national inter
ests of the United States of America. 
Indeed, our foreign policy must be based 
on clear perceptions of national interest. 

In my view, it is in our national inter
est to preserve the political and terri
torial integrity of Israel. Beyond that, we 
have a strong moral obligation to Israel, 
and I am not one who would see the 
Unit.Pr\ Stq,b~s treat its friends lightly. 

I believe that the Israelis are a valued 
ally, that they are a country that has 
great military, political, and strategic 
importance in the eastern Mediterra
nean area and the Middle East. Cer
tainly, the strength of Israel is some
thing the Soviets have to calculate in 
pursuit of any of their objectives in the 
Middle East. 

I would not support anything that I 
seriously believed would jeopardize the 
security of Israel. In fact, this sale would 
not. It has been suggested that the ad
ministration is being precipitate, that 
they are being hasty, in making this de
cision. Quite to the contrary, this 1s 
something that I am certain the adm!n-
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istration has agonized over for a long 
time. In fact, the hastiness has been. in 
the knee-jerk response of the opposition 
to the sale, because it appears that a 
number of my colleagues are still think
ing of the threat in 1978 terms rather 
than in 1981 terms. Let us look at what 
has happened since then. 

To begin with, the threat to Israel 
from her most powerful neighbor, Egypt, 
has been removed by the camp David 
accords. 

Second .. Iran, as a result of revolution, 
has turned from ally to adversary. We 
no longer have a powerful Iran with a 
sophisticated armed force to defend our 
interests in that area. 

The soviets have occupied Afghani
stan. The activity in the states around 
the Persian Gulf that are Soviet surro
gates has increased. Look at South Yem
en. Look at Ethiopia. Look at Colonel 
Qadhafi and his projection of power 
into Chad and the threat to the Sudan. 
Look at the links that are being estab
lished by Soviet surrogates. 

The Saudis clearly perceive the So
viets, not Israel, as the principal threat 
to their own security. They are not likely 
to waste their military resources in a 
hopeless war against Israel, and that is 
what it would be. 

One thing that the speakers here to
day have not brought out is the fact that 
the AIM-9L Sidewinder is not as capable 
a weapon as the AIM-7 Sparrow, with 
which the Israeli F-15's are armed. 

One Saudi military man said to me, 
"We would be fools to attack the Israelis. 
They would chew up our F-15's, and 
they would come back and bomb every 
one of our airfields within range." The 
Saudis recognize the military capabil
ity of Israel. 

Let us say a word about Saudi policy. 
I have no sympathy with and I do not 
advocate the Saudi posture toward Is
rael. In my view, it is totally improper 
and incorrect, and I could not disagree 
more strongly. 

I -sat in Riyadh a few weeks ago and 
had an insulting and abusive tongue
lashing for 2 hours from a member of 
the Saudi Government on Israel and the 
Palestinian problem. I must say that it 
tried my patience considerably. I dis
agreed profoundly with their positions. 

However, we cannot always be afforded 
the luxury of only associating ourselves 
with those countries with whose policies 
we agree. We cannot always impose our 
policies on other countries which happen 
to share mutual interests with the United 
States. 

In terms of the jihad that has been 
mentioned here today, I can assure you 
that that is more rhetoric than sub
stance. I do not believe any of those 
states-even those with a greater animus 
toward Israel than Saudi Arabia has
are prepared to take Israel on at this 
point. 

I ·believe that we always should make 
sure that the Israelis are armed with 
-the best equipment possible. As a mat
ter of fact, I have been willing tto give 
the Israelis more than some previous 
administrations have, because I believe 
it is in our interests that they p0.ssess 
this military capability. But we must 

recognize tthe changed dimension of the 
threat. We must not always think of 
it just in Arab-Israeli conflict terms. We 
have to think of it now in other terms. 

What has been suggested here today 
is that we not enhance ·the capability of 
the gulf states, not enhance the capabil
ity of the indigenous forces to defend 
themselves against the Soviet threat. 

It appears that we are more prepared 
to raise the American force level and 
the American presence over there and 
risk American lives, rather than take 
some action that, on the face of it, might 
appear to pose some threat to the secu
rity of Israel. 

Mr. President, thinking in terms of 
Israeli security, if we oppose the en
hancement package sale to Saudi Arabia, 
we contribute nothing to the security of 
Israel. In fact, are we going to be in
fluenced by emotional arguments, some 
politically motivated, or are we going to 
be influenced by a real and perceptive 
look at the long-range security interests 
of Israel? 

In fact, the Saudis now are the domi
nant figure in the Gulf Cooperation 
Council. There are six gulf states that 
have organized, not to fight Israel, but 
to establish a mutual security effort 
against the Soviet threat and whatever 
threat is posed by the conflict between 
Iraq and Iran. 

Our AW ACS aircraft are over there 
now to work with the Saudis, to work 
with our fleet units, to work with British 
and French fleet units, trying to defend 
our vital interests over there. That is 
why they are there. 

-So there is a clear recognition of what 
the threat is. 

When we talk about offensive capabil
ity in terms of the enhancement package 
for the Saudi F..J15's what we are really 
talking about is a defensive capability 
against the more immediate threat posed 
by the Soviet presence in the Middle East 
and posed by Iran. 

When we posture the enhancement 
package against that immediate threat, 
iJt is not an offensive capability. It is a 
defensive capability. 

If we do not provide this enhance
ment package, what the Saudis will do 
in the interest of def ending themselves 
against what they perceive to be the 
greatest threat, and that is the Soviet 
Union, is buy the French Mirage 2000 or 
4000 aircraft. The Mirage 2000 or 4000 
will have an armament package that is 
more offensive capable than what we 
propose to sell to go along with the 
F-15's. 

Does that make any sense in the secu
rity of Israel? 

Furthermore, that is a force that could 
be rationalized with the force of Iraq 
that also possesses Mirage aircraft. 

I yield myself 4 additional minutes. 
And there would be an enormous pres

sure placed on Saudi Arabia in the event 
of a conflict between other Arabian 
states and Israel to incorporate a Saudi 
Mirage force into the Iraqi force. It 
would pose, over the long term, a greater 
threat to Israel. 

In my view, we minimize the threat to 
Israel when the gulf states arm and de
f end themselves by providing them with 

our equipment which requires our spare 
parts, our technical assistance, and our 
supply train. 

Do not tell me we do not influence the 
use of those systems. Obviously, when 
the supply train was cut off to Iran they 
could not fully employ the most sophis
ticated aircraft we sold them, the F-14, 
against Iraq. That is an example of what 
happens when foreign countries possess 
American equipment and Americans do 
not support what they are doing. 

So let us think in terms of the real 
security of Israel. 

As disagreeable as the Saudis have 
been on matters pertaining to Israel, 
they have been a moderating influence 
among Arab States that are far more 
hostile, far more virulent in their 
opposition to Israel. 

Moreover, to say that the Saudis have 
done nothing for the United States is 
simply not true. 

I recognize they have gone along with 
OPEC price increases, but they have 
tended to moderate those increases and 
currently they sell their oil at below the 
OPEC price. 

Let me note further that they are 
producing now roughly twice as much oil 
as they need for their income and many 
Saudis are very critical of the Kingdom's 
high oil production policies. They feel 
that Saudi Arabia's only natural resource 
is being wasted and that there are in
sufficient viable investment opportuni
ties for the income that is in excess of 
the Saudis' domestic needs. 

So I think we have to look at the posi
tive side of what Saudi Arabia has done. 

Let me note also that they give a very 
high percentage of their GNP to foreign 
assistance, much higher than we do, and 
that assistance is going to such countries 
as Morocco, the Sudan, North Yemen, 
Somalia, and Jordan, all countries that 
are either friendly to the United States 
or countries that we want to be our 
friends. The Saudis are prepared to con
tinue such help and have indicated that 
they might give assistance also to Turkey 
and to Tunisia, friends and allies of the 
United States. 

I might note the Saudis have con
sistently supported the dollar. Currently 
a large proportion of their more than 
$100 billion of foreign official assets is in 
dollar instruments, and I might note fur
ther that Saudi Arabia led the Islamic 
world in condemnation of the Soviet in
vasion of Afghanistan. 

Certainly we disagree with their poli
cies toward Israel. Certainly we disagree 
with their failure to accept the Camp 
David accords. 

Remember, they are now part of an 
organization of the Gulf Cooperation 
Council which contains one important 
state, Oman, that has supported the 
Camp David accords. 

If we fail to supply the indigenous 
forces in that area with military equip
ment they need to protect themselves 
against a threat both to our interest and 
theirs, then we have made a very foolish 
decision indeed. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

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

Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
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Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President: 
when the Senator was recently in Saudi 
Arabia in meeting with Government o~
cials did he pose to them the ques~1on 
of why they refuse at all to negotiate 
with Israel on a peace treaty? . 

Mr. TOWER. I believe the Saudis feel 
that the internal political ~onseq~1ences 
for themselves within Saudi Arabia and 
in the broader fraternity of t~e Arab 
world would be inimical to th~ir long
term interest. I feel that Saud1 A;rabia 
is going to be the key to the uJ.t1mate 
settlement of the Middle East problems, 
but I think that we have to permit them 
some latitude and consider the int.ernal 
political forces that are at work in that 
part of the world. 

I think it is pretty obvious that all of 
the Arab States over the}re fear the 
Palestinians. They have a great problem 
with the Palestinian presence in so many 
of these countries, and they earnestly de
sire to get the Palestinian issue solved, 
to get that issue off of their backs so 
they can focus more on what the real 
threat is in that area. 

But I think we must understand the 
internal political forces at work on some 
of these governments. 

If we pushed the Saudis or any other 
government for that matter into a posi
tion that provided a political hazard 
for the survival of that Government, we 
might see that Government or other gov
ernments in a similar situation replaced 
by governments far more hostile to the 
United States. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Do I understand 
that answer to mean that the Saudis feel 
that their Government is so shaky that 
even to enter into negotiations would 
cause their downfall? 

Mr. TOWER. I think the Saudis are 
thinking in terms not just in their own 
internal situation but in terms of what 
might happen in other countries of the 
Arab world. Remember, they are in a 
pretty nasty neighborhood right now. 
They have South Yemen on their flank; 
they have Iraq on their fiank. So they 
are in a position where a too apparent 
softening of an attitude could result in 
an exploitable situation for the Soviets, 
who do not like the Saudi Government, 
to bring that Government down. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Texas has made reference 
several times to the moderation of the 
Saudi Government in the sale of oil and 
the production of oil. 

There is an interesting column in the 
Christian Science Monitor on March 5 
by Mr. C. L. Cranford reporting on a 
speech that Oil Minister Yamani made 
in Saudi Arabia, and in a question and 
answer period he was asked the question 
as follows: 

The Saudi citizen sees the oil policy of the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia as one under which 
we produce more than the needs of our econ
omy and sell at a price less than that of 
others, including those of the Gulf countries. 
In response to these efforts, we find that we 
are under attack in the media and by the 
heads of state of Western countries. 

Yamani, in response to the question, 
said as follows: 

If we were to force the Western countries 
to invest large sums of money in alternative 

energy resources. it would take seven to 10 
years to bring about some results of these 
investments, which would reduce oil demand 
to a level that would affect Saudi Arabia, 
which at that time would not find enough 
markets to sell its oil to meet its economic 
demands. 

Sheikh Yamani then goe3 on to indi
cate he can llllderstand why Algeria or 
other countries want to sell oil at the 
highest price possible immediately. 
Algeria will not be able to export any oil 
after 1990. Saudi Arabia has ample oil. 
It is not in their interest to force the 
United States and other Western coun
tries by prices so high into a position of 
turning to alternative forms of energy 
so that we will no longer need Saudi 
Arabia's oil. 

Sheikh Yamani continues: 
The interest of the Kingdom of Saudi Ara.

bl.a ls that we extend the life of oil to the 
largest extent possible to allow us to build 
our economy in the most diversified manner 
including industry and agriculture. 

He predicted that Saudi production, 
presently at 10.3 million barrels a day, 
might drop to as low as 5 million barrels 
by 1982. . 

Mr. President, all Sheikh Yamani ~s 
saying is that Saudi ~abia's . polic~ ~s 
going to be carried out m Saudi Arabia s 
interest, not our interest, not Western 
Europe's interest, not Japan's interest; 
their interest. And tha.t is as I would 
expect it would be, just as our policy 
should be carried out in our interest. 

I come back to concluding with the 
premise that I started with. The best 
thing that could happen to the Middle 
East in terms of a unified protection 
against the Soviet threat is peace in the 
Middle East; a unified Egyptian, Saudi 
Arabia, Jordanian, and Israeli presence 
in the Middle East; llllited in peace, 
agreeing on their bolllldaries, agre~ing 
on their territories, and llllited -agamst 
the Soviet threat. Saudi Arabia is the 
key to that peace. Egypt has agreed to it. 
Jordan would agree if Saudi Arabia 
would agree. 

And yet I am told by the Senator from 
Texas that one of the most powerful 
countries in the Arab world, one of the 
richest, one that has been the most able, 
with a limited, reasonably homogeneous 
population, cannot do what Egypt was 
wble to do, a country that is poverty 
stricken, a country that over the years 
has been through a variety of revolu
tions, while the Saudis have not. 

I am saying that until Saudi Arabia. 
realizes that it.s in•terests, the Middle 
East's inlterests, Israel's interests, and 
our interests all coalesce in terms of be
ing united for peace in the Middle East 
against the Soviet threat that the Sena
tor from Texas makes reference to-
llllltil they are willing to do that, and es
pecially if their regime is as unstable as 
the Senator from Texas indicates-then 
I think we would be very unwise to place 
in their hands the most sophisticated 
weaponry that this Nation possesses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Oregon has suggested that 
Sheikh Yamani has indicaited that it is 
in the Saudi national interest to increase 

the production of oil and keep the price 
down. I would expect that he would make 
that argument at home. I would not 
expect ·that he would try to sell the 
Saudis on the notion that it should be 
done for altruistic reasons. 

I also assume that my friend from 
Oregon expresses his concern over Israel 
because he believes the preservation of 
Israel is in our national interest. I would 
not think the Sena.tor from Oregon would 
contend it is not in our national interest, 
but something we should do anyway. Ob
viously that is the rationale for support
ing Israel and not just selling -them 
equipment but giving it to them as well. 

We do it. Why? For aJltruistic reasons? 
Partially, but largely because it is in our 
national interest to do so. 

We would all like to see this Middle 
East problem resolved, but I suggest we 
had better not try to dictate the terms 
of the resolution of this problem because 
we might find tlh.8it in trying to do so we 
have exacerbated the problem. 

I have no use for the PLO. It is a ter
rorist organization; it is an implement 
of Soviet policy, and I think we should 
continue to be critical of Saudi policy in 
supporting the PLO. 

But I can say that the Arab States 
have seized on the PLO simply because 
they see it as the only viable represen
tation of the Palestinians. I hope we can 
find more responsible leadership among 
the Palestinians in order to achieve 
some sort of rational settlement in the 
Middle East. 

Once that problem goes away, the 
Soviet threat will still be there. They will 
try to find other things to exploit, so we 
must understand that once that is ac
complished the Soviet threat does not 
go away, and it is essential that the in
digenous forces in that area have the 
capability to do something in their own 
defense. 

They want to do it. I think that, per
haps, the scope of the intemal problem 
for Saudi Arabia and other states is llll
derestimated. Saudi Arabia does not 
now have simply a homogeneous popu
lation. There are 5.5 million Saudis and 
2.5 million foreigners in Saudi Arabia 
right now. There are 100,00-0 Palestinians 
there now and an even higher number of 
other Arab State nationals. They do pose 
a problem, and we have got to be 1mder
standing of that problem, while dis
agreeing with the posture Saudi Arabia 
has taken. 

In the final analysis we cannot talk of 
the threat in 1978 terms. We have to 
think of it in 1981 terms, and the dimen
sions there have changed dramatically. 
In my view it would be tragic if we did 
not give indigenous forces in the area 
the ability to help defend themselves and 
to def end our vital national interests. 

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield 
back the time if the Senator from Ore
gon is prepared to do so. · 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
have Senators MITCHELL and HART who 
have requested 1 minute each. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the time 
allotted to me be allotted to Mr. BAucus 
so that he may further yield it, I llllder
stand, to the distinguished Senator from 
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Maine (Mr. MITCHELL), who will want 3 
or 4 minutes. So I yield it to Mr. BAUCUS 
to control, if that is agreeable. w·th t 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1 ou 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. How much time do I 

have left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 54 seconds. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, how much 

time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 3 minutes and 15 seconds. 
The Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield the re

mainder of the time I have left to the 
Senator from Maine. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield to the ~nator 
from Montana. . 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ~1el~ 3 
of the 15 minutes that the mmor1ty 
leader yielded to me to the Senator from 
Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine "is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
concerned about the recent reports that 
the administration will recommend the 
sale to Saudi Arabia of equipment~. e.x
pand the range and offensive ca:pab1llt1es 
of the 62 F-15 airplanes she is buying 
from the United States. 

The sale of this equipment would add 
another element of destabilization to ~ 
already uncertain political climate m 
the Middle East. 

When the Saudis first requested these 
airplanes in 1978, a narrow Senate vote 
approved the sale, only after the strong
est assurances from the executive branch 
that the intent of the sale w.as to upgrade 
the Saudi defensive capability only. At 
that time, Congress-and our friends in 
the Middle East-were assured that 
there was no intention on the part of the 
Saudis to request further capabilities for 
these planes, and no willingness on the 
part of the American Government to 
provide any such equipment. 

In 1980, when the Saudis again re
quested the offensive equipment that had 
earlier been denied, over two-thirds of 
the U.S. Senate joined in a letter to 
President Carter, urging that the re
quest be denied. A decision was delayed 
until after the election. Now we learn 
that the administration plans to approve 
that request and send it to Congress for 
approval. 

A careful assessment of the military 
and diplomatic situation in the Middle 
East at present reveals no compelling 
evidence that this sale of offensive equip
ment is warranted by Saudi defense 
needs. 

The fuel packs which the Saudis seek 
and the administration wishes to pro
vide, will have the effect of more than 
doubling the range of the F-15 from 450 
miles to over 1,000 miles. Thus, from a 
defensive mode, the F-15's will be trans
formed into a striking force capable of 
hitting any part of Israel from deep 
within Saudi territory. Yet the Soviet 
presence, which is cited as a reason for 
the sale, is located well over 1,000 miles 
distant, in Afghanistan. 

The other major component of the 
equipment package to be approved for 
sale is the advanced version of the Side
winder missile, the AIM-9L. This is the 
most advanced air-to-air missile in the 
U.S. armory. It is only now being de
ployed on our own F-15's. 

Any objective review of Saudi Arabia's 
defense needs today must conclude that 
its ability to deter-let alone def eat-a 
Soviet attack is nil. The only force ca
pable of withstanding a full-scale Soviet 
attack is our own. 

The threat from South Yemen has 
been amply countered by the substantial 
Saudi tank purchases and by the orig
inal configuration of the F-15's. 

The threat from Iraq has substan
tially vanished with the involvement of 
that country in its continuing war with 
Iran. 

I recognize and share the administra
tion's desire to assure international sta
bllity and order. But I question whether 
the arming of Saudi Arabia with an in
herently offensive capability will be per
ceived by any _of her neighbors-particu
larly Israel-as a contribution to stabil
ity in the Middle East. Rather, it seems 
to me, it might well be viewed as an in
herently destabilizing factor in a region 
already ridden with tension. _ 

Decades of wars in this area should 
have demonstrated to us by now that the 
only secure and lasting road to stability 
in the Middle East is through the politi
cal process of negotiations leading to 
agreements for restraint. The buildup of 
arms in Iran should have been a lesson 
to us that the regimes we arm have no 
more inherent ability to stay in power 
than those we fail to arm. 

The fact is that the lethal and escalat
ing arms race in the Middle East is an 
element of instability in itself. If it 
can be restrained, at least the potential 
of unpredictable disaster is somewhat 
lowered. 

Under the circumstances, I hope the 
administration will reconsider and not 
ask that this equipment be approved for 
sale. It will add nothing to Saudi Arabia's 
legitimate defensive needs, and it has the 
potential for detracting from her long
ran~e security as well. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Montana for yielding me the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 30 
seconds to the Senator from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, in 1978, 
when the Senate debated the sale of air
planes to Saudi Arabia, at that time, as 
Senators will recall, a commitment was 
made that further enhancement of the 
capabilities of those aircraft in a manner 
that might make them a threat to the 
Government of Israel was absolutely op
posed even by those who were proponents 
of the sale of the aircraft. Now, some 2 or 
3 years later, we have the very fact that 
was feared most by those of us who op
posed that sale at the time and by the 
Government of Israel. 

Mr. President, I oppose the adminis
tration's proposal to enhance the power 

and range of the F-15 fighter planes sold 
to Saudi Arabia in 1978 because I do not 
feel the proposed arms sales advances the 
interests of the United States in the Mid
dle East. 

When I opposed the original sale of the 
F-15's to the Saudis in 1978, I stated as 
my guiding principle that any foreign 
policy action we take in the Middle East 
must advance, rather than retard, the 
chances for peace between Israel and the 
Arab States. That same principle under
lies my opposition to the administration's 
proposal to sell the Saudis conformal fuel 
tanks, AIM-9L air-to-air missiles, and 
aerial refueling and airborne surveillance 
systems. At the time of the original sale 
our Government pledged that the F-15's 
would never be so equipped. Because the 
proposed arms sale represents a major 
shift in U.S. policy and commitment the 
burden of proof on how this sale will ad
vance the prospects of peace must be on 
those who advocate it. They have not 
convinced me these sales will serve the 
interests of the United States. 

I have always supported U.S. commit
ment to the security of Israel and will 
continue to do so because I believe a 
strong Israel is in the national security 
interests of our own Nation. The arms 
sale would significantly increase the mil
itary threat to Israel and thus jeopardize 
the military balance in the Middle East. 
In 1978, the F-15's represented a poten
tial threat to the security of Israel, our 
truest friend and most dependable ally 
in the Middle East. The new sale clearly 
increases this threat. The conformal fuel 
tanks more than double the combat 
range of the Saudi F-15's. And the n.ir
to-air missiles, aerial refueling and air
borne surveillance systems are substan
tial force multipliers which also en
hance the offensive power of the Saudi 
aircraft. The Saudi's best intentions are 
no guarantee that F-15's will not !1y 
against Israel in the future. No one can 
guarantee who will command the Saudi 
arsenal tomorrow or the next day. We 
must never be willing to hazard the 
guess. 

The proposed arms sale raises other 
considerations not the least of which is 
further burdening Israel's economy with 
even greater requirements for arms. The 
administration's quid pro quo of extend
ing additional credit to Israel for the 
purchase of more military hardware is 
hardly the solution for a nation already 
overwhemed by defense costs. 

The arms spiral means not more secu
rity but even greater economic struggle 
for Israel and greater instability in the 
Middle East. Whatever the immediate 
benefit of improved relations with Saudi 
Arabia they are no bargain if their price 
is Israel's military or economic security. 

In addition, the sale would violate spe
cific commitments made to Congress just 
2 years ago not to sell Saudi Arabia these 
systems for its F-15's. In a letter to t.he 
chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee, Defense Secretary 
Brown stipulated-

The plane requested by Saudi Arabia will 
not be equipped with the special features 
that could give it additional ra11ge. Specifi
cally, the planes will not have conformal fuel 
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tanks (fast packs), 1.e., auxiliary fUel tanks 
that conform to the body of the plane, and 
Saudi Arabian KC-130 tankers do not have 
the equipment for air refueling of the F-15. 

our national interests are not served 
by a policy that seeks to promote peace 
and stability in the Middle East by re
versing previous commitments and by 
increasing the capabilities for war. 

The administration's justification for 
its new course of action is that sov·iet 
advances in the region have radically 
changed the complexion of the region 
and the administration must adopt a 
new per.spective on the region's prob
lems in light -of these dangers. The So
viet challenge and the West's need for 
continuing access to the region's re
sources are indeed imPortant concerns, 
but so are the value of U.S. pledges and 
the increasing danger imposed by the 
introduction of sophisticated weapons, 
especially in the absence of any move
ment toward political progress. 

Saudi Arabia is a friend, and we share 
common security concerns. We must not 
forget, however, that the arms we are 
giving her are being introduced into an 
environment in which there has been 
no progress toward alleviating tensions 
between Israel and its neighbors. Saudi 
Arabia has if anything been more belli
cose in recent weeks, leading the way 
for Arab and Moslem countries to issue 
radical declarations calling for boycot
ting Israel and waging holy wars to lib
erate Jerusalem. 

The Saudis' decision to seize upon 
this equipment package as a test of our 
friendship is unfortunate. This is the 
worst argument in favor of the new sale. 
The original F-15 sale was described the 
same way. The administration satisfl-ed 
the Saudi request, but for the United 
States the relationship did not improve 
and the ''tests" continued. 

This sale would not enhance the se
curity of Saudi Arabia, a nation increas
ingly threatened by internal instability. 
Pouring arms into this region will in 
fact only increase instability. 

Nor would the sale strengthen the 
Arab-Israel peace process. Saudi Arabia 
has been a leading opponent of the 
Camp David accords, and there is no 
evidence the Saudis will be willing to 
work toward a lasting peace in the Mid
dle East in exchange for this sale. 

For the reasons I have outlined, I be
lieve the proposed arms sales do not ad
vance the interests of the United States 
in the Middle East. I oppose the sales, 
and "C urge mv colleagues to do likewise. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Arizona, 
Mr. GOLDWATER. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
wish to address myself to the subject of 
the F-15 aircraft proposed to be sold to 
Saudi Arabia. This matter has waxed 
hot and cold in the press. It goes up one 
day, down the next. 

I am in favor of selling Saudi Arabia 
F-15's. In fact, I think it is time that we 
began to think a little bit more about 
the Islamic presence as a part of the 
world, whether we like it or not, that we 
are probably going to become more and 
more engaged in. 

In fact, just the other day the Sec
retary of State indicated that he could 
see the day when American forces might 
occupy that part of the world that I am 
talking about. 

Now, just a word about this F-15 air
craft. It is an air superiority :fighter, Mr. 
President. It is not-I repeat-it is not 
a ground support aircraft. 

If I were a member of the Israeli Gov
ernment and another country, a poten
tial enemy, were being delivered ground 
support aircraft, it might be a little dif
ferent thing. But this airplane is not a 
ground support aircraft, although I 
have to admit that there are members 
of our Joint Chiefs of Staff who have 
urged upon McDonnell Douglas to make 
a strike version of it. I doubt that it will 
be successful. I even doubt that the 
Armed Services Committee will approve 
it, because the F-15 does not have a good 
flying tendency near the ground. It does 
not pull as sharply as it should. It has a 
tendency to settle a bit before it starts 
up. 

But, Mr. President, Saudi Arabia is 
one of the few friends we have left. Israel 
is certainly our friend. 

Mr. President, there is no question 
about our loyalty to Israel. Even though 
we have no signed treaty with her, we 
have an understanding that we will come 
to her protection and I think that will 
be observed and honored by every Mem
ber of Congress. 

But to say no to the one big friend we 
have in that part of the world would be 
a bad mistake. We are going to have to 
rely more and more and more on Saudi 
Arabia for ports, for airfields, for sup
port, not to mention her oil. I think we 
can forget about that, because now that 
we have deregulated oil and gas I think 
we are going to become self-sufficient 
ourselves. 

But I believe we made the right deci
sion to sell them these airplanes and 
thereby cementing our friendship a little 
more. I think, in the long run, it will 
prove beneflcial to Israel, rather than 
detrimental. I thank my friend from 
Texas for yielding. 

ARMS SALE TO SAUDIS 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, as a mem
ber of the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee, I am keenly aware of the impor
tance of maintaining peace-and an 
atmosphere which fosters peace-in the 
Middle East. 

The Seapower and Force Projection 
Subcommittee, which I chair, has held 
a series of hearings on the Rapid Deploy
ment Force and on the need for protect
ing the U.S. interests in Southwest Asia. 
There is no question ahout the strategic 
significance of that region to our Nation. 

Because of this, it is especially im
portant that our Government carefully 
weigh possible courses of action which 
affect the political stability of the Middle 
East. Before we undertake any step, it 
is imperative that there be a full airing 
of the full range of implications which 
that step could entail. 

In this regard, I think that today's 
colloquy about the administration's pro
posal to provide sophisticated weapons to 
Saudi Arabia serves a healthy purpose. 

It puts on the public record some of the 
co~1s1deratwns w~1.cn lnu:,t ..,e Lu .... e11 iuto 
account as the administration proceeds 
on this matter. 

I am confident that most of us in this 
body would fully support helping the 
Saudis to strengthen their capability to 
def end against either internal subversion 
or the threat of attack or invasion by a 
hostile force. The relationship of the 
Saudis and our Government has been 
one of cooperation, and I know we will 
want to continue to work together 
toward goals or mutual interest and 
concern. 

We must proceed with caution, how
ever, on the sale of any weaponry which 
could, under certain circumstances, be 
used for purposes counter to those of 
peace in that region. In my view, the case 
for the sale of the offensive weapons is 
not yet clear or convincing. 

In 1978, when the decision was made 
to sell F-15 fighter-bombers to Saudi 
Arabia, Congress was given specific as
surances that no additional equipment 
which would enhance the capability of 
the F-15's would would be requested or 
provided to the Saudis. The Carter ad
ministration sought to provide the 
Saudis with equipment to upgrade the 
F-15's equipment last year, and I was 
one of 68 Members of the Senate who op
posed that sale. I continue to have reser
vations about' undertaking this kind of 
action. 

The equipment involved in the pro
posed sale is exactly the type which Con
gress in 1978 was assured would not be 
requested. The conformal fuel tanks 
would increase the range of the F-15 
dramatically, and the Sidewinder AIM 
9-L air-to-air missiles would enhance 
the firepower of the F-15. The AW ACS 
<advance warning and control system> 
observation plans would signiflcantly 
enhance the Saudis' intelligence-gather
ing and command and control capability. 

These items could affect the strategic 
balance in the region. The Israelis are 
concerned that with the fuel tanks, every 
city and town in Israel would fall within 
Saudi Arabia's range. The AW ACS sys- · 
tem would, says Israel's deputy defense 
minister, allow the Saudis to monitor all 
of Israel's military activities, locating 
troops, aircraft, tanks, and artillery 
pieces. 

As the proposed sale is considered, 
then, attention should focus on whether 
the interests of the Saudis, and of our 
Nation, might not be better served by a 
different mix of weaponry. The threat 
from the Soviets and the efforts of radi
cal elements to overthrow all pro-West
ern regimes are clear cause for assisting 
the Government of Saudi Arabia. But 
that assistance could he more valuable to 
the Saudis if it addresses their defense 
needs. That, rather than the sale of of
fensive weaponr:v which could one day be 
turned against our allies, would seem to 
bP. a course which deserves greater 
thought. 

As the administration considers its 
course, and as we in Congress review the 
administration's actions, the· goal of en
hancing t.he prospects for long-term 
peace in the region must be paramount. 
Our stake in maintaining Mideast peace 
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id a large one. But it is equally large for 
the Saudis, the Israelis, and our other 
allies in the region. 

Any action which carries with it the 
possibility of upsetting the balance 
needed for preserving t.he peace is an ac
tion which bears with it additional re
sponsibility for all of us. That is why I 
welcome this colloquy, and why I look 
forward to working with the administra
tion and my colleagues in the Senate to 
see that we act responsibly on this ques
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana has the remaining 
time. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk proceed
ed to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, not to extend beyond 
30 minutes, and Senators may speak 
therein up to 5 minutes. 

The Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 

PETE DOMINICK-A SENATOR'S 
SENATOR 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the news 
of the death of former Senator Peter H. 
Dominick leaves all of us saddened, and 
deeply so. Pete Dominick was a great 
American and a great Senator. He was, in 
fact, a Senator's Senator because he had 
an abiding respect for this institution and 
its meaning. 

I served only a couple of years with 
Pete Dominick, but that was sufficiently 
long for me to understand that here was 
a man who approached his every respon
sibility with dedication. He did his home
work, and he followed a set of principles 
that established him as one of the Na
tion's leading defenders of the free en
terprise system. 

I have so many memories of Pete's 
friendship. I recall his coming to North 
Carolina during my 1972 campaign, and 
appearing with me at a rally at the his
toric old Battery Park Hotel in Asheville. 
That was the last public event held in 
that hotel before it closed. I remember 
that Pete was experiencing severe dis
comfort that evening from a back ail
ment, but that did not deter him from 
making a trip to help a friend. 

Mr. President, I join Pete Dominick's 
many other friends in saluting a gallant 
American. Dorothy joins me in extending 
our deepest sympathy to Nancy and her 
family. 

AIRLINE DEREGULATION 
Mr. PRESSLER. 'Mr. President, I 

would like to off er some commen1ts on 
the sad state in which airline deregula
tion has left many regions of our coun
try. The argument is frequently made 
that if the marketplace operates un
fettered, we would have :the besit of both 
economic worlds: Business would be able 
to operate profitably; and the needs of 
the American public would be met. In 
the case of airline deregulation, this has 
not been the case. There are vast re
gions of the United States which have 
been left without service, or with serv
ice which is inadequate to meet both 
passenger and freight needs. 

As an example, let me detail the cur
rent situation in my home State of South 
Dakota. Let me emphasize that I am us
ing this example solely because it is the 
one with Which I am most familiar. 

There is one flight per day from Wash
ington to Pierre, South Dakota's capital. 
This flight makes three stops, there is a 
change of planes, and the total travel 
time is 6 hours. Or take the case of Sioux 
Falls, our largest city, wi·th a popula
tion of 81,232. This trip requires a change 
of planes, a limited flight availability and 
the trip takes at least 6 hours, although 
it would only be a 3 Yi hour trip if a 
direct, nonstop flight existed between 
Washington and Sioux Falls. 

At least South Dakota still has service 
to manv towns. albeit via cumbersome 
routes. Many other small- to medium
size cities around the country have lost 
service altogether. Nevertheless, there is 
one additional drawback to even this 
inconvenient service: the cost. 

I am sure you have all seen the large 
ads in the major east coast newspapers 
which boast about flights to the west 
coast and back for approximately $300 
round trip. Logic might suggest that 
since it is farther to the west coast than 
it is to South Dakota, it should cost less 
to fly between Wa.shington and Pierre or 
Sioux Falls. Logic, however, no longer 
a;plies in the postderegulation era. The 
coach fare for a round trip ticket be
tween Washington and Pierre is $522. 
For a round trip flight between Wash
ington and Sioux Falls it is $456. AP
parently the people of my state are being 
permitted to pay more money for less 
servir.e. This makes no sense to me. nor 
does it make sense to my constituents. 

We are still being told that commuter 
carriers will step in and fill the void 
when a major carrier leaves a service 
area. South Dakota is in the process of 
losing certificated carrier service to 
towns, and we are having difficulty find
ing a commuter carrier willing to serve 
these routes. 

This brings me to another related 
point.: The sunsetting of the Civil Aero
nautics Board. The current discussion 
seems to focus on whether it will be pos
sible to speed up the process of eliminat
ing this agency, not whether it is wise 
to do so. Not enough attention has been 
paid to the assumpt'.on of certain CAB 
duties we cannot afford to lose. I have 
grave doubts about the ability of the 
marketplace to replace service we are 

losing. So far it has not, and unless some 
Federal body takes over this task from 
the CAB, I doubt that it will ever happen. 

I question what interest the CAB has 
in continuing to carry out its functions 
during its final days. Most of the em
ployees, I am led to believe, are primarily 
concerned with finding new employment 
and not with implementing the deregula
tion program passed by Congress. This is 
to be expected; it is human nature. Nev
ertheless, should we not be concerned 
about the many crucial decisions which 
the CAB must make in its last few years? 

One of the most critical of these deci
sions is the ongoing competitive market
ing case. This is an issue which will have 
a profound effect on whatever type of air 
transport system the CAB leaves behind. 
The future of thousands of travel agents 
is tied to whatever the CAB may decide. 
I do not believe it is proper for a Federal 
agency to implement an experimental 
program of such vast scope just prior 
to disappearing from the regulatory 
scene. This does not necessarily mean 
that I wish to retain the CAB past its 
proposed sunset date. However, unless 
oversight is provided for future review 
of the actions CAB iS likely to take, then 
perhaps th~ CAB should not be pursuing 
an investigation with such potentially 
monumental economic consequences. 

There are over 17,000 travel agent.sin 
the United States. Moot of them are 
small businesses. It would be foolish to 
·threaten this existing netwurk in favor 
of some unknown system of travel serv
ice distribution. There is much specula
tion thlait an altemaltive system could 
off er the American public great financial 
savings. I also recall similar speculation 
during the debate on airline deregulation. 
Where are the savings which were en
visioned for the people of my staite und·er 
deregulation? And what happened to the 
service we used to receive? 

Whait reason is there to think that ·this 
case will be different; that if ·the existing 
network of independent travel agents is 
dismantled we will somehow end up with 
a more efficient and less costly system? I 
am not convinced there would be greaJter 
benefits. Let me suggest that until we 
have a system in place to handle the reg
ulaltory problems which are bound to 
arise in the post-CAB world, perhaps the 
CAB should refrain from making such 
basic and far-reaching changes in what 
remains of this country's transportation 
network. 

With these concerns in mind, I recently 
sent a letter to the Chairman of the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, and I ·ask unanimous 
conseilit thait it be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, 
SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION, 
Wash.ington, D.C., March. 17, 1981. 

Mr. MARVIN COHEN, 
Ch.airman, Civil Aeronautics Board., 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. COHEN: Recellltly I was vlst.ted. by 
a. group of tnwel a.gent.s from my home state 
of South Da.kote.. Among the topics we dls
cussed WM the ongoing competltlve market
ing case . which ls before the Boa.rd. 
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The purpose of this letter ls to not only 

pass a.long the concerns expressed by these 
individuals, 'but a.lso to let you know thart; 
I, too, am alarmed by the possible conse
quences of this investigation. You are un
doubtedly a.wa.re :tha.t for many of us in pri
marily rural states the airline deregulation 
e:xiperiment hes been a disaster. I voted 
against the moo.sure, but with the deregula.
tion tide peaking, there were few of my 
colleagues who joined me. However, I know 
tboa.t wttJh ,the benefit of e~perience there a.re 
many more of my colleagues who now feel as 
I do. 

The pdln.t of this is that we must be very 
OM&ful not :to make the same mistake in the 
case of the markelting tra.vel services. We now 
have a very workalble system which bas 
proven it.self a.tter many yea.rs of tris.1. I?t 
would ·be fooUsb, 1 think you will agree, to 
sweep the system aside 1n favor of something 
untried an'di uncert&tn. 

This is not to say thart; improvements could 
not be made to the existing system. But 
without a continuing government oversight 
and management system in place to monitor 
the effects of Wha.tever changes are made, we 
could end up with another coUapsing system 
sl.mila.r to .the existing air transport system 
in many rural states. 

I ask tha.t as you proceed with this case, 
every efforit be ta.ken to make sure whatever 
changes res·u1t do not reduce the current 
availab111ty, range and quality of service 
travel agents provide. As we lea.med f.rom 
the airline deregllia.tiOill ex:pertmerut, it is 
better to err on the side of being too cautious 
than too flamboyant. 

Sincerely, 
LARRY PRESSLER, 

U.S. Senator. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a ouorum. 

The .PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
abjecti'on, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 2 P.M. TODAY 
Mr. BAKER. MT. President, there are 

certain meetings that are aibout to begin 
that relate d~rectly to the matter that 
will be before the Senaite later today, 
and other matters that will require the 
attention of the Senate later this week, 
and perhaps next week. 

There will 'be meetings on both sides of 
the aisle. They are urgent. they a.re im
portant, and they will facilitate the work 
of the Senate. 

In order to provide time for those 
meetings to occur, I ·ask unia.nrimous con
sent that the Senate now stand in recess 
until the hour of 2 p.m. this afternoon. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12: 06 p.m.. recessed untii 2 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer <Mr. LUGAR). 

ms SHOULD RECONSIDER 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, last 

December the Internal Revenue Service 
issued Revenue Procedure 80-55. Under 
this procedure, banks would be pro
hibited from deducting as a business 
expense the interest they pay on time 

deposits collateralized by tax-exempt 
securities. 

IRS action reserves tax policy that has 
been in force since 1954, yet not a single 
day of public hearings was held on this 
procedure. IRS has the authority to 
interpret the Tax Code, but I believe 
they have overstepped their bounds in 
this case. 

Consequently, I have added my name 
as a cosponsor to S. 321, which would 
prohibit this procedure from taking 
effect on June l, 1981, as is now 
scheduled. 

State and local government would be 
greatly affected by this procedure, as it 
would have the effect of undermining 
revenues immediately. It would also have 
the effect of further drying up the mar
ket for municipal securities, already hard 
hit by the sky high interest rates of the 
past year. 

Financial institutions are the major 
purchasers of tax-exempt securities of 
State and local governments. According 
to the National League of Cities, com
mercial banks hold 45 percent of out
standing state and local debt. Moreover, 
33 states-including my own State of 
Illinois-require banks to secure public 
deposits with State and local bonds. 

If interest on these accounts were 
suddenly not deductible as a business 
expense, banks would have very little 
reason to purchase securities and a 
major source of capital for State and 
local governments would dry up. It has 
been estimated that Illinois alone would 
lose as much as $30 million a year in 
interest income on State time deposits 
in commercial banks. 

It is not just large financial institu
tions that would be affected by this 
procedure, but any institution that 
accepted State funds in a time deposit. 
In Illinois, ·the State deposits H.s funds 
in 1,100 different financial institutions. 

Mr. President, I have received an 
excellent, conscise letter from Governor 
Thompson of Illinois about this proce
dure and the effect it would have on our 
State. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD at the close of 
my remarks. 

I hope the new administration will 
recognize the major changes this proce
dure would bring to State and local gov
ernment finance and withdraw it so this 
legislative remedy will not be necessary. 
Tax policy should be made by Congress, 
after a careful assessment of who will be 
affected by a proposal. Procedure 80-55 
.is not a mere technical change and IRS 
should reconsider and withdraw it. 

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

STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
Sprtngftel<l, Ill., January 22, 1981. 

Hon. CHARLES PERCY. 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR CHUCK: On December 15, the In
ternal Revenue Service issued Revenue Pro
cedure 80-55, which will prohibit banks from 
deducting interest paid on time deposits of 
state and municipal governments which are 
secured by tax-exempt obligations. This 111-
advised position wm significantly reduce the 
ab111ty of Illinois state and local govern
ments to fund much-needed capital projects. 

I urge you to request that the IRS withdraw 
this ruling. 

The costs to I111nois in terms of higher 
borrowing and lower returns on deposits w111 
be considerable. In addition, v;e are deeply 
concerned by the manner in which this pro
cedure, reversing long-standing interpreta
tions of law, was issued. It is particularly 
dist urbing that this ruling was publlshed 
without any effort to consult with state or 
local governments. 

The procedure will affect the right of state 
and local governments to set sta.ndatds for 
securing deposits of their own funds. As a 
Governor, I am concerned by the tendency 
of the federa.l government to take actions 
which limit the authority of state govern~ 
ments to pursue their daily business. 

I will appreciate any assistance you can 
give us on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES R. THOMPSON, 

Governor. 

BOBBY UNS:ER APPEARS AT ALCO
HOL FUELS MEETING 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, Bobby 
Unser, twice winner of the Indianapolis 
500 automobile race, was the leadoff wit
ness at a hearing on the future of al
cohol fuels before the Senate Govern
mental Affairs Subcommittee on Energy, 
Nuclear Prolif eratlon, and Government 
Processes. 

He was introduced by Senator JACK 
SCHMITT. Also present at these hearings 
were Astronaut Gordon Cooper, who 
flew in from California, using 100-per
cent alcohol as fuel. 

Through concentration on the vital 
role alcohol fuels play in many parts of 
American society and around the world, 
the hearing demonstrated the capacity 
of alcohol to provide enhanced energy 
security to the United States by displac
ing imported petroleum. 

In view of the administration's de
cision to withdraw its loan and loan 
guarantees program for alcohol fuels, 
we need fresh approaches that will re
assure private investors that alcohol 
fuels are viable and that they can play 
an important role in American energy 
policy now. 

Few Americans realize that since 1965 
alcohol fuel <methanol) has been the 
exclusive fuel used at the Indianapolis 
500 because of its substantial power and 
safety advantages. I am especially 
pleased that we are able to profit from 
Bobby Unser's expert analysis of the 
particular contributions of alcohol fuels 
to racing. Unser has worked with the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
as an engine emissions adviser. He has 
an extensive race laboratory in his own 
home. He is umJoubtecHy one of the best 
informed and most articulate spokesmen 
for alcohol fuels in the racing world. 

In addition to Bobby Unser, the fol
lowing witnesses participated in the 
March 24 hearing: 

Dr. Mario Gamero, a founder of the 
Brazilian National Alcohol Fuels pro
gram. About 400,000 pure alcohol
powered veh!cles are exnected t.o ooerate 
on Brazilian highways- by the end of 
1981. 

Mr. Gerhard E. Delf, a chief engineer 
for Volkswagen of America. Delf dt"'
scribed Volkswagen's participation ln a 
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new methanol pilot program for passen
ger vehicles in West Germany, as well 
as the company's success in developing 
pure-alcohol vehicles for the California 
Energy Commission. 

Dr. Serge Gratch, director of the 
Ford Motor Co. Chemical Services Lab
oratory. Gratch, a member of the Na
tional Alcohol Fuels Commission, dis
cussed Ford's experimentation with alco
hol-powered vehicles as well as the rec
ommendations of the Commission. 

Robert Jack.son, senior commercial 
representative for Conoco Coal Develop
ment Co. Jackson addressed the feasi
bility of producing large quantities of 
methanol from American coal reserves. 

Glen D. Alexander, superintendent of 
the Curecanti <Colorado) National Rec
reation Area. Over 70 National Park 
Service vehicles under his supervision 
are using a 25-percent blend of ethanol 
and gasoline, while 8 others are op
erating on pure ethanol. 

S. 570-FAffi HOUSING AMEND
MENTS ACT 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of 
S. ·570, the Fair Housing Amendments 
Act, be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
s. 570 

Be tt enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
Ameri ca in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as t he 
"Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1981". 

SHORT TITLE FOR 1968 ACT 
SEC. 2. The Act entitled "An Act to pre

scribe pen.alties for cert.ain acts of violence 
or intimidation, and for other purposes" 
(Public Law 90-284, approved April 11, 1968) 
is amended by inserting immediately after 
the comma at the end of the enactng clause 
the following: "That this Act may be cited 
as the 'Civil Rights Act of 1968'.". 

SHORT TrrLE FOR TITLE vm 
SEC. 3. Title VIII of t he Act entitled "An 

Act to prescribe penalties for cert.ain acts of 
violence or intimidation, and for other pur
poses" (Public Law 90-284, approved April 
11, 1968) is amended by inserting immedately 
after the title's catchline t he following new 
section: 

"SHORT TITLE 

"SEC. 800. This t itle may be referred to as 
the 'Fair Housing Act'.". 

AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITIONS SECTION 
SEC. 4. (a) Section 802 (f ) of t he Act en

titled "An Act to prescribe penalties forcer
tain acts of violence or intimidation, and !or 
other purposes" (Public Law 90-284, ap
proved April 11, 1968) ts amended by striking 
out "section 804, 805, or 806" and inserting 
this title "in lieu" thereof. 

(b) Section 802 of such Act is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

"(h) 'Handicap' means, With respect to a 
person, (1) a physical or mental impairment 
which substantially limits one or more of 
such person's major life activities, (2) a rec
ord of having such an impairment, or (3) 
being regarded as having such an impair
ment. Such term does not include any cur
rent alcohol, drug abuse, or any other im
pairment which would be a direct threat to 
property or the safety of others. 

"(i) 'Aggrieved person' includes any per
son who claims to have been injured by a 
discriminatory housing practice or who be
lieves that he or she will be irrevocably in
jured by a discriminatory housing practice 
that is about to occur.". 

DISCRIMINATORY HOUSING 
PRACTICE AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 5. (a) The catchline of section 804 of 
the Act entitled "An Act to prescribe penal
ties for certain acts of violence or intimida
tion, and for other purposes" (Public Law 
90-284, approved April 11, 1968) is amended 
by adding at the end the !ollowtng: "AND 
OTHER PROHmITED PRACTICES". 

{b) Section 804 of such Act is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

"(f) ( 1) To refuse to sell or rent after the 
making of a bona fide offer, or to refuse to 
negotiate for the sale or rental of, or other
wise make unavailable or deny, a dwell1ng to 
any person because of a handicap of a pro
spective buyer or renter or of a person or per
sons associated with such buyer or renter 
unless such handicap would prevent a pro
spective d-velling occupant from conforming 
to such rules, policies, and practices as are 
permitted by clause (2). 

"(2) To discriminate against any person in 
the terms, conditions, or privileges of sale or 
rental of a dwell1ng, or in the provision of 
services or facilities in connection therewith, 
because of a handicap. For purposes of this 
subsection, {A) discrimination shall include: 
(1) refusal to permit reasonable modifications 
of premises occupied or to be occupied, by 
persons With a handicap when such modHl
ca.tions are necessary to afford such handi
capped persons access to premise~ substan
tially equal to that of nonhandicapped per
sons, if, With res!)ect to the rental of prem
ises regularly occupied as a landlord's per
sona.I residence, such handicapped persons 
have agreed to return such premises to their 
original condition if requested to do so by 
the landlord, or (11) refusal to make reason
able accommodations in policies, practices, 
rules, services, or facilities when such accom
modations a.re necessary to afford handi
capped persons enjoyment of dwellings sub
stantially equal to that of nonhandica.pped 
persons; but {B) discrimination shall not 
include {i) refusal to make alterations in 
premises at the expense of sellers, landlo!'ds, 
owners, brokers, bulld!ng managers, or per
sons acting on their behalf, (11 ) refusal to 
ma.Jl'e a modificat ion of generally wpplicable 
rules, policies, practices, services or !acll1-
ties where such modificat ion would result 
in unreasonable inconvenience to other af
fected persons, or (111) refusal t o a.llow archi
tectural changes to. or moditi cations of, 
dwellings which would materially alt er the 
marketability of a dwelling or the manner 
in which a dwelling or its environs has been, 
or is intended to be, u sed. 

" (g) For any employee or agency of a State 
or local governm ent to take any action, or to 
deny any privilege, license, or permit, and 
t h ereby prevent the esta.blisb ment of any 
communit y residence operat ed for the pur
pose of providing residential services or su
pervic:ion for eight or fewer persons who IJ:la.ve 
a handicap, unless such communlity residence 
or its proposed use-

.. { 1) would not meet an est ablis'"ied, appli
cable Federal, State, or local health, safet y, 
or program stands.rd: or 

"(2 ) violates, or would violat e a compre
hensive land u <>e plan or zonin.15 ordinance for 
the geographical area for which t he emuloyee 
or agency b as jurisd iction a.nd s11ch la.nd use 
plan or zonin R" ordinance as enforced would 
permit t he est ablic:.hment of such commu
nity residence in other equally suitable loca
tions. The fn'ant inJ?; or denying of variances 
in the pa.c:·t shall be deemed a part of such 
pl-an or ordinance. 

" (h) For a person in the business of insur
ing against ha.mrds to refuse to enter into, or 

to discriminate in the terms, conditions, or 
privileges of a contra.ct of insurance against 
hazards to a dwelling because of the race, 
color, rellgion, sex, handicap, or national 
origin of persons owning, or residing in or 
near, the dwelling.". 

(c) Subsections (c), (d) , and (e) of sec
tion 804, and section 808 a.re ea.ch amended 
by inserting "handicap," immediately after 
"sex," each place it appears. 

(d) Section 805 of such Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

"SEc. 805. After the date of enaotment of 
the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1981 it 
shall be unlawful for any person or other 
entity Whose business includes the ma.king, 
purchasing, or insuring of loans, or the sell
ing, brokering, or appraising of real prop
erty, to deny or otherwise ma.ke unavailable 
a loan or other financial assistance which is 
for the purpose of purcha.'!ing, constructing, 
improving, repairing, or ma.intaining a dwell
ing, or to discriminate in the fixing of the 
amount, interest rate, duration, or other 
terms or conditions of such loan or other 
financial assistance, because of race, color, 
religion, sex handicap, or national origin.". 

FUNCTIONS OF THE SECRETARY 
SEc. 6. (a) Section 808(c) of the Act en

titled "An Act to prescribe penalties forcer
tain acts of violence or intimidation, and !or 
other purposes" {Public La.w 90-284, ap
proved April 11 , 1968) ls a.mended-

{!) by inserting "(1)" after "{c) "; 
(2) by striking out "hearing, determining, 

ordering," in the first sentence; 
(3) by striking out the second sentence; 
(4) by striking out the last sentence; and 
( 5) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(2) (A) There ls established the Fair Hous

ing Review Commission (hereinafter referred 
to as the 'Commission'). The Commiss·ion 
shall be composed of three members who shall 
be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, from 
among persons who by reason of training, 
education, or experience are qualified to carry 
out the functions of the Commission under 
this title. Not more than two members of the 
Commission may be members of the same 
political party. The President shall designate 
one of the members of the Commission to 
serve as Chairman. 

"(B) The term of omce of members of the 
Commission shall be six years, except that 
(i ) the members of the Commi.ssion first tak
ing omce shall serve, as designated by the 
President at the time of appointment, one 
for a term of two years, one for a term of four 
yea.rs, and one for a term of six years, and 
(11) a vacancy caused by the death, resigna
tion, or removal of a member prior to the 
expiration of the term for which he was ap
pointed shall be filled only for the remainder 
of such unexpired term. A member of the 
Commission may be removed by the President 
for inemctency, neglect of duty, or mal
feasance in omce. 

"(C) The Chairman shall be responsible on 
behalf of the Commission for the administra
t ive operations of the Commission. The prin.
cipal office of the Commission shall be in the 
District of Columbia. Whenever the Commis
sion deems that the convenience of the pub
lic or of the parties may be promoted or that 
delay or expense may be minimized, it may 
hold hearings or conduct other proceedings 
at any other place. 

"(D) The Commission shall appoint such 
administrative law judges and other employ
ees as it deems necessary to assist in the per
formance of the Commission's !unctions and 
to fix their compensation in accordance with 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of title 5, United States 
Code, relating to classification and Genera.I 
Schedule pay rates. The assignment, removal, 
and compensation of administrative law 
judges shall be in accordance With sectiona 
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3105, 3344, 5372, and 7521 of such title, and 
the assignment of administrative law judges 
to individual cases shall take place on a fair 
and impartial basis in accordance with a 
system established by the Commission. The 
Commission may obtain the services of ad
ministrative law judges from other agencies 
on a reimbursable basis. 

"(E) For the purpose of carrying out its 
functlons under this title , two members of 
the Commission s!b:all constitute a quorum 
and official action can be taken only on the 
amrmatl ve vote of e.t least two members. 

"(F) Every otnclal act of the Commission 
shall be entered of record, and its hearings 
and records shall be open to the public. The 
Commission ls authorized to make such rules 
as are necessary for the ordel"ly transactlcn 
CY! its proceedings. Proceedings of the com
mission shall be in accordance with chapter 
5 of title 5, United States Gode. 

" ( G) Not later than 180 days aifter a ma.
j ority CY! the Commission has taken office, 
the Conunission sha.11-

" (i) ipromulg·a.te a cede of etJhics to assure 
the independence of administrative law 
judges employed by the Commission; and 

"(11) promulgate rules of discovery for the 
orderly conduct of its proceedings consist
ent insofar a.s is practicable with the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure. 

"(H) For the purpose CY! considering an ap
peal from a proposed order of an a.dministra.
ti ve law judge, the Commission shall s.it in 
review of such decision. The Commission may 
approve, reject, or modify, in whole or in 
pa.rt any proposed order under section 811 of 
this title, or may vacate and remand such 
order with directions for further proceedings. 
The Secretary is not authorized to modify 
any order under section 811 of this title or 
any decision of the Commission. 

"(I) Within thirty days after the is
suance of a propo'Sed order of an administra
tive la.w judge, any party may apply to the 
Commission for review CY! such proposed 
order. Such order shall not become final un
til such period of thirty days has expired, 
or the Commission has acted on such appli
cation, 1f applicable. 

"(J) Ex'Cept as otherwise provided in this 
title, the administrative law judges shall be 
subject to the . laws governing employees in 
the classified civil service, except tJh.at ap
pointments shall be made without regard to 
section 5108 of title 5, United States Code. 
Each administrative law judge shall receive 
compensation at a. rate not less than that 
prescribed for GS-16 under sectlon 5332 of 
such title. 

"(K) (i) The Chairman OI! .the Commission 
shall be compensated at the rate provided 
for level III of the Executive Schedule under 
section 5314 of title 5, United staites Code. 

"(ll) The other members of the commis
sion shall be compensated e.t the rate pro
vided for level IV of the Executive Schedule 
unrter section 53'15 of title 5, United States 
Code.". 

(b) Secti')n 808(d) of the Act entitled "An 
Act to prescribe penalties for certal.n acts of 
violence or intimidation, and for other pur
poses" (Public Law 90-284, approved April 
11, 1968) ls a.mended by inserting "(includ
ing any Federal agency having regulatory au
thority over financial Jnstltutions)" after 
"urban development". 

(c) Section 808(e) (3) of such Act ls 
a.mended by inserting "financial and" imme
diately before "technical". 

ENFORCEMENT CHANGES 

SEC. 7. 'I'?lc Act entitled "An Act to pre
scribe penalties for certain acts o! violence 
or lntlmldatlon. and for other purposes" 
(Public Law 90-284, approved April 11 1968) 
is a.mended by striking out sectio~s 810 
through 815 and '""'~rting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

"ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENr; PRELIMINARY 
MATTERS 

"SEc. 810. (a) (1) Whenever an aggrieved 
person, or the Secretary on the Secretary's 
own initiative, files a charge alleging a dis
criminatory housing practice, the Secretary 
shall serve a notice of the alleged discrim
inatory housing practice on the party 
charged (hereinafter in this title referred to 
as the 'respondent') within ten days after 
such filing, and shall make an investigation 
thereof. Upon receipt of such charge, the 
Secretary shall serve notice upon the ag
grieved person acknowledging receipt of the 
charge and advising the aggrieved person of 
the time limits and choice of forums pro
vided under this title. At any time after the 
filing of 3 charge, the Secretary shall at
tempt, to the extent feasible, to resolve such 
charge by informal methods of conference, 
conc111a.tion and persuasion. I! both the ag
grieved person and the respondent consent 
to binding arbitration, the Secretary shall 
refer such charge to an arbitrator who shall 
be made available by the Community Rela
tions Service of the Department of Justice. 
Nothing said or done in the course of such 
informal endeavors may be ma.de public or 
used as evidence in a subsequent proceeding 
under this title without the written consent 
of the persone concerned. Any employee of 
the Secretary who shall make public any in
formation in violation of this provision shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined not more 
than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one 
year. Such charges shall be in writing under 
oath or affirmation and shall contain such 
information and be in such form as the Sec
retary requires. An aggrieved person shall file 
a. charge uuder this section with the Secre
tary not la.tar than one year after the alleged 
cUscrlminatory housing practice occurred or 
terminated. The Secretary may also investi
gate housing practices to determine whether 
charges should be brought under this sec
tion. In consultation wtth other A.pproprlate 
Federal agencies, the Secretary shall issue 
new rules and regulations to implement the 
policies, purposes, and provisions of this 
title within one hundred and eighty days 
after the enactment of the Fair Housing 
Amendments Act of 1981. 

"(2) (A) In connection with any investiga
tion of such charge, the Secretary, at reason
able times, shall have access to, and the right 
to copy, any information that is reasonably 
necessary for the furtherance of the investi
gation. The Secretary may issue subpena.s to 
compel such access to or the production of 
such information, or to compel the appear
ance of persons, and may issue interrogatories 
to a respondent to the same extent and sub
ject to the same limitations as would apply 
if the subpenas or interrogatories were issued 
or served in aid of a civil action in the United 
States district court for the district In which 
the investigation ls taking place. The sec
retary may administer oaths. 

"(B) Upon written a:pplicatlon to the sec
retary, a respondent shall be entitled to the 
issuance o! a reasonable num?Jer of subpenas 
by and in the name of the Secretary to the 
same extent and subject to the same limita
tions as subpena.s issued by the Secretary 
under subparagraph (A) of this para.graph. 

"(C) Witnesses summoned by a subpena of 
the Secretary under this title shall be en
titled to the same witness and mileage fees 
as witnesses in proceedings in United States 
district courts. 

"(D) The Secretary or other party at whose 
request a sub-:ena. ls issued under this title 
may enforce such subpena in appropriate 
pl'oceedlngs in the United Sta.tes district 
court for the district In which the person to 
whom the subpena. was addressed resides, 
was served, or transacts business. 

"(E) Any person who willfully falls or 
neglects to attend and testify or to answer 
any lawful inquiry or to produce records, 
docum~mts, or other evidence, if it is in such 
persons power to do so, in obedience to the 
subpena or lawful order of the Secretary 
under this title, shall be fined not more than 
$1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year 
or both. Any person who, with intent thereby 
to mislead the Secretary, shall make or ca.use 
to be made any false entry or statement of 
fa.ct in any report, account, record, or other 
document produced pursuant to the Secre
tary's subpena or other order, or shall wm
fully neglect or fa.11 to make or ca.use to be 
ma.de full, true, and correct entries in such 
reports, accounts, records, or other docu
ments, or shall w1llfully mutilate, alter, or 
by any other means falsify any documentary 
evidence, shall be fined not more than $1,000 
or imprisoned not more than one year, or 
both. 

"(3) Whenever a charge alleges a discrimi
natory housing practice within the jurisdic
tion of a State or local public agencv which 
has been certified by the Secretary under this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall refer such 
charge to that certified agency before taking 
any action with respect to such charge. Ex
cept with the consent of such certified agen
cy, the Secretary, after that referral is ma.de, 
shall take no further action with respect to 
such charge unless the certified agency has 
not acted in a timely fashion following the 
date such charge was received or unless the 
Secretary determines that the certified agency 
no longer qualifies for certification under this 
paragraph. No agency may be certified under 
this paragraph unless the Secretary deter
mines that the substantive rights protected 
by such agency, the procedures followed !by 
such agency, the reme:lles available to such 
agency, and the ava1lab111ty of judicial re
view of such a5{ency's action, are substantial
ly equivalent to those created by and under 
this title. Before making such certification, 
the Secretary shall take into account the cur
rent practices and past performance, lf any, 
of such agency. The Secretary shall not re
quire, as a condition of making such certlfi.
ca.tion or of providing any financial or other 
f\Ssistance, that the State or local publlc 
agency agree formally or informally to waive, 
in whole or in pa.rt, its exclusive processing 
authority over charges which allege a dls
crlmlnatory housing practice that ls referred 
to the agency. 

"(4) The Secretary and other Federal agen
cies having authority to prevent housing dls
crlmlna.tlon sha.11 cooperate and seek to avoid 
duplication of effort in the exercise of their 
several authority. The Secretary ls author
ized to enter into agreements to permit such 
other Federal agencies to carry out the pro
visions of this pa.ra.gTa.ph within their respec
tive jurisdictions. Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of the Fa.tr Hous
ing Amendments Act of 1981, the Secretary 
sha.ll enter into agreements with the Comp
troller of the Currency, the Boa.rd of Gover
nors of the Federal Reserve System, the 
Board of Directors of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Boa.rd, and the National Credit 
Union Administration Board, to carry out 
this paragraph with respect to denository 
institutions which are subject to the juris
diction of such agencies. 

"(b) If the Secretary concludes, after a 
preliminary lnvesti1>:a.tlon of a charge, that 
the Secretary ls unable to obtain voluntary 
compllance and that prompt judicial action 
ls necessary to carry out the our.oses of this 
title, the Secretary may refer the matter to 
the Attornev General. The Att.ornev Oeneral 
may bring an action for appropriate tempo
rary or preliminary rellef pendln~ final dis
position of such charge. Any temporary re
straining order or other order granting pre-
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Um1na.ry or temporary rellef shall be issued 
in accordance with Rule 65 of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure. It shall be the duty 
of a. court having jurisdiction over proceed
ings under this paragraph to assign such pro
ceedings for hearing a.t the earliest practical 
date and to cause such proceedings to be in 
every way expedited. An application for relief 
under this paragraph shall not affect the 
initiation or continuation of administrative 
proceedings under this section and section 
811 of this title. 

"(.c) (1) If t he Secretary determines, .after 
a.n dnve.stlgation under -this seotion, that 
reasonaible ca.use exists to believe the charge 
is true, the secretary shall-

.. (A) file, on behalf of the aggrieved per
son filing the charge, a. complaint under the 
procedures provided. under section 811 of this 
tit.le; or 

"(B) refer the maroter to the .A!ttorney Gen
eral for the filing or an a.ppropria.te civil 
.action under section 813 (b) of this title. 

"(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of 
thi:S subsection the Secretary shall refer 
charges involving the legality or vailidity of 
any Sta.'te or loca.l zoning, or other la.nd use 
law or ordinance, or any novel issue of la.w 
or fact or other complicating factor, as deter
mined by the Secretary, to the Attorney 
General for appropriate action under section 
813 ( b) of this title. 

" ( 3) Af.ter ea.ch investigation under this 
section, t he Secretary shall ·provide to each 
aggrieved person and each respondent a 
copy of the report of such in vestiga.tion. 

"(d) Nelother the Secretary nor any other 
omcer or employee of the United. States may 
u tillze the services of any person, or provide 
direct or indirect assistance to any individ
ual or organization, to induce violations of 
this title (testers), except where such action 
ts under.t.aken for the purpose of verifying . a. 
v.lolatil.on of thi·s title which the Secretary 
has reason to believe has occurred. 
"ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT; HEARING 

PROCESS 

"SEC. 811. (a) Upon filing an administra
tive complaint, the Secretary shall cause a 
copy of such complaint to be served on the 
respondent, together with a notice of oppor
tunity for a hearing on the record at a. 
pla.ce a.nd rt1me (not less than thirty days 
after the service of such complaint) speci
fied in such notice. On the request of the 
respondent -and with the consent of all other 
parties, a. hearing may be rescheduled for a 
time earlier than the time specified in such 
notice. Any resolution of a. charge or com
plaint by means of concma.tlon shall require 
the consent of the person who filed the 
charge, and any such resolution following 
the service of complaint under this subsec
t.lon shall also require the approval of the 
seoretary. The respondent shall have the 
right to file an answer to .the e.d.mlnistra
ti ve complaint, to a:ppea.r ln .person or oth
erwise and give testimony a.t s. hearing on 
the record, and to obtain a. reasonable num
ber of subpenas in the ma :mer set forth 
in section 810(a) (2) (B). Any aggrieved per
son may ·be allowed to Intervene in the pro
ceeding, to appear in person or otherwise, 
to obtain the issuance at a rea:sonable num
ber of subpenas in the manner set forth 
in seotion 810 of this title, and to present 
testimony. After .the conclusion of such hear
ing, the adominlstrat..ive law judge shaill make 
findings of faict and con.cluslons of law, and 
ma.y issue an order providing for such re
lief as may be appropriate (including com
pensation for out of pocket loss incurred. 
by the -aggrieved per.son a:s the result Of the 
dlscriminaitory housing pra.otice), a.nd may 
Impose a civll penalty of not to exceed U0,-
000. Any order issued under this subsection 
ls su.b1ect to review in a.ccordance with sec
tion 808(c) of this title and subsection (c) 
of this seotoion. 

"(b) The findings of fact and conclusions 
of law made with respect to a final order 

issued under subsection (a), together with 
a copy of such order, sha.11 be served on ea.ch 
aggrieved person and each respondent in the 
proceeding. 

"(c) Any petition for judicial review of a 
final order under subsection (a.) shall be fl.led 
in the appropriate court of appeals not later 
than sixty days after the entry of such final 
order. Such judicial review of a. final order 
shall be in the manner provided under chap
ter 158 of title 28 of the United States Code. 
For the purposes of judicial review of such 
an order, any aggrieved person shall be 
deemed a. party in the administrative pro
ceedings reviewed. The findings of fa.ct shall 
be conclusive if supported by substantial 
evidence in the record considered a.s a whole. 
No objection not urged at the appropriate 
stage of the administrative hearing process 
shall be considered by the court unless the 
fa.llure or neglect to urge such objection 
should be excused because of extra.ordinary 
circumstances. 

" ( d) ( 1) Any person who violates a. final 
order under subsection (a) shall be subject 
to a civll penalty assessed by the adminis
trative law judge of not more than $1,000 
for each day during which such violation 
continues after the date on which such final 
order becomes unreviewable. 

"(2) For the purposes of para.graph (1) of 
this subsection, a. final order becomes un
reviewa.ble. 

"(A) if a. petition for review has not been 
filed in the appropriate reviewing court, on 
the day sixty days after the entry of such 
final order; or 

"(B) on the date on which the la.st appel
late court's decision becomes final and not 
subject to any further appellate proceeding. 

"PRIVATE ENFORCEMENT 

"SEC. 812. (a) (1) An aggrieved person ma.y 
commence a civil action in an appropriate 
United States district court or State court 
a.t any time not later than two years after 
the alleged discriminatory housing practice 
occurred or terminated. 

"(2) After an aggrleYed person has com
menced a. civil action under this section, the 
Secretary may not commence or continue 
proceedings toward the issuance of a. reme
dial order based on such charve. 

"(3) An aggrieved individual shall not 
commence a. civil action under this subsec
tion with respect to a. charge made by that 
individual to the Secretary if the Secre
tary (or a. State or local agency to which 
the Secretary refers such charge) has com
menced a. hearing on the record with respect 
to such charge. 

"(4) Upon timely application the At
torney General ma.y intervene in such civil 
action if the Attorney General ·certifies that 
the Cl".se is of gen~'!"al public importance. 

"(b) Upon application by an aggrieved 
pel'son any trial or appellate court may ap
pol 11t an 9,ttorne,.,. for such nerson an-i may 
authorize the commencement or continua
tion of the action without the payment of 
fees, costs, or security if tn the opinion of 
the court such person ts financially unable 
to bear the costs of such action. -

"(c) I!, in a. civil action under this sec
tion, the court finds that a.n alleged dis
criminatory housing practice has occurred, 
is occurring, or ts a.bout to occur, the court 
shall a.ward such relief as ma.y be appro
priate. Suen relief may include money dam
ages, equitable and declaratory relief, a.nd. 
punitive damages. 
"ENFORCEMENT ROLE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL 

"SEC. 813. (a) Whenever the Attorney Gen
era.I has reasonable cause to believe that 
any person or group of persons ls engaged 
in a. pattern or practice of resistance to the 
full enjoyment of any of the rights granted 
by this title, or that any group of persons 
has been denied. any of the rights granted 
by this title and such dental raises a.n is-

sue of general publtc importance, the At
torney Genera.I may bring a. civil action in 
a.n appropriate United States district court. 

"(b) The Attorney Genera.I may bring a 
civil action in a.n appropriate United States 
district court: ( 1) to enforce a.ny final order 
under this title that is referred for en
forcement by the Secretary; (2) to collect 
any civil penalty assessed under section 811 
of this title; and (3) to remedy any dis
criminatory housing practice (A) with re
spect to which the Secretary has ma.de a 
finding that reasonable cause exists under 
this title, and (B) which the Secretary re
fers to the Attorney General for enforce
ment under this subsection. 

"(c) The court may a.ward such relief in 
any civll action under this section as ts 
authorized in section 812(c) of this title. 

"(d) A person may intervene tn any civll 
action commenced under this section which 
involves a.n alleged discriminatory housing 
practice with respect to which such person 
is an aggrieved person. 
"ANCILLARY AND PROCEDURftL MATTERS RELATING 

TO ENFORCEMENT 

"SEc. 814. (a.) In any action or proceeding 
under this title, the court, tn its discretion, 
may allow a prevamng party (other than 
the United States with respect to attorney 
fees) reasonable attorney and expert wit
ness fees a.s part of the costs, and the United 
States shall be liable for such costs the same 
as a. private person. Such costs may also be 
awarded upon the entry of any interlocutory 
order which determines substantial rights 
of the parties. 

"(b) In any administrative proceeding 
based on a charge under section 810 (a) of 
this title, any prevailing party (other than 
the United States with respect to attorney 
fees) may be a.warded reasonable attorney 
and expert witness fees a.s a. part of a. final 
order under section 8ll(b) of this title. 

" ( c) Any court in which a. proceeding ts 
instituted under this title shall assign the 
case for hearing at the earliest practicable 
date and cause the case to be in every way 
expedited. 

"(d) Any sale, encumbrance, or lease 
executed before the issuance of any order 
under this title, and involving a. bona. fide 
purchaser, encumbrancer, or tenant without 
actual notice of the existence of the filing of 
a. complaint or civil action under this title 
shall not be affected by such court order. 

"EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS 

"SEc. 815. (a.) Nothing in this title shall 
be construed to invalidate or Umit any law 
of a. State or political subdivision of a. State, 
or of any other jurisdiction in which this 
title shall be effective, that grants, guaran
tees, or protects the same rights as a.re 
granted by this title; but any such law that 
purports to require or permit a.ny action that 
would be a discriminatory housing practice 
under this title sha.11 to that extent be 
invalid. 

"(b) Nothing in this title shall be con
strued to repeal, supersede or diminish the 
protection provided to handicapped persons 
by any other Federal law.". 

INTERFERENCE, COERCION, OR INTIMIDATION 

SEC. 8. Section 817 of the Act entitled "An 
Act to prescribe penalties for certain acts of 
violence or intimidation, and for other pur
poses" (Public Law 90-284, approved Aprll 
11. 1968) is amended by striking out "section 
803, 804, 805, or 806." and inserting "this 
title." in lieu thereof. 
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO TITLE IX OJ' 

1968 CIVIL RIGHTS ACT 

SEc. 9. Section 901 of the Act entitled "An 
Act to prescribe penalties for certain acts of 
violence or intimidation, and for other pur
poses" (Public Law 90-284, approved April 
11, 1968) is amended by inserting", handicap 
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(as defined in section 802 of this Act)," im
mediately after "sex" each place it appears 
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 28, UNITED 

STATES CODE 

Szc. 10. (a) Section 2341(3) of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended'--

( 1) by striking out "and" at the end of 
subparagraph (B); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end 
of subparagraph (C) and inserting "; and" 
in lieu thereof; and 

(3) by inserting the following new sub
paragraph: 

"(D) the Commission, when the order was 
entered by the Fair Housing Review Com
mission.". 

(b) section 2342 of such title is amended
(1) by striking out "and" at the end of 

paragraph (5); 
(2) by striking out the period at the end 

of paragraph (6) and inserting "; and" in 
lieu thereof; and 

(3) by adding immediately after paragraph 
(6) but before the final sentence, the follow
ing: 

"(7) all final orders under section 811 of 
the Fair Housing Act.". 

RETROFITl'ING COST AND NEED STUDY 

SEC. 11. (a) One year following the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1981, the Archi
tectural and Transportation Barriers Com
pliance Board shall provide a report to the 
Congress concerning-

'( 1) the extent to which architectural bar
riers and other obstacles to accessib111ty of 
housing are operating to deny handicapped 
persons access to a reasonable housing choice 
in the private market; 

(2') the extent to which public, private, or 
cooperative public and private efforts have 
been undertaken to increase housing choice 
for the handicapped in the private market; 
and 

(3) the projected cost of retrofitting an 
1M1equate supply of existing housing units to 
make such units suitable !or occupancy by 
handicapped persons. 

(b) The Board shall include in its report 
recommendations concerning further legisla
tive or other action necessary to provide an 
adequate private market housing supply !or 
handicapped persons, including the Board's 
recommendations regarding how costs asso
ciated with actions should be borne. 

BUDGET A'OTHORlTY 

SEC. 12. This Act and the amendments 
made by this Act shall not be construed to 
authorize the enactment o! new budget au
thority !or the fiscal year ending september 
30, 1980. Effective October 1, 1981, there are 
authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out this Act and 
the amendments made by this Act. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF CER
TAIN SENATORS TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I 3.IIl about 
to propound a unanimous-consent re
quest for the recognition of certain Sena
tors on tomorrow. I might say I expect 
there may be other requests as well, since 
all of these requests come from our side 
of the aisle. While the distinguished 
minority leader is not on the fioor at this 
time, I anticipate that he may wish to 
add to the list. Since there are 24 names 
on this list already, it appears that 
tomorrow will be special order day. 

I say for all those who care to listen 
that it may be necessary to adjust the 
convening time of the Senate on tomor
row in order to accommodate the re
quests of several Senators who have 
m~e their requests known. For the time 
being, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 

consent that on tomorrow, after the rec
ognition of the two leaders under the 
standing order and after the transaction 
of routine morning business if the same 
is ordered to follow after the recognition 
of the two leaders, the following Sena
tors be recognized for not more than 15 
minutes each: 

Mr. HATCH, Mr. 'I'HuRMOND, Mr. COCH
RAN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. TOWER, Mrs. 
HAWKINS, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. GOLDWATER, 
Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. RoTH, Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. 
WALLOP, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. HAYAKAWA, 
Mr. DENTON, Mr. SYMMS, Mr. GORTON, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
BOSCHWITZ, Mr. KAsTEN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
STAFFORD, and Mr. PERCY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 2:25 P.M. TODAY 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the Sen

ate, as a practical matter, cannot con
duct any business at this moment. Cer
tain meetings and conferences are going 
on with Members on both sides of the 
aisle in preparation for the proceedings 
of the Senate later this week. Because of 
that, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate now stand in recess until the hour 
of 2:25 p.m. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 2:03 p.m., recessed until 2:25 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer <Mr. LUGAR). 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

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

ADJUSTMENT OF PRICE SUPPORT 
FOR MILK 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, the Senate will resume 
consideration of the pending business 
which will be stated by the clerk. ' 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A bill (S. 509) to amend section 201 of 
the Agricultural Act o! 1949, as amended, 
to delete the requirement that the support 
o! price o! milk be adjusted semiannually. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of ·the bill. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, might I 
inquire, is there an order for a vote on 
the Melcher amendment to occur be
ginning at 2: 30 p.m.? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. BAKER. It is now 2:25. I will be 
happy to yield the fioor if anyone has 
any debate. Otherwise, I am prepared 
to suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BAKER. I yield. . 
Mr. DOLE. I would like to ask the 

chairman or the majority leader a ques
tion if I may. It is my understanding 
that the President will direct the Inter
national Trade Commission to make a 
stJudy under section 22 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act as to whether or not im-
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ports of casein interfere with the dairy 
price support program and impact on the 
dairy industry in this country. Has that 
happened? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, that is my 
understanding. I will ask the majority 
leader if that has occurred. 

Mr. BAKER. The answer is yes. I was 
given the message by the White House 
earlier today that the President would 
indeed request such a study. 

Mr. DOLE. I might say to the major
ity leader and the chairman, I think 
that, in itself, is an indication of the 
President's concern about imports that 
might impact adversely on the dairy 
industry. I would hope that those who 
have a concern about this will under
stand that this is a positive step by the 
President, that he will proceed under 
section 22, that the ITC will make a 
study, that they will report the findings, 
and appropriate action taken. I thank 
the leadership, the majority leader and 
the chairman of the committee, Senator 
JEPSEN and others, for obtaining that 
result. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter dated March 23, 1981, to the Pres
ident, and signed by Senators DUREN
BERGER, BOSCHWITZ, JEPSEN, ABDNOR, 
HATCH, PRESSLER, and me, as chairman. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
Washington, D.C., March 23, 1981. 

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

DEAR MR. PusmENT: For the past several 
days the Senate has been considering S. 509, 
a bill to delete the requirement that the sup
port price o! milk be adjusted semiannually. 
During these deliberations several Senators 
have raised the longstandine issue o! im
ports o! casein and their impact on the do
mestic dairy producers. These Senators are 
concerned that imports of casein, a milk by
product, are displacing competitive domes
tically produced milk products in the U.S. 
market and are causing the Federal Govern
ment to increase its purchases of these milk 
products under the dairy price-support 
program. 

There is no question that imports o! casein 
and casein mixtures have risen in the last 
several years. From 1976 to 1980 such im
ports increased from 112 million pounds to 
152 million pounds. During this period the 
Department o! Agriculture increased its 
price support purchasers o! nonfat dry milk 
from 157 million pounds to 634 million 
pounds, an all time high. Since U.S. produc
tion o! whole milk continues to increase, the 
distinct possib111ty exists that the Govern
ment will be forced to purchase increased 
quantities o! nonfat dry milk. The amount 
which must be purchased ·by the Government 
could well be increased by the continued 
growth in casein imports. 

Given these conditions we believe lt would 
be appropriate for the Secretary o! Agricul
ture to initiate an investigation under Sec
tion 22 o! the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
o! 1933 to determine whether he has reason 
to believe that casein and casein mixtures 
are being imported in such quantities as to 
tend to render ineifective or materially inter
fere with the domestic price support pro
gram. Tf the Secret.ary so det.ennines and so 
advises you, the International Trade Com
mission can be requested to make an investi
gation to determine the !acts and make non
binding recommendations to you. Upon com-
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pletion of an ITC investigation and recom
mendations, import restraints can be im
posed. As a result of a waiver obtained from 
our trading partners in 1955 specifically for 
actions taken under section 22, it is unlikely 
that the United States would be subject to 
retaliation or. forced to pay compensation 
for any restraints imposed. 

In our judgement, an investigation by the 
Secretary of Agriculture would be preferable 
to legislative action such as that which haa 
been proposed as an amendment to S. 509. 
While this amendment may not be approved 
by the Senate, the extent of the concern with 
the casein problem cannot be underesti
mated. A proceeding under Section 22 would 
provide both casein producers and consumers 
with an impartial forum in which to present 
their respective views. It would also provide 
a means of reassuring agricultural interests 
in general that established legal procedures 
can be invoked to provide them with an op
portunity to seek redress for their problems 
in a timely manner. 

Sincerely yours, 
BOB DOLE, Ch.airman. 
DAVID DURENlraBGEB. 
RUDY BOSCHWITZ. 
ROGER W. JEPSEN. 
JAMES AlmNOR. 
ORRIN G. HATCH. 
LARRY PR'ESSLER. 

• Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
problems of our economy today demand 
that Congress take swift and sometimes 
difficult action to reduce the growth in 
Federal spending. 

One such opportunity is before us to
day in S. 509, legislation which will elim
inate the semiannual p1ice support in
crease for dairy product.s. 

The dairy price support program has 
been successful in its goals: It was estab
lished to assure a stable and adequate 
supply of perishable dairy products for 
the Nation's consumers, and it has ad
mirably fulfilled that goal. American con
sumers are fortunate in paying among 
the lowest prices in the world for milk, 
cheese, butter, and other dairy products. 
The American dairy industry is a model 
of efficiency and productivity. 

The fact is, however, that the success 
of the dairy program can no longer blind 
us to the costs that the Government and 
consumers have to pay at this time. This 
is a period of economic retrenchment in 
many Federal programs and agencies. 
The fact that the semiannual milk price 
support increase is due on April 1, and 
without congressional action cannot be 
legally prevented from going into effect, 
means that we must act now to bring the 
cost.s of this program into line with the 
budgetary stringency that will be im
posed on all Federal programs. 

The productive capacity of the Ameri
can dairy farmer has meant that the 
semiannual milk price support increase 
last year cost the Federal Government 
almost $1 billion. Without action to elim
inate one of the price adjustments, the 
cost this year will be $1.5 billion. This 
means that the Government will buy the 
equivalent of 8 billion pounds of milk, a 
quantity that translates into massive 
stockpiles of butter, cheese, and nonfat 
dry milk. The school lunch program can 
use only 3 billion pounds of this product. 

At the end of the 1978-79 marketing 
year, the Government had on hand 147 
million pounds of butter and 448 million 

pounds of nonfat dry milk. This year, if 
the April 1 milk price support increase 
goes through, the Government will have 
on hand 562 million pounds of butter, 479 
million pounds of cheese, and 970 million 
pounds of nonfat dry milk. The cost of 
this purchase would run to $1.5 billion
a.nd the storage costs would rise from 
their current half-million dollars daily 
to three-quarters of a million dollars a 
day. 

Dairy farmers ought not carry the 
full burden of balancing the budget-
and they will not be the only ones asked 
to make a sacrifice. Many other groups
in and out of agriculture-will be af
fected by the forthcoming budget cuts. 
But unless we act now, before the rest 
of the budget decisions can be made, the 
April 1 price rise will go into effect, and 
the Government will spend an additional 
$147 million this year to purchase the 
production of a product which is in more 
than ample supply. 

At a time of :fiscal stringency, such a 
Government outlay cannot be def ended. 
When we are asking many members of 
our society, many productive sectors of 
our business and agricultural communi
ties to make individual sacrifices for the 
common good, we must, at the very 
least, make certain that this budgetary 
saving is made. 

Elementary fairness requires that: 
I will, therefore, support the Presi

dent's request to eliminate the semian
nual price support adjustment for dairy 
products. It is one immediate step we · 
can take today to demonstrate that we 
are willing to make politically unpopu
lar spending cuts and, more impor
tantly, it will stop the spending of $147 
million tax dollars immediately. The 
American people have been demanding 
:fiscal discipline and responsibility of the 
Congress. This bill asks no less and, cer
tainly, we can respond with no less than 
our full support. 

I also support passage of the amend
ment to limit casein imports. 

Casein is a milk product derivative. 
It can be made from the same dairy 
product for which our Government now 
pays support prices. 

This amendment would not eliminate 
the entire importation of casein. That 
relatively small percentage now used in 
industrial and medical areas would be 
adequately available from the one-half 
of current import levels permitted into 
the country. 

Since the casein now imported is sub
stituted for a domestic product, this 
amendment would more than double the 
savings proposed by the administration's 
bill by making it unnec€'3sary for the 
Federal Government to buy some 200 
million pounds of nonfat dry milk in the 
coming years. 

Much of the skim milk for which the 
dairy industry is unable to :find a mar
ket is now processed into dry milk which 
the Government must purchase under 
the dairy price support system. 

In 1979, about 65 million pounds of 
casein were used in products as a re
placement for 2.1 bnlion pounds of skim 
milk. That quantity of skim milk would 
convert to 201 million pounds of nonfat 
dry milk at a cost to the Federal Gov-

ernment of $189 million. So the savings 
we make by forgoing the April 1 dairy 
price support increase will be more than 
doubled by the limitation of casein im
ports. By voting for this amendment we 
vote to reduce Federal spending by $189 
million. This is a substantial saving 
which must be m~de in this time of :fiscal 
restraint.• 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I un
derstand that some folks are suggesting 
that the Mattingly-Jepsen resolution 
would adequately deal with the embargo 
question, and that my amendment 
should be passed over in favor of the 
resolution. 

I would point out to my colleagues who 
:find it convenient to accept this sort of 
reasoning that the two approaches are 
not synonymous. My amendment does 
require a decision by the President. But 
it does not presume to impose a foreign 
policy decision on him. 

The Jepsen-Mattingly resolution, on 
the other hand, simply expresses the 
sense of the Senate that any embargo of 
grain shipments should be a total em
bargo. It does make a foreign policy 
judgment and it does not require a deci
sion by the President. 

Surely by now President Reagan is 
aware that it is the sense of the Senate 
that the embargo should not be re
stricted to grain. More than a month 
ago, I and a number of my colleagues 
impressed that point on him at a White 
House meeting. Yet no decision has been 
made-either to escalate or to end the 
embargo. 

Our country's farmers are tired of 
hearing that we have told the President 
how we feel. They are tired of hearing 
that we have urged, cajoled, and sug
gested some action to him. They want to 
know where they stand and so do I. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, al
though I have consistently favored the 
grain embargo of the Soviet Union and 
continue to do so, I would like to express 
my support for Senator ZORINSKY's 
amendments to S. 509, and explain my 
rationale for doing so. 

First, I think the Nation's farmers 
have the right to know what this admin
istration's views are vis-a-vis the grain 
embargo. It has certainly sent conflict
ing signals in this regard. While the Sec
retary of Agriculture has expressed his 
support for the immediate termination 
of the embargo, the President has indi
cated that the foreign policy implica
tions of such an action need to be thor
oughly reviewed. While I can appreciate 
the fact that any new administration 
needs time to evaluate existing policies, 
it has been almost 5 months since Presi
dent Reagan was elected and more than 
2 months since he assumed office, yet no 
final determination has been made with 
regard to the embargo. The lack of de-
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ftnitive action on the part of the admin
istration places both the agricultural 
community and Congress in an impas
sible situation. Not only does it prevent 
farmers from making reasonable deci
sions with regard to planting, it makes it 
impassible for Congress to make in
formed decisions with regard to the 
omnibus farm bill. 

Second, I believe the Zorinsky amend
ments provide the President with suffi
cient flexibility with regard to the grain 
embargo. He can extend the embargo be
yond either April 15 or the April 
30 deadlines contained in the Zorinsky 
amendments by simply informing Con
gress that it is necessary for foreign 
policy and national security reasons and 
that it will not have an undue adverse 
impact on farmers, and the President 
has an additional option available to 
him. 

If he believes that it is necessary to 
keep the embargo in place while the 
administration reviews our bilateral 
grain agreement with the Soviet Union, 
which -is due to expire on September 30, 
1981, he can do so simply by advising 
Congress. If the President intends to 
negotiate a new agreement with the 
Russians, which I sincerely hope he will 
not do, it is imperative that the Congress 
and the Nation's farmers be informed of 
his intent. 

The time has come to end the confu
sion and uncertainty regarding the em
bargo. I believe Senator ZoRINSKY's 
amendments are eminently reasonable 
and fair to all concerned parties and 
urge my colleagues to join me in sup
parting them. 
THE REAGAN GRAIN EMBARGO: THE TIME FOR 

DECISION IS NOW 

• Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased to join my distinguished col
league from Nebraska, Senator ZoRIN
SKY, in cosponsoring this amendment. 
Nearly 15 months have lapsed since 
President Carter invoked the grain em
bargo. Nearly 8 months have passed since 
Mr. Reagan, then a candidate for Presi
dent, promised to lift the grain embargo 
if he were elected. And, nearly 2 months 
have gone by since Mr. Reagan, now 
President, pledged to review the grain 
embargo and to decide whether to end it 
or to continue it. 

Mr. President, any further delay in 
clarifying the outlook for grain exports 
during this next marketing year can only 
make it difficult. if not impossible, for 
agricultural producers to make reason
able, informed decisions about the de
mand for their crops and in turn, to make 
sound planting determinations. 

At the same time, the agricultural 
committees, and Congress, will find it 
difficult, if not impossible, to make rea
sonable decisions in shaping the compre
hensive 1981 farm bill without some as
surance of the long-term predictability 
of the Soviet grain market. 

It is imperative that there be action 
to dispel the confusion and uncertainly 
about the embargo and future grain ex
ports to the Soviet Union. This amend
ment accomplishes that purpose. It wm 
lift the embargo on April 30, 1981, unless 
President Reagan certifies to Congress 

that our national security compels its 
continuation. 

I hope the President will decide to end 
the embargo. I believe he should. Amer
ican farmers deserve no less. 

When the grain embargo was first im
posed in response to the Soviet invasion 
of Afghanistan, American farmers pa
triotically accepted it. They asked only 
that the embargo meet the criterion of 
fairness, evenhandedness, and that it 
W.Jrk in halt:_ng food exports to the So
vie·t Union. 

But, the embargo has not been fair, or 
evenhanded. The embargo stopped the 
probable sale of 1 7 million tons of grain 
to the Soviet Union. It did not stop the 
sale of Coca-Cola, tractors, or computers 
to the Soviet Union. Although the pre
vious administration vowed to make 
every effort to maintain farm prices in 
light of the embargo, the grain market 
suffered a serious price-depressing effect. 
Many experts see the embargo as a major 
factor contributing to an estimated 40-
percent decline in farm income during 
the second quarter of this year. 

Nor, Mr. President, has the grain em
bargo worked. Although the embargo did 
force the Soviet Union to seek alterna
tive grain supplies, the fact remains that 
the Soviets did obtain nearly as much 
grain on the world market as they would 
have had the grain embargo not been in 
effect. The Soviets accomplished th;s 
through some not so ingenious maneu
vering on the world market. To under
score this point, I ask at this time for 
unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD a recent article from the New 
York Times by Paul W. MacAvoy, en
titled "The Leaks in the Grain Embar
go." Incidentally, Mr. MacAvoy was a 
member of former President Ford's 
Council of Economic Advisers. 

Mr. President, in addition to being un
fair and impractical, continuation of the 
grain embargo could seriously threaten 
and imperial the availability of the Soviet 
market to U.S. agricultural exports in 
co:ning years. If past agricultural embar
goes are any example--the soybean em
bargoes that Presidents Nixon and Ford 
imposed upon the Japanese-the Soviet 
Union is likely to take steps to minimize 
its dependence on the United States for 
wheat and f eedgrains. 

In the past decade, our Nation has 
spent a great deal of money in developing 
foreign markets for agricuitural products. 
Today the United States is the world's 
major grain exporter. But if this embar
go is continued, if this embargo is al
lowed to reflect a major change in the 
use of food exports for U.S. foreign 
Policy and diplomatic purposes, not 
only will our pos!tion in the world mar
ket suffer, but we will be denying all the 
investment and progress made in the 
past 10 years. Since 1970, the value of 
our agricultural exports has grown from 
$7 billion to over $40 billion. As we em
bark upon an economic recovery pro
gram, we simply cannot afford to signal 
to the world that we are dramatically 
changing the farm trade policies devel
oped over the past several years. 

Mr. President, I wholeheartedly sup
port this amendment and I hope my col-

leagues will, too. This past January, I 
wrote to President Reagan urging him to 
fulfill his campaign promise to lift the 
gra:n embargo. Just last week, I received 
a reply from the administration. In 
essence, the administration is ·simply 
continuing to review the situation. But, 
the decision on the grain embargo should 
not be delayed any longer. Without ob
jection, Mr. President, I ask that my cor
respondence with the administration be 
inciuded in my statement. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the New York Times, Mar. 15, 1981} 

THE LEAKS IN THE GRAIN EMBARGO 

(By Paul W. MacAvoy) 
On Jan. 4, 1980, President Carter imposed 

an embargo on grain sales to the Soviet 
Union in reaction to the invasion of Afghan
istan. As was the habit of the Carter Ad
ministra tton, economic sanctions were im
posed as a diplomatic response. But it 1s 
poor logic and bad practice to trade eco
nomic apples for diplomatic and strate
gic oranges. Worse than that, the economic 
apples may not be any good. 

The embargo limited sales to the Soviet 
Union to 8 million tons of wheat and corn 
in the 1973-80 crop year, an amount al
ready under contract in a five-year, United 
States-Soviet trade agreement. Since the 
Russians were seeking 25 mlllion tons, the 
embargo was designed to reduce their pur
chases by 17 million tons. With a poor 
home crop of feed grains, the Soviet Union 
would be punished for its Afghanistan ven
ture by reduced supply of bread and meat 
for home consumers. 

The theory is that, along the lines of the 
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coun
tries in the oil trade, the United States 1n 
grain can raise or lower world supply, 
thereby affecting prices and sales levels of 
all exporting nations. 

Because we are the world's major grain 
supplier, and our trading partners in Aus
tralia, Argentina and Western Europe would 
voluntarily comply with the embargo, the 
Soviet Union would not obtain the supplies 
it wanted. Its demand for 17 million tons 
would evaporate as our supply was withheld, 
and the rest of trade would go on as a mat
ter of course. 

If demand evaporates and supply is with
held, someone is left with the inventory. 
American farmers quickly perceived that 
they were left holding the bag and so the 
Department of Agriculture promised to pur
chase grain and carry out storage so as t.o 
maintain the market just as if the Soviet de
mand for 17 million tons had not evaporated. 

In fact , however, the Soviet Union refused 
to be embargoed. Based on a sophisticated 
understanding of how world commodity mar
kets work, it undertook a series of compli
cated and indirect transactions. But three 
of its steps are important and obvious, and 
should have been anticipated if American 
diplomats knew anything about how mar
kets operate. 

First, the Soviet Union made up a sub
stantial portion of its needs by purchases 
from other grain-supplying countries. The 
other suppliers were .as a consequence un
able to meet the demand of their regular 
customers, so those customers came to the 
United States. While Soviet demand for 
United States grain exports was reduced, de
mand from elsewhere increased. 

Of course those running the embargo were 
not quite so naive as to have missed the 
leakage. The Department of Agriculture ac
knowledged at the end of the 1979-1980 crop 
year that 11 mlllion tons of the 17 mlll1on
ton embargo had been made up by sales of 
other exporting nations. 
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Second, the Soviet Union took advantage 
of the fact that it is an exporter as well as 
an importer of grain. Its practice was to ex
port 3 million to 4 million tons each year to 
Eastern Europe. If it reduced such exports, 
the Eastern Europeans could simply turn to 
the world market. And, indeed, Department 
of Agriculture trade statistics indicate that 
purchases of Eastern European countries in 
world markets increased by 3 million tons 
while the purchases from the Soviet Union 
were reduced by 3 million tons. This gambit 
probably reduced the impact of the embargo 
to only 3 million tons. 

The third method of evasion is t he most 
direct, and thus the easiest to overlook. 
Since grain is to be used to feed cattle and 
hogs, the obvious method for compensating 
for reduced grain imports is to import more 
meat. Soviet importts of meat in the 1979-
1980 crop year shot up by 425 million tons 
from the previous year's 185 million tons. If 
t his did not compensate for the last vestiges 
of t he embargo, then it increased the sum 
total of grain and meat imports to ia. level 
h igher than that before the embargo began. 

Where does this leave the Soviet Union? 
Certainly the Russians must have been irri
tated. Given all the trouble we made them go 
through to work around the embargo, they 
experienced increases in purchase and trans
portation costs. But they were not required 
to reduce inventories or meat consumption 
insofar as oan be determined. 

Their livestock inventories are now hlglher 
than ever, while per capita. meat consump
tion h as held st eady at 1978- 79 levels. They 
are now in the second poor crop year in a 
row, and their grain inventories are holding 
while their imports are inc:rea.slng substan
tially. Indeed, they have apparently found 
very helpful trading partners in Argentina 
and Spain, willing not only to provide addi
tional supplies but also to find long-term 
t rade agreement s to keep the supply level 
muoh higher t han in the last decade. 

But we should be much more than irri
t ated by this whole exercise. Recall that the 
Agriculture Department bought substantial 
amounts of grain to compensate for the loss 
of Soviet dema.nd-whlch did not materialize. 

Thus the Federal authorities added $2 bil
lion to demand in world trade. This raised 
prices, perhaps by as mudh as $1 ia. bushel, 
and thus American inflation. This effect may 
have been transitory, as other countries re
duced their s.,;ocks in reaction. Even so, 
American consumers paid more for bread and 
hamburger for awhile, even t hough Soviet 
conc;umers most probably did not. 

The lesson to be learned from theory ver
sus facts ls that selective embarrrnes of spec
ific countries in world commodity trade do 
not work. This is no surpri!;e to shrewd So
viet traders, or to economic analysts fammar 
with the history of such embargoes (includ
ing the fiasco of the OPEC embargo against 
the United States in the world oil .trade in 
1973-1974). 

But this is only a lesson in economic af
fairs. The lesson in diplomatic affairs ls seri
ous. It ls difficult to trade an economic for 
a diplomatic initiative and it ls impossible 
to do so when the economic initiative ls 
ineffective. 

My expectation ls that the United States 
is being laughed at for its economic foolish
ness in diplomatic circles across the world. 
Not in Argentina. and Spain, however. We put 
pressure on them to make an impossible 
scheme work, and ended up attaching them 
even more stronglv to the Soviet tradl~ bloc 
in grain. Squeezing other nations diplo
matically to do tJbe economically lmp~slble 
in place of a. diulomatic initiative on Afgha
nistan is bad political economy. 

How THE RUSSIANS GOT THEIR GRAIN 
On Jan. 4, 1980, President Carter an

nounces a partial embargo on grain sales to 

the Soviet Union, liinitlng them to 8 million 
tons in the 1979-80 crop year. That leaves the 
Soviet Union with an expected shortfall of 
17 million tons. In order to protect American 
farmers from the shrinkage in demand, 
Washington promises to buy enough grain to 
offset the lower level of exports to Moscow. 

The Soviet Union buys grain from other 
exporters such as Argentina and Spain. This 
provides an estimated 11 milllon tons. It also 
cuts its grain exports to Eastern Europe, 
making up another 3 million tons. And it 
imports far more meat, thus helping to com
pensate for the loss of feed for its own 
livestock. 

Customers of the other grain exporters 
turn to the United States, thus increasing 
demand. Eastern Europe steps up purchases 
on the world market, further increasing de
mand. Washington fulfills its agreement to 
buy American grain, also increasing demand. 

In the United States, with demand so high, 
prices rise, so American consumers pay more 
for both grain and meat and the inflation 
rate goes up. In the Soviet Union, with some 
grain supplies made up elsewhere and meat 
imports subsituted for other supplies, con
sumers feel little discomfort. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., January 29, 1981. 

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

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to ex
press my concern about the status of the 
partial embargo of grain sales to the Soviet 
Union. I read with great interest Mr. Block's 
comments on the Cabinet-level review you 
have scheduled on this issue. 

As you know, few issues have caused as 
much concern among farmers as the em
bargo. Your campaign pledge to lift the em
bargo was heavily supported in Montana and 
other farm states. 

However, the lack of a clear and unequivo
cal reiteration of that pledge since the elec
tion is causing alarm and concern among 
farmers. 

As you noted several months ago, any 
limitation on fa.rm exports ls nothing more 
than a government action to hold down farm 
income. It is unconscionable to ask agricul
tural producers to se.crlfice more than other 
Americans. 

I urge you tO avoid further delays a.nd lift 
the embargo immediately. I hope a. Cabinet 
level review does not mean the Administra
tion will back away from this position. 

In October of last year, a majority of the 
Senate voted with me to end the embargo. 
If it ls not lifted in the near future, there 
will be increased pressure to take similar 
action again this year. I hope that wlll be 
unnecessary. 

I appreciate your consideration in this 
matter. 

With best personal regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

MAxBAUCUS. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.0., March 9, 1981. 

Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR BAUCUS: The President has 
asked me to thank you for your January 
29 letter regarding the Soviet grain embargo. 

We understand and share your concern 
about the economic impact of the embargo 
on the American farmer. We must, how
ever, view this issue in its broadest con
text, taking into account foreil!n a.s well 
as domestic policy considerations. There
fore, a review has been initiated within 
the Administration to assess many diverse 
factors including: the costs of the embargo 
to American farmers and domestic econ
omy; the impact on the USSR; the effect 

on cooperative efforts by our allles and 
other grain producers; the situation in 
Afghanistan; and the continuing threat to 
Poland. Also, any action taken with respect 
to the embargo will be interpreted at home 
and. a.broad as a possible signal of the fu
ture course of United States-Soviet rela
tions. A decision by the United States, either 
to lift or to continue the embargo, must 
logically await completion of this policy 
review. 

The President has not forgotten the com
mitments on the embargo that he made 
during the campaign. Secretary of Agri
culture John Block has repeatedly pointed 
out to all of us that, as we approach the 
1981 harvest season with a potentially rec
ord wheat crop, and as the time is at hand 
for corn and soybean planting, it ls in
creasingly important that farmers know 
whether sales will continue in the future. 
During the past crop year the U.S. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. 
For these reasons the policy review on this 
important issue is being given a very high 
priority. 

We appreciate knowing your views on 
this matter. You may be assured that we 
will gl ve them our most careful considera
tion during the review process. 

:with cordial regard, I am 
Sincerely, 

M.\X L . F'RIEDERSDORF, 
Assistant to the President.e 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I have 
had very strong reservations about the 
grain embargo since it was first an
nounced. While the embargo may have 
hurt the Soviets, it has probably hurt our 
own economy far more. The initial price 
disruptions here in the U.S. markets 
were chaotic and grossly unfair to our 
farmers. 

Once this policy was established, how
ever, the exact timing and nature of its 
termination will carry with it very im
portant and sensitive international 
ramifications. The situation in Poland 
at this precise moment is particularly 
sensitive, given the military exercises 
now underway in Poland by the Soviet 
Union and Warsaw bloc nations. I am 
reluctant to have the Senate take an 
action at this moment that might serve 
to upset the extremely delicate and dan
gerous situation in Poland. 

While I favor the termination of the 
grain embargo, an immediate termina
tion might be interpreted by the Soviets 
that we are unconcerned about their ac
tivities in Poland, and we must avoid this 
mistaken inference at this time. Despite 
my longstanding opposition to the em
bargo the President should be given the 
flexibility to handle the issue with the 
Soviets as he sees fit. For this reason I 
have voted "present" to indicate that I 
continue to be opposed to the embargo, 
while feeling it is not appropriate to in
struct the President on the matter at 
such a delicate moment. 

I am hopeful that President Reagan 
will lift the embargo soon without 
jeopardizing our strategic national 
interests.• 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SPEC
TER). Under the previous order, the Sen
ate will now proceed to vote. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min
ute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 8 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Fresident, I have 
become aware that the distinguished 
majority leader and the chai~~an o_f the 
Finance Committee, the d1stmgmshed 
Senator from Kansas, had a colloquy 
discussing the intention of the President 
to instruct the International Trade Com
mission to start a study under section 
22 to limit the importation of casein. 

Mr. President, I think that exactly 
makes our case. That is exactly where 
we were a couple of years ago. That in
struction to the International Trade 
Commission to start a procedure under 
section 22 will trigger the mechanism 
that will take 1 year's time. 

What we are asking in the amendment 
is simply to recognize that we are in an 
emergency, that the law requires the 
purchase of surplus milk, and it is going 
into the storage of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

It is indeed a serious and critical sit
uation. 

I do not think we have that year's 
time. We have $1.5 billion worth of mi~k 
and milk products in storage now. It will 
add up to $2 billion this year. 

What the amendment seeks to do is to 
reduce the amount of casein imports so 
that we can save in Federal outlays ap
proximately $200 million to $230 million 
per year and, therefore, enhance the 
President's program of cutting down on 
the budget. 
e Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, 3 
weeks ago most people did not know the 
meaning of the word casein. Today. it is 
practically a household word and the 
cause of much concern within the dairy 
industry. I would like to take a few 
moments to express my thoughts on the 
casein import issue. 

I am a cosponsor of S. 509, legislation 
to delete the semiannual adjustment of 
the dairy price support program. Because 
production is continuing to increase 
while consumption is on the decline, I 
believe we must send a strong signal to 
the dairy industry to cut back on pro
duction. In order to bring Federal spend
ing under control, changes in the pro
gram must be made and the time to act 
is now. 

I also believe it is highly inappropriate 
to place any limitations on the impor
tation of casein at this time. The affects 
of this hastily made decision would be 
serious and far-reaching. I urge all Sen
ators to take th;s into consideration and 
to vote against the Melcher amendment 
that is before us today. 

On June 1 of this year, the USDA will 
anounce the results of their intensive in
vesti~ation into the problems casein 
imports cause our domestic dairy in
dustry. It is at that time that we should 
give further consideration to the issue 
of casein imnorts.e 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
last Tuesday the Senate-by rejecting a 
tabling motion-refused to cut off de
bate on the impact of casein imports on 
the Nation's dairy farmers. Despite the 
controversy that followed the tabling 
motion, I am convinced that the Senate 
acted properly. 

By rejecting the motion to table, the 

Senate provided dairy farmers with a 
forum to state their case on an issue af
fecting the livelihood of thousands of 
farming families, as well as the States 
and communities that depend on them. 
That issue is the need for American 
markets for American agriculture. The 
forum in the importation of casein. 
Casein is the natural protein derivative 
of skim milk. It is essential to the pro
duction of glues and a variety of phar
maceutical products, and no one ques
tions the need to continue a level of im
port sufficient to fill this nonfood need. 

But unfortunately for the American 
agricultural community, imported casein 
is also used in place of milk in items 
such as immitation cheese, coffee, 
whitener, and frozen dessert topping. 
Casein has certain properties that adapt 
well to long-term storage, and some use 
in frozen food is inevitable. But there is 
no getting around the fact that a sig
nificant portion of the 150 million tons 
of casein imported annually falls into 
direct competition with domestically 
produced skim milk. 

Americans pay for these imports in 
two ways. Obviously, the Nation's dairy 
farmers pay through lost markets and 
lost income. But farmers and farm com
munities are not the only Americans 
that pay the price for this competition. 
Under the price support program, the 
Department of Agriculture purchases 
the surplus domestic skim milk, process
ing it into dry milk and placing it in 
storage in CCC stockpiles. American tax
payers end up paying $2.75 for each 
pound of domestic milk displaced by 
casein and placed in CCC storage. Stand
ing alone, the cutbacks in milk price 
supports contained in S. 509 would save 
taxpayers $147 million. 

In the casein amendment were passed 
in its present form, the bill could save 
an additional $200 million in subsi.dies 
for a possible Federal spending reduction 
of $347 million. The bottom line is that 
whether through lost markets or tax 
subsidies, everybody pays for casein 
competition. 

The dairy community has attempted 
without success to bring this issue before 
the Congress for a number of years. To 
simply table the Melcher amendment, 
and cut off debate on the issue, would 
have been uniustifiable. The casein 
amendment presents a legitimate issue 
and it deserves a vote on the merits. 

The Senate's decision to permit further 
debate and resolve the issue on its merits 
rather than through the expediency of a 
tabling motion was not-as some have 
suggested-a backdoor effort to kill the 
President's proposed reductions in dairy 
price supports. I am totally behind the 
President's proposal, as are most of the 
Senators who rejected the tabling mo
tion. In fact, as I pointed out earlier, 
addition of the casein amendment could 
more than double the cutbacks in Fed
eral spending contained in the adminis
tration's bill. 

Nor is there validity to the suggestion 
thait attaching this amendment to S. 509 
will cause the bill to be sequentially re
ferred, and thus delayed indefinitely in 
the House. Under the rules of that body, 
the Speaker has nearly absolute author-

ity to determine the course of referral. 
This is not the first time the House of 
Representatives has considered a section 
22 matter. A similar bill governing cot
ton imports was considered in 1956. At 
that time the Speaker did not use a 
sequential referral, and directed the bill 
only to the Agriculture Committee. The 
Speaker has the same authority to take 
identical action today. 

In addition, the Speaker has the au
thority to place any limitation he 
chooses on the time a committee has to 
consider a billl and report it to the floor. 
The point of all ths shou1d be obvious. 
If the Speaker wants to advance the bill 
by April 1, he has the authority to do 
so. If he wants to kill the bill, he does not 
need the excuse provided by the amend
ment to insure its def eat. The Melcher 
casein amendment is not an indirect 
device to kill the price support reduction. 
It is an issue distinct from tha.t reduc
tion, and it should be considered on its 
merits. 

As important as this amendment may 
be in its own right, it is really only one 
aspect of a much broader issue confront
ing the 97th Congress. For in a real sense, 
we are considering the future role of the 
dairy industry in this country, as well as 
the role Government will play in pre
serving that industry's viability. 

Generations of American policymakers 
have renewed their commitment to pre
serve the dairy industry because as a 
nation we cannot afford to lose that in
dustry. Milk is the basic unit in any food 
cycle. Even in emerging nations, agri
cultural policy begins with policies de
signed to assure stable milk supply. Price 
supports form a part of those policie_s, 
but only a part. They cannot be treated 
in isolation from the cost and marketing 
issues that make up the whole of this 
Nation's agricultural policy. And the 
truth is that the rapid increase in out
lays for dairy price supports is largely 
the result of our failure to deal effec
tively with these cost and marketing 
factors. 

Over the years we have allowed a va
riety of foreign milk substitutes to seize 
an ever increasing share of the domestic 
market. Because these products are 
heavily subsidized by foreign competi
tors, they compete on favorable terms 
with American milk products. This cre
ates an indefensible situation in which 
American consumers pay twice for every 
pound of imported milk substitute-once 
for the substitute itself, and once for the 
tax subsidy to compensate American 
producers for lost sales. 

While witnessing this invasion of do
mestic markets, we have done an inade
quate job in promoting foreign markets 
for our own surplus dairy products. 

Poor policy coordination between dairy 
programs and other farm assistance pro
grams has also played a major role in 
increasing subsidy outlays. There are 
few entry barriers to dairy farming. 
Whenever income falls in other types of 
farming, thousands of farmers shift 
their operations to dairy farming so they 
can take advantage of the price support 
subsidies. But of course, dairy farmers 
do not have the same entry and exit 
options vis-a-vis other branches of 
agriculture. 
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The result has been inadequate market 
growth, increasing surpluses, and of 
course, increa.sing outlays to maintain the 
price support level. We can address the 
symptoms of this process by cutting back 
the price support level, as President Rea
gan proposes to do. And I have no reser
vations about supporting his proposal. 
But until we address the problems oi ris
ing cost and inadequate market growth, 
we will neither protect the industry's via
bility nor strike back at the factors that 
have caused the increase in support ex
penditures over the past decade. 

I do not believe that limiting the im
parts of casein can solve the entire prob
lem. But it represents a first step toward 
addressing the industry's problems by 
expanding markets rather than increas
ing subsidies. This is the only policy that 
offers any long-term relief for the indus
try, the consumer, or the taxpayer. And 
by casting my vote on behalf of the 
Melcher casein amendment, I want to 
draw the attention of both the adminis
tration and congressional policymakers 
to the need for a comprehensive review 
of the Nation's dairy policies. 

The Melcher casein amendment is not 
a test vote on the price support issue, and 
support for that amendment is perfectly 
consistent with support for the adminis
tration's program. As my distinguished 
colleague from Kentucky Senator HUD
DLESTON, pointed out during :floor debate 
last week-

s. 509 . . • keeps the (price support) pro
gram from becoming more expensive and 
more burdensome. 

It reduces the potential amount of surplus 
dairy products that would come into the 
hands of the Federal Government .•. 

The amendment by the Senator from Mon
tana also deals with the overall program af
fecting dairy farmers of this country. It 
seems to me that if you are going to take 
from them with one hand, and you have an 
opportunity to restore something with the 
other hand that costs the government noth
ing but in fact saves the government, that 
it ls proper and prudent to attempt to do 
that. The whole package of dairy legislation 
and dairy policy should be considered. 

I am in complete support of the Presi
dent's proposal to repeal the automatic 
price support increase that is scheduled 
to take effect April 1. I also support this 
effort to preserve American markets for 
the products of American agriculture. 

I a.sk unanimous consent that a letter 
written to the President by Senator DOLE, 
Senator BoscHWITZ, and myself be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

CoMMITl'EE ON FINANCE, 
Washington, D.C., March 23, 1981. 

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

DEAR 'MR. PRESIDENT: For the past sev
eral days .the Senate has been considering 
S. 509, a ;bll1 to delete the requirement that 
the suppol"t ;price of milk be -a.djusted semi
annually. -During these deliberations several 
Sena.tors 'have raised the •longstanding issue 
of impol"ts of casein and their impact on 
the domestic dairy producers. These Sena
tors are concerned that 'imports of oaseln, a 
milk by-product, are displacing competitive 
domestically produced milk products dn 'the 
U.S. market and are causing the Federal 
Government to increase its purchases of these 

milk produots under the dairy price-sup
.port program. 

There ls no question that imports of casein 
and casein mixtures have risen in the last 
several yea.r.s. From 1976 to 1980 such im
ports increased from 112 million pounds to 
152 mUlion pounds . . During this period the 
Departmen•t of Agriculture increased its 
price suppor.t purchases of non'fa1t dry milk 
from 157 million pounds to 634 mm.ion 
pounds, a.n a.n time high. Since U.S. pro
duction of whole milk continues to increase, 
the distinct possi·b111ty exisots thait the Gov
ernment will be foroed to pmchiase increased 
quantities of nonfait dry milk. The a.mount 
wh1ch must be purchased by the Government 
could well .be increased by the continued 
growth in casein lmpor-ts. 

Given these conditions we believe it would 
be appropriate for the Secretary of Agricul
ture to ini•tia.te an lnvestigaition under Sec
tion 22 of the Agricultutral Adjustment Act 
of 1933 to determine whether he has reason 
to believe the casein and casein mixtures are 
being imported in such quantities as to tend 
to render ineffective or materially interfere 
with the domestic price support program. 
If the Secretary so determines and so advises 
you, the International Trade Commission can 
be requested to make an investigation to 
determine the facts and make no-binding 
recommendations to you. Upon completion 
of an ITC investigation and recommenda
tions, import restraints can be imposed. As a 
result of a waiver obtained from our trading 
partners in 1955 specifically for actions taken 
under Section 22, it ls unlikely that the 
United States would 1be subject to reta.llwtion 
or forced to pay oompensa.tion for any 
res-traints imposed. 

In our judgment, an investiga.tdon by the 
secretary of Agrlcul:ture would be preferable 
to ·legislative action such .as thoait which has 
been ;proposed as a.n .amendment to S. 509. 
While this amendment may not .be approved 
by the Senate. the extent of the ooncern 
with the casein problem cannot ·be . un
derestimated. A proceeding under Section 22 
would provide 0bo:th casein producers and 
·consumers with 'all impartial forum 'in which 
to present their respective views. It would 
also provide a mearu; of reassuring agricul
tuTal interests in general tha.t esita.bllshed 
legal procedures can be 1invoked to provide 
t hem with an opportunity to seek redress 
for their problems 1n a timely manner. 

.Sincerely yours, 
BOB DOLE, 

Chairman. 
DAVID DURENBERGER. 
RUDY BOSCHWITZ. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to dis
cuss my views on the Melcher amend
ment which the Senate is considering 
today. This amendment would require 
that the President recognize the effects 
that casein imports are having on Amer
ican dairy operations, by setting a quota 
on these imports. 

The dairy farmer desperately needs to 
have his problems properly considered 
by the Congress. Indeed, with the intro
duction of this year's farm bill, I fully 
expect that we will take the necessary 
steps to insure that the dairy farmer's 
problems are not swept under the rug or 
blatantly ignored, but rather are given 
full exposition and effectively resolved. 

The dairy farmers of America are our 
lifeblood. Nowhere will you find a seg
ment of our population that is harder 
working or more dedicated to preserv
ing the vitality of our country. 

This bill currently before us. is yet an
other example of the dairy sector's re
solve to make sacrifices on behalf of na-

tional interests. I have been greatly im
pressed by the willingness of so many 
dairy farmers in my State to share in 
the sacrifice that is necessary to re
vitalize our economy. 

While I do not necessarily oppose the 
idea of restricting casein imports with 
respect to the Melcher amendment, I 
cannot support this amendment under 
the circumstances in which it is pre
sented to us today. As a member of the 
Senate Finance Committee, I believe it 
is essential that the committee which 
has jurisdiction over international trade 
questions, have the opportunity to fully 
investigate and review the potential im
pact of the approach suggested by Sena
tor MELCHER. 

It may well be that our conclusion will 
indicate that the Melcher approach is 
the proper approach; certainly, I am 
very sympathetic to the concerns that 
motivated Senator MELCHER. But we sim
ply must have a chance to follow regu
lar Senate procedures, and permit the 
committee which knows the most about 
this issue to look into it. 

Clearly, the question of a violation of 
the GATT agreement, which the Office 
of the U.S. Trade Representative believes 
to be the case, must be one factor fore
most in our minds. In addition, the pos
sible ramifications of a casein import 
quota for the products we export to 
casein-producing countries must be fully 
considered. 

The International Trade Commission, 
a body for which I have the greatest re
spect, has concluded in a study com
pleted in December 1979 that there is 
no injurious relationship between im
ports of casein and our domestic price 
support program for dairy products. Dis
putes on this matter continue, but I be
lieve it is important that such a rela
tionship be established before restrictive 
action is taken. The USDA is conducting 
its own study, due in June of this year, 
which will address many of the same 
issues. 

It is my understanding that President 
Reagan today has agreed to invoke sec
tion 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act, and begin his own analysis of the 
casein imports question. Having had 
some reservations over the findings of the 
earlier ITC study, I applaud the Presi
dent's actions and urge the swift com
pletion of his investigation. 

While I have procedural objections 
about the way this amendment has been 
brought to the floor, I do feel that this 
is an issue which deserves our full at
tention. Set in the proper context, the 
problem of casein imports must be fully 
investigated through those channels 
created to handle such problems. 

Mr. President, I believe that a healthy 
dairy farm industry is a vital part of 
America. To that end I pledge my sup
port to an early resolution of both the 
casein import question and a national 
farm ar.d agricuJture policy sensitive to 
the difficult circumstances of our dairy 
farmers. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Pres~dent. what is 
the question before the Senate? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to vote in·relation to the amend
ment of the Senator from Montana. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, before the 
clerk begins, will the Chair state the na
ture of the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To estab
lish a section 22 quota on the importa
tion of casein products into the United 
States. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may be per
mitted to proceed for 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, the sp0nsors of this 

amendment argue that it is a fair 
amendment, designed to help the Gov
ernment save money. The amount of 
savings claimed varies, but the most re
cent claim is $163 million. And, that is in 
addition to the saving from foregoing the 
April 1 increase in milk price supports. 

On its face, it sounds reasonable and 
sensible. But, can it stand scrutiny? I 
think not. It hangs on so many impor
tant assumptions and involves so many 
risks that it deserves very, very careful 
examination. 

In fact, no one has really made the 
case that imported casein displaces even 
1 pound of domestic milk. There is no do
mestic casein-none is produced. Why? 
Because U.S. milk producers can get two 
or three times as much for their skim 
milk if they convert it to nonfat dry 
milk and sell it to the Government than 
they could if it went for casein. Im
ported casein comes in because U.S. pro
ducers have walked away from the do
mestic casein market. Or, to be more ac
curate, the Government has lured them 
away through · the price-support levels 
for nonfat milk. 

Imported casein goes into markets 
U.S. milk producers cannot fill at cur
rent prices. But, what if there were no 
imported casein? Would not U.S. milk 
products then fill those markets? 

The sponsors of this amendment argue 
that domestically produced products 
that now go into Government stocks 
would, instead, go into products now 
made from imported casein. In general, 
that argument ignores the fact that at 
current milk price support levels, no U.S. 
milk products would replace imported 
casein except at much higher prices
casein prices probably in the range of 120 
percent higher than they are now. At 
those prices, what would happen to 
casein use? 

Many markets for casein would simply 
disappear if the price went up 120 per
cent. Another protein would be used, 
perhaps one made from soybeans or 
some other vegetable source. In other 
cases. the product now made from casein 
would become so expensive that its use 
would fall sharply. In all cases, I would 
expect a price increase a.c; Jrreat as 120 
percent would sharply curtail casein use. 

However, we do not have specific esti
mates of how much use would be cut by 
such an increAse in price and neither 

does the author of this amendment, 
based on the information I have seen. I 
have seen assertions that this or that 
share of the imitation cheese market 
would be supplied by domestic milk 
products, or this or that share of b3.kery 
product or speciality food uses would 
continue. But such assertions are a far 
cry from the hard facts needed for such 
an important determination. As far as I 
know, solid information on this issue will 
not be available until the Department 
concludes its study, about June 1. There 
may be some displacement of domestic 
milk products by imported casein. But 
until we have estimates that will stand 
careful scrutiny, it would be dangerously 
premature to restrict imports. 

I say dangerously premature. The 
danger comes from two directions. First, 
by sharply restricting imports and in
creasing the cost of casein-based food 
products, we will be increasing costs U.S. 
consumers pay for food by many millions 
of dollars. I could support such a cost in
crease if it were necessary to protect our 
dairy industry, or to protect our dairy 
programs, but we cannot make such a 
claim. Milk price supports protect 
farmers' prices whether imports come in 
or not. And, the hard facts with regard 
to the impact of imports on the pro
grams still must be determined. 

The second risk, and the really im
portant one, is the damage this amend
ment could do to our international trade. 
We expect to sell $47 billion worth of 
agricultural products overseas this 
year-with a $29 billion positive trade 
balance. By limiting casein imports 
through legislation rather than follow
ing the well-defined "Section 22" pro
cedure, we make ourselves extremely 
vulnerable to those who would argue 
that we are not fulfilling our commit
ments under the general agreement on 
tariffs and trade. If our trading partners 
retaliate, they can damage that trade 
fiow. Even a very small reduction of 
market access can have far-reaching and 
hugely expensive implications. 

Technically, we would be liable for 
damages equivalent to the value of trade 
lost. However, our real concern is the 
risk of losing access to important mar
kets. That loss could easily and quickly 
exceed any calculation of direct dam
ages. 

That risk is unnecessary. The Depart
ment is measuring the impacts of casein 
imports. If the Secretary finds reason 
to believe the imports materially inter
fere with the milk price support pro
gram, he has promised to recommend 
action under section 22. By careful in
vestigation under the section 22 rules, 
we can minimize the danger of retalia
tion by our trading partners. 

Finally, this amendment has little to 
do with the bill under consideration. Re
stricting casein imports would not re
move the need to avoid giving producers 
a costly and unnecessary signal to in
crease milk production in the face of 
our huge surplus. There will be full op
portunity to consider the casein question 
in the course of the farm bill debate. 

And while I hate to say this, I sus
pect that the casein amendment is noth
ing more than a killer amendment de
signed to focus attention away from the 

President's recommendation and to 
cloud the simple issue the administra
tion bill is designed to address. 

Because the time before April 1 is 
short, we must pass this bill quickly 
without amendment if it is to accom
plish anything. For those who would 
work to kill the bill by this device, I urge 
you to deal with these important issues 
on their merits. For these reasons, I 
urge you to join me in rejecting this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time and call · for the 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Montana. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. I announce that the Sen
ator from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) is nec
essarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. DODD) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any Senators in the Chamber who have 
not voted who wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 38, 
nays 60, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 34 Leg.) 
YEAB-38 

Abdnor E~on 
Andrews Ford 
Baucus Gressley 
Bentsen Hart 
Boren Heflin 
Bumpers Huddleston 
Burdick Jackson 
Byrd, Robert C. Johnston1 
Cannon Kasten 
Chiles Leahy 
DeConclni Levin 
Duren berger Long 
Eagleton Melcher 

Armstrong 
Baker 
Btden 
Boschwttz 
Bradley 
Byrd, 

HarryP.,Jr. 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dento.n 
Dixon 
Dole 
D:::menicl 
East 
Garn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 

NAYS-60 
Gorton 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hawkins 
Hayakawa 
Heinz 
Helms 
Ho111ngs 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jepsen 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Laxalt 
Lugar 
Math las 
Matsunaga 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 

Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Pressler 
Provmire 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Ri~le 
Sarbanea 
Sa.&'3er 
S tafford 
Stennis 
Zorinaky 

Nickle• 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Quay'le 
Roth 
Rudman 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tson~as 
Wallop 
Warner 
Welcker 
Williams 

NOT VOTING-2 
Dodd Stevens 

So Mr. MELCHER'S amendment No. 8 
was rejected. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was rejected. 

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

The mction to Jay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 



5038 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENA TE March 24, 1981 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 

Under the previous order, the Senate 
will now vote on the amendment in the 
second degree offered by the Senator 
from Nebraska to that Senator's amend
ment in the first degree. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. BAKER. I announce that the Sen

ator from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) is nec
essarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. DODD) is 
necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced-yeas 33, 
nays 65, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 35 Leg.] 
YEAS-33 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Baucua 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Bradley 
Burdick 
Chiles 
De Concini 
Dixon 
Dole 

Eagleton 
Expn 
~ord 
urassley 
Hart 
Heflin 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Levin 

NAYB-65 

McClure 
Melcher 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Riegle 
Sarbanea 
Sasser 
S8mms 
Tsongss 
ZorlDaky 

Armstrong Gorton Moynihan 
Baker Hatch Murkowslti 
Biden Hatfield Nickles 
Boschwitz Hawkins Nunn 
Bumpers Hayakawa Packwood 
Byrd, Heinz Percy 

Hanry F., Jr. Helms Proxmire 
Byrd, Robert C. Hollings Quayle 
Calllllon Humphrey Randolph 
Chafee Jackson Roth 
COchr8.n Jepsen. Rudman 
Cohen Johnston Schmitt 
Cranston Kassebaum Simpson 
D' Amato Ka.sten Specter 
Danforth Laxalt Stafford 
Denton Long Stennis 
Domenic! Lugar Thurmond 
Dur.en berger Mathias Tower 
East Matsunaga Wallop 
Garn Mattingly Warner 
Glenn Metzenbaum Weicker 
Goldwater Mitchell Wllliams 

NOT VOTING-2 
Dodd Stevens 

So Mr. ZORINSKY's amendment in the 
second degree <No. 11) to his amend
ment in the first degree <No. 9) was 
rejected. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 17 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding the Soviet grain embargo) 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a substitute amendment to the 
amendment by the Senator from Ne
braska and ask that it~be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. JEPSEN), for 
himself, Mr. DOLE, and Mr. MATTINGLY, pro
poses an unprinted amendment numbered 
17 to Zorinsky amendment numbered 9: 

In lieu of the matter intended to be pro
posed by Mr. ZoRINSKY insert the following: 

Sec. 2. It is the sense of the Senate that 
the restrictions on the exportation of agri
cultural commodities to the Union of So
viet Socialist Republics should be termi
nated. 

•Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am sup
porting the Jepsen substitute resolution 
for the Zorinsky amendment because ft 
signals the President our collective de
sire to see the grain embargo ended. 
This resolution is nonbinding and, in 
effect, advisory only. 

As we all know, the President is cur
rently reviewing all the facts and cir
cumstances pertaining to the grain sales 
suspension to the soviet Union. He may 
determine that the embargo is necessary 
for foreign policy reasons. If this is the 
case, it is my feeling that all trade, 
across the board, should be suspended. 
The farmers and our Nation's agricul
tural community should not continue to 
bear the full burden of this action. 

I cosponsored a similar resolution last 
week that asks of the President either 
to remove the embargo or extend it to 
all trade. 

With this resolution, we are simply 
saying that if we are to have an em
bargo of the grain and food which this 
country produces so abundantly, then 
the embargo should be extended further 
than farm products.• 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Iowa to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ne
braska. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. EXON <when his name was 
called) . Present. 

Mr. HEFLIN <when his name was 
called) . Present. 

Mr. RIEGLE <when his name was 
called>. Present. 

Mr. ZORINSKY <when his name was 
called> . Present. 

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

Mr. BAKER. I announce that the 
Senator from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS), is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. Donn), · 
is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 58, 
nays 36, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 36 Leg.] 
YEAS-58 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Baucus 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

HarryF.,Jr. 

Cochran 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Denton 
Dixon 
no·e 
Domenic! 
Durenberger 
Eagleton 
East 

Garn 
Gorton 
Grassley 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hawkins 
Hayekawa 
Heinz 
Helms 

Jepsen 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Lugar 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Melcher 

Murkowsld 
Nickles 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sasser 
Schmitt 

NAYS-36 

Simpson 
Specter 
Statrord 
Stenni. 
Symma 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 

Bentsen Glenn Metzenbaum 
Biden Goldwater Mitche' l 
Bra.clley Hollings Moynihan: 
Bumpers Huddleston Nunn· 
Byrd, Robert C. Humphrey Packwood 
Cannon Inouye Pell 
Chafee Jack.son Quayle 
Chiles Johnston Randolph 
Coh.en Levin Sarbanea 
Cranston Long Tsongas 
L c:Concl.ui Mathias Welclter 
Ford Matsunaga Williams 

Exon 
Heflin 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-4 
Riegle Zorinaky 

NOT VOTING-2 
Dodd Stevens 

So the amendment <UP No. 17) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, what is the 
next item pending before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Nebraska as 
amended by the substitute amendment 
offered by the Senator from 'Iowa. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, have the 
yeas and nays been ordered on the 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Why do we not do it by 
voice vote? 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I wonder 

if the Senator would consider withdraw
ing the request for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
yeas and nays be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, what is the 
next order of business before the Senate? 

AMENDMENT NO. 9, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Nebraska as amended 
by the substitute amendment offered by 
the Senator from Iowa. 

[Putting the question.] 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ayes 

appear to have it. The ayes have it. 
The amendment <No. 9) as amended, 

was agreed to. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. JEPSEN. I move to lay th.at motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., subse
quently said: Mr. President, a short while 
ago, the Senate, by a voice vote, adopted 
the Zorinsky amendment as amended by 
the amendment offered by tbe Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. JEPSEN). I have voted for 
the substitute offered by the Senator from 
Iowa. However, had a recorded vote been 
taken on the motion to approve the 
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ZorinskY amendment as amended by the 
Jepsen amendment, I would have voted 
in the negative. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BOREN). 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 18 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding imports of agricultural commod
ities from the Soviet Union under certain 
conditions) 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk an amendment to the amend
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment wil be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) 

proposes unprinted amendment numbered 18 
to the Boren amendment numbered 13. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
may we have order so we can understand 
what the amendment is about? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The clerk may proceed. 
The legislative clerk resumed reading 

as follows: 
In lieu of the matter intended to be pro

posed by Mr. BOREN insert the following: 
SEC. 2. It is the sense of the Senate that no 

agricultural commodities produced in the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics should 
enter the United States during any period 
during which the President imposes restric
tion on, or prohibits, the export of grain or 
any other agricultural commodity to the Un
ion of Soviet Socialist Republics (including 
the restrictions on the exportation of agri
cultural products to such country initiated 
on January 7, 1980). 

Mr. BAKER. 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. MELCHER. Mr. President, may we 

have the amendment explained by the 
author? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 30 sec
onds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
ob.f ection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the sole 
purpose of this amendment to the Boren 
amendment is to convert it from its 
status as an amendment to this bill to a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution attached 
to this bill. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be given 
60 seconds in which to address a ques
tion to the author of the substitute. 

'!he. PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obJection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President I wish to 
ask the n:a.io~ ty leader or th~ manager 
of the bill 1s there authority under 
present law? If we pass the sense of the 
SeJ:iate r~lution saying we should not 
be I~port;ing Soviet agricultural products 
durmg the embargo, is there pawer un
der the present law for the President to 
stop immediately short of us enacting it 

the importation of Soviet agricultural 
products during the time the embargo is 
in effect? In other words, would it have 
any teeth in it? 

Mr. HELMS. I am advised he can on 
a tempol'lary basis. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. What is 
meant by "temporary basis"? 

Mr. HELMS. I say to my friend that 
- everyone knows what "temporary" 
means. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unan!imous consent that I 
may have 30 seconds to get the answer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. The majority leader
oops, the minority leader-has asked a 
question to which I frankly do not know 
the answer. 

Mr. BAKER. The minority leader. 
Mr. HELMS. The minority leader. 

Look at that grin. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. The Senator 

does not know the answer? 
Mr. HELMS. That is correct, not at 

the moment. Counsel is researching the 
matter, but I confess that I do not know. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. All right. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Tennessee to the 
amendment of the Senator from Okla
homa. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. EXON <when his name was 

called). Present. 
Mr. HEFLIN (after having voted in 

the affirmative). Present. 
Mr. PRYOR <when his name was 

called). Present. 
Mr. ZORINSKY <when his name was 

called) . Present. 
Mr. BAKER. I announce that the Sen

ator from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) is nec
essarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DoDD) 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any other Senator in the Chamber who 
desires to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 80, 
nays 14, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 37 Leg.) 
YEA~BO 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Boschwltz 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

HarryF.,Jr. 
Ca.nnon 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Dan!orth 
DeConcint 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenic! 

Duren berger 
Eagleton 
East 
Ford 
Garn 

. Gold~vater 
Gorton 
Grassley 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
H11.wklns 
Hayakawa 
Heinz 
He~ms 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jepsen 
Johnston 
Kasoobaum 
Kasten 

Laxalt 
Leahy 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 

Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennds 

Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 

NAYS--14 
Boren Glenn 
Bradley Huddleston 
Bumpers Kennedy 
Byrd, Robert c. Levin 
Cranston Long 

Wa.llop 
We.mer 
Weicker 
Williama 

Matsunaga 
Moynihan. 
Packwood 
Quayle 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"--4 
Exon 
Heftln 

Pryor Zormsky 

NOT VOTING-2 
Dodd Stevena 

So Mr. BAKER'S amendment <UP No. 
18) was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ABD• 
NOR) . The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Okla
homa <Mr. BOREN) , as amended by the 
substitute amendment o1fered by the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER). 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. I announce that the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. HEINZ), the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. LAXALT), and 
the Senator from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) 
are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD) is 
necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced-yeas 90, 
nays 6, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 38 Leg.] 
YEAs--90 

Abdnor Ga.rn 
Andrews Glenn 
Armstrong Goldwater 
Baker Gorton 
Baucus Grassley 
Bentsen Hart 
Biden Hatch 
Boren Hatfield 
Boschwitz Hawkins 
Bradley Hayakawa 
Bumpers Heflin 
Burdick He!ms 
By.rd, Robert c. Hollings 
Cannon Huddleston 
Chafee Humphrey 
Chiles Inouye 
Cochran JacksOn 
Cohen Jepsen 
D'Amato Johnston 
Danforth Kassebaum 
DeConcini Ka.sten 
Denton Kennedy 
Dixon Leahy 
Dole Levin 
Domenici Long 
Durenberger Lugar 
Eagleton Mathias 
East Mattingly 
Exon McClure 
Ford Melcher 

NAY~ 

Byrd, Matsunaga 
Harry F., Jr. Moynihan 

Cranston Packwood 

Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Murkowaki 
Nickles 
NunD 
Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
sarba.nea 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
St.afford 
Stennta 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
warner 
Weicker 
W1111ams 
Zorlnaky 

Quayle 

NOT VOTING-4 

Dodd 
Heinz 

Laxal't Stevens 

So Mr. BoREN's amendment <No. 13), 
as amended bv Mr. BAKER'S substitute 
amendment <UP No. 18), was agreed to 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President. 
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Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. I move to reconsider the 

vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JEPSEN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on passage. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
POTENTIAL UNITED KINGDOM HOOF-AND-MOUTH 

DISEASE 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, yester
day I had printed in the RECORD some 
explanatory material demonstrating 
that of the countries from which we im
port casein, there are a number that are 
aftlicted with outbreaks of the so-called 
hoof-and-mouth disease. The reason 
that is important is that in the process
ing of milk to prepare casein, it is pas
teurized at 72 degrees centigrade for 15 
seconds. Most of the virus of hoof-and
mouth, which is passed from infected 
animals in milk products, is killed by 
pasteurization. But not all. 

Yesterday, I had printed in the RECORD 
information explaining that fact. Ai; 
of yesterday, those countries from which 
casein is imported and have experi
enced outbreaks of hoof-and-mouth 
include France, Italy, the Netherlands, 
West Germany, Argentina, Russia, and 
Poland. AI!. of yesterday, a new country 
has been added to that list, the United 
Kingdom. 

Mr. President, the United States does 
import substantial quantities of casein 
from the United Kingdom. The new out
break of hoof-and-mouth reported just 
yesterday in the United Kingdom is in 
the Isle of Wight. I have asked the De
partment of Agriculture to tell me today 
if there is any milk produced in the Isl°e 
?f Wight that gets into casein products 
imported into the United States. They 
have been unable to answer that question 
today. They are attempting to run down 
information from the United Kingdom 
and supply it to me as rapidly as possible. 

The Department of Agriculture, in 
guarding against contamination in any 
of the casein that does come into this 
country from countries having hoof-and
mouth disease, goes through a series of 
procedures that they feel-that they 
~eel-~ prevent the virus from getting 
mto either cattle or hogs or other ani
mals that could cause a devastating out
break of that disease in this country. 

Flor the information of my colleagues 
this country has been free from hoof~ 
and-mouth disease for a good number of 
years: in fact, several generations.· We 
hope we never have another outbreak, but 
we guard zealously against importation 
of any product or any animal from an 
area that has disease that might bring 
the live virus to this country and cause 
e.n outbreak here. The method that is 
used in protection against the virus be
ing in casein is not entirely satisfactory 
to me at all. Nevertheless, there is a pro
cedure that the Department follows. Ob
viously, in a situation with an outbreak 
reported yesterday in the United King-

dom's Isle of Wight, there is no effective 
means of even identifying the possibility, 
at this time, that there is any milk prod
uct from infected animals that may 
have gotten into casein that is being im
ported into this country. 

Mr. President, I hope that the Depart
ment can give us an immediate report, 
first of all, on how much milk is produced 
in the Isle of Wight, from where the dis
ease has been reported: and second, has 
any of that milk gone into a processing 
plant that develops and is sending case
in---or has sent that casein-recently to 
the United States? I think it is impor
tant that we know that and find it out 
immediately. 

I have no amendments to offer at this 
time, Mr. President .. To the managers of 
the bill and to the majority leader, I 
respectfully suggest that maybe we do 
not want to vote passage of the bill to
night. 

Mr. President, I have described the 
circumstances with regard to the out
break of hoof-and-mouth disease in the 
United Kingdom yesterday and my con
cern about it. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

Mr. MELCHER. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

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

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senctor may not reserve the right to 
object. 

Mr. MELCHER. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

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

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any objection? 

Mr. MELCHER. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll, and the following Senators en
tered the Chamber and answered to their 
names: 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Bentsen 
Boschwitz 
Burdick 
Cranston 
D'Amato 

De Concini 

[Quorum No. 5 Leg.] 
Denton 
Dole 
East 
Garn 
Hayakawa 
Helms 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Jepsen 

Lugar 
Melcher 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Quayle 
Rudman 
Simpson 
Specter 
Wallop 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
that the Sergeant at Arms be instructed 
to invite the attendance of absent Sen
ators, and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Tennessee to instruct the 
Sergeant at Arms to invite the attend
ance of absent Senators. On this ques
tion, the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. I announce that the Sen
ator from Colorado <Mr. ARMSTRONG), 
the Senator from Ala.ska <Mr. STEVENS), 
and the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
TOWER) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
~enator from Connecticut <Mr. DonD) 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
RoTH). Are there any other Senators 
wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 94, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 39 Leg.] 
YEAS-94 

Abdnor Garn 
Andrews Glenn 
Baker Gorton 

. Baucus Grassley 
Bentsen Hart 
Biden Hatch 
Boren Hatfield 
Boschwitz Hawkins 
Bradley Hayakawa 
Bumpers Heflin 
Burdick Heinz 
Byrd, Heims 

Harry F., Jr. Hollings 
Byrd, Robert c. Hudd:eston 
Cannon Humphrey 
Chafee Inouye 
Chiles Jackson 
Cochra.D Jepsen 
Cohen Johnston 
Cranston Kassebaum 
D' Amato Kasten 
Danforth Kennedy 
DeConcini Laxal t 
Den ton Leahy 
Dixon Levin 
Dole Long 
Domenic! Lugar 
Duren berger Mathias 
Eagleton Matsunaga 
East Mattingly 
Exon M~C- ure 
Ford Melcher 

NAYS-2 
Goldwater Welcker 

Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowald 
Nickles 
NUilD! 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Qua.yle 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sarbanea 
Sa.sser 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tsongaa 
Wallop 
Warner 
Williama 
Zorinaky 

NOT VOTING--4 
Armstrong Steveu Tower 
Dodd 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With the 

addition of Senators voting who did not 
answer the quorum call, a quorum is now 
present. · 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I wonder 
whether I may have the attention of the 
distinguished Senator from Montana. 

I understand his concern about the re
port of an outbreak of hoof-and-mouth 
disease in the United Kingdom. It is my 
understanding of his position that he 
wishes to delay third reading and final 
passage of this bill until he can obtain 
a report from our Department of Agri
culture in respect to that story. 
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The Senator from Montana under

stands that we have been on this bill for 
some time and that the leadership on 
this side-I even presume to suggest per
haps the leadership on both sides
would like to move this bill and get it 
over with. However, in deference to the 
very legitimate concern of the Senator 
from Montana, I wonder whether he 
would consider another arrangement 
which I should like to propose now, in
formally; and if he thinks well of the 
suggestion, perhaps we could offer it as 
a unanimous-consent agreement. 

In view of the fact that it appears 
that there a.re no other amendments
none that I am aware of and none we 
have been made aware of-other than 
the amendment that may be offered by 
the Senator from Montana, I suggest 
that we agree to put this bill over until 
the morning-say, to convene the Senate 
around 9: 30-and that we go back on 
this bill after the recognition of the two 
leaders under the standing order; that 
we would have a vote on final passage 
of this bill, to the exclusion of all other 
amendments, except one amendment 
which may be offered by the Senator 
from Montana in respect to hoof-and
mouth disease, not later than 11 o'clock 
tomorrow. 

That would be the request I would 
propound, if the Senator from Montana 
thinks favorably of that proposal. 

I observe that the distinguished chair
man of the Agriculture Committee is in 
the Chamber as well, and I am prepared 
to yield to either or both of them, so 
that they can express their preference. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. MELCHER. I say from the outset 

that the proposal the majority leader 
has made is entirely satisfactory to me. 

I should like to describe very briefly 
why I have such concern. The outbreak 
of hoof-and-mouth disease in the United 
Kingdom was just reported yesterday. 
It is on the Isle of Wight. My question 
to the Department today is this: "Is 
there any milk produced in the area that 
would get into the chain going into a 
casein plant and then possibly come 
into the United States?" 

The reason why I think this is signif
icant is this. Permit me just to quote 
briefly from some material I submitted 
for the RECORD yesterday, from the out
standing authorities on hoof-and-mouth 
disease and the chance of spreading it 
through milk products. I quote: 

As indicated. above, cattle infected with 
FMD shed the virus through various path
ways. This includes mammlllary secretions. 
As a result, milk and milk products from 
infected. animals are of special concern to 
animal health authorities. During the 1967-
68 outbreak of FMD in Great Britain, obser
vations were made on the involvement of the 
milk in the spread of the virus. Samples of 
milk taken from milk collection trucks were 
shown to contain virus even from premises 
where the disease had not been diagnosed 
and from milk on store shelves. This obser
vation led. to a study which demonstrated 
high concentrations of virus in milk from 
infected cows before the appearance of signs 
of the diseaae. 

In other words, cows that appear nor
mal, that are not sick but are incub~ting 
the virus and will become diseased, are 
shedding the virus even before there is 
any sign of the disease in the cows. 

In addition, the virus may persist in mam
mary tissue of convalescent cows. 

The inactivation of FMDV in milk has been 
studied by various workers. This includes 
milk to which virus ls added and milk from 
infected animals. FMDV in mllk from in
fected animals may be extracellular or intra
cellular. The majority of the virus in mllk 
ls inactivated by Pasteurization, 72° C for 
15 seconds; however, there !s a small fraction 
which persists. 

That is a small fraction of the inac
tive virus, and that 72 degrees centi
grade or 15 seconds, which is pasteuriza
tion, is exactly the process that is used in 
milk in preparation for casein. So it is 
possible--and it has been checked out 
numerous times-that casein can contain 
the virus. 

The threat is so serious that I believe 
it is imperative that we have a report 
from the Department of Agriculture in
dicating that they have identified where 
the disease is in the United Kingdom, on 
the Isle of Wight, and whether the milk 
produced from that area could be coming 
into the processing of casein that is im
ported-or, for that matter, other dairy 
products-being imparted into the 
United States from the United Kingdom. 

We do import a sizable amount of 
casein from the United Kingdom. I 
would like to be assured by the Depart
ment that all safeguards have been taken 
and identified; that no milk products 
from the Isle of Wight, where the out
break of foot-and-mouth disease has oc
curred, is destined for the United States. 
I believe we can receive that assurance 
from the Department of Agriculture by 
tomorrow. If satisfactory, that would 
satisfy my concerns. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator from 
Montana. 

I yield now to the distinguished chair
man of the Agriculture Committee. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the distinguished 
majority leader. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Mon
tana certainly is right in his concern. 

I believe that the proposal by the ma
jority leader is excellent. I assure the 
Senator from Montana that we are push
ing for the information he has requested 
of the Department of Agriculture; and I 
hope, with the majority leader, that we 
may have it before we leave here this 
evening. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. President, in view of these repre
sentations, and based on other inquiries 
I have made, I now ask unanimous con
sent as follows-

Mr. President, I withhold the request 
momentarily. 

I join the distingudshed Senator from 
Montana in urging that the Department 
of Agriculture and all other agencies and · 
Departments of this Government inquire 
diligently and promptly into the matter . 
suggested by the Senator from Montana. 

It is my intention to propound the 

unanimous-consent request essentially as 
I have described it, after certain other 
details have been attended to. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, not to extend beyond 
10 minutes, in which Senators may 
speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATOR HEFLIN'S VOTE ON THE 
JEPSEN SUBS'I'I'I'OTE FOR THE 
ZORINSKY AMENDMENT 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, in regard 

to the Jepsen substitut.e for the ZorinskY 
amendment, I voted "present," and I 
should like ·to inform the Members of 
the Senate my reasons for voting "pres
ent" rather than voting "yea" or "nay." 

The Zorinsky amendment, in my judg
ment, was an intelligent approach to the 
issue of whether or not the ·grain em
bargo should be continued or lifted. It 
called for the removal of the embargo 
unless the President, by April 15, 1981, 
certified to Congress two things: First, 
that the continuation of the embargo 
was necessary in the national security 
or the foreign policy interests of the 
United States; and second, that the con
tinuation of such embargo will not have 
an adverse effect or discriminatory bur
den on this Nation's farmers. 

The Jepsen substitute was not really 
an amendment to the bill before us but 
rather was a sense of the Senate resolu
tion. Such a resolution has no teeth. It 
does not have the force and effect of la.w, 
whereas an amendment to the bill would 
have such force and effect. The Jepsen 
substitute, in my judgment, was tooth
less and would accomplish nothing. I am 
very much in favor of the ZorinskY 
amendment, for his amendment takes a 
sound approach and does something. It 
does have teeth. I am in favor of lifting 
the grain embargo, because I feel that 
the farmers have borne an undue and 
adverse burden in regard to this issue. 
On the other hand, I am not in favor of 
doing anything which would harm the 
national security interests or the foreign 
policy interests of the United States. 

I believe that the Zorinsky amend
ment was the proper approach to resolve 
these competing but not mutuallv exclu
sive issues. It called on the President to 
report to Congress the two things I 
mentioned. I believe we should hear 
from the President, directly and clearly, 
whether or not he thinks the embargo 
is in the national interests. 

The President should be given the 
power, in my judgment. to make the 
farmers whole and to see that the farm
ers do not suffer adversely and that no 
discriminatory practices are carried out 
against them. Ths:it is what the Zorinsky 
amendment would do. It would let our 
Chief Executive · execute the congres
sional mandate. 

Mr. President, the President and the 
Secretary of State are privy to classified 
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information which we in the Congress do 
not have access to on a day-to-day basis 
He is in the best position to make timely 
decisions about matters such as these. 
The United States today has many prob
lems with Russia, particularly in Af
ghanistan arnd in Poland, and in my 
judgment, many of the problems in El 
Salvador can be traced to the Soviet 
Union. The President has at his disposal 
up-to-the-minute information about 
what the Russians are or are not doing in 
these trouble spots. 

By voting "present," I do not vote 
against lifting the embargo. By voting 
"present," I think that I reserve the 
right to be better informed in regard to 
whether the national interest or the for
eign interest of the United States might 
be affected. 

I think a resolution tnat merely lifts 
the embargo is not the proper way to 
approach it. I think that we ought to 
approach it from an intelligent and 
knowledgeable basis of whether it is in 
the national interest and this can be 
supplied to us by the administration. 
There are methods by which the farmer 
can be made whole and I think they 
must and will be pursued. There! ore, I 
feel that my vote of "present" was the 
proper vote under the circumstances. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

APPOINTMENTS BY THE PRESIDENT 
PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, in accordance with Public Law 
93-618, and upon the recommendation 
of the chairman of the Committee on 
Finance, and on behalf of the President 
pro tempore appoints the following Sen
ators as o:tncial advisers to the U.S. dele
gation to international conferences, 
meetings, and negotiation sessions re
lating to trade agreements: 

O:tncial advisers-ROBERT DOLE, BOB 
PACKWOOD, WILLIAM ROTH, RUSSELL 
LoNG, and LLOYD BENTSEN. 

Alternate o:tncial advisers--JoHN DAN
FORTH, JOHN CHAFEE, JOHN HEINZ, MAL
COLM WALLOP, DAVID DuRENBERGER, WIL
LIAM L. ARMSTRONG, STEVEN D. SYMMS, 
CHARLES GRASSLEY, HARRY F. BYRD, JR., 
SPARK MATSUNAGA, PATRICK MOYNillAN, 
MAX BAUCUS, DAVID L. BOREN, BILL BRAD
LEY. and GEORGE MITCHELL. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER MODIFYING THE PREVIOUS 
ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF 
CERTAIN SENATORS ON TOMOR
ROW 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I suggest 

there was an order entered to provide for 
the recognition of certain Senators, I be
lieve 24 in number, to begin after the rec
ognition of the 2 leaders under the stand
ing order and after the close of morning 
business if morning business is ordered. 

I ask unanimous consent now to mod
ify that so that if the Senate resumes 
consideration of the milk price support 
bill the special orders commence after 
the conclusion of the senate action on 
that measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AN
DREWS) . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

ADJUSTMENT OF PRICE SUPPORT 
FOR MILK 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, what is the 
business before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Consid
eration of S. 509, with amendments 
adopted by the Senate. 

Are there further amendments? 
Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded; and before the 
Senator objects, I want to say a word or 
two about this situation, and then we will 
go back into a quorum, if he wishes. 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. N'tl". President, I have 
spent a good bit of time now in trying to 
negotiate arrangements to complete con
sideration of this measure. It had been 
mv expectation that we could finish this 
bill tonight. I know of no other amend
ments, with the possible exception of an 
amendment by the distinguished Senator 
from Montana dealing with hoof-and
mouth disease in the United Kingdom. 

I am perfectly willing to consider that 
amendment tonight. I know that it is 
late and that some Senators may already 
have gone about the business of trying 
to fill their commitments for this eve
ning. However, I should like to see us 
finish this bill tonight, and I believe we 
can, including the consideration of any 
amendment that may be offered by the 
Senator from Montana. 

The Senator from Montana indicated 
that he would like to have some more 
information about the alleged outbreak 
of hoof-and-mouth disease in one of the 

English Channel islands. The distin
guished Senator from North Carolina, 
who is chairman of the Agriculture Com
mittee, joined the Senator from Mon
tana in trying to gain as much inf onna
tion as possible on that subject; and I 
believe they did succeed, to some extent 
at least, with some information on that 
subject, perhaps a great deal of infor
mation on that subject. 

Even so, in what I hope was a gesture 
of consideration, I suggested that if the 
senator wanted this matter to go over 
until tomorrow, which was the first sug
gestion by the Senator from Montana, I 
was willing to do that, · if we could ar
rive at a time certain to reach a vote on 
final passage. 

I described the unanimous-consent re
quest I was prepared to propound, to 
provide that the Senate would return to 
consideration of this matter in the 
morning and that the vote on final 
passage would occur at 11 o'clock; that 
no other amendments would be in order, 
except one amendment which may be 
. offered by the Senator from Montana. 
It is my understanding that that was 
not agreeable, that there is an objection 
to a time certain to vote in the morning. 

I suggested that perhaps we could 
vote tomorrow afternoon or perhaps any 
time tomorrow. As I understand the in
formation that came back, it was that 
an objection would be lodged unless we 
could vote on final passage sometime 
Thursday. 

Mr. President, we have been on this 
bill for a long time, off and on. Frankly, 
there are other matters that simply must 
be addressed by the Senate, matters such 
as the consideration of the report on the 
budget resolution of reconciliation in
structions reported by the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate. 

In addition, we have a deadline for 
consideration of this measure. we can 
have an automatic milk price support 
increase on April 1 unless it is acted on 
by the two Houses, unless the bill can 
reach the President's desk in advance of 
that time. 

So for those reasons and a variety of 
other reasons, it is simply not practical 
and it is not ~ible from our standpoint 
to put over the final consideration of this 
bill until Thursday. 

Mr. President, that leaves us with the 
unhappy situation of either continuing 
on the consideration of this measure to
night or arriving at a reasonable time for 
its final disposition on tomorrow, and I 
reiterate my hope that we can conclude 
this bill tonight and I am willing to con
sider any other suggestion within reason 
to do that to reach that conclusion not 
later than some time during the day on 
tomorrow. 

It is now 6: 15 in the evening, and I 
would be loath to continue the Senate 
in session for a long period of time to 
complete the consideration of this bill 
tonight, but I am prepared to attempt to 
do so. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 
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Mr. BAKER. I am happy 'to yield. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I understand 

what the Senator is trying to do, and I 
am willing to stay as long as it is neces
sary this evening to complete this piece 
of legislation. 

I might bring to the distinguished 
majority leader's attention that he an
nounced the the schedule for the Senate 
and the days we would be in session and 
the days we would not be in session, the 
late night s~ions and pro fomm. ses
sions on Friday, and he has been ex
tremely good at this. We have been pro
ceeding now for almost 3 months along 
this line, and it has been very good. Not 
only colleagues on my side but colleagues 
on the majority leader's s'ide have been 
using that schedule in order to make 
their schedules. The majority leader will 
find that for many who are interested 
in dairy products and the dairy legisla
tion tomorrow is just not a good day. 

So, it seems that it would only take 
a few minutes on Thursday, if that does 
not interfere with the budget resolution, 
to take a vote some time early Thursday 
and allow Senators who will not be here 
to vote tomorrow. 

The majority leader is jeopardizing 
some pretty decent Members, and I say 
"decent" in reference to their attend
ance. They have been faithful in their 
attendance and by the schedule that was 
announced. I understood that Friday 
during the pro f orma the announcement 
was made that we would probably stay 
in all week, but that was on the basis 
that we thought the budget resolution 
would come on Friday but it did not 
come Friday. It came Monday, and that 
skewed the schedule some. I understood 
the announcement was going to be that 
we were going to be in on Saturday and 
there was a possibility of the Senate in 
on Saturday and now probably the ma
jority leader is going to be good to the 
Senate and let the Senate out on Satur
day and we will have no votes. 

So it is a bit confusing to some of those 
who have been adhering to the majority 
leader's schedule on which I compliment 
him. It has been very good. 

I understand there is just one indi
vidual maybe who has an amendment as 
it relates to the problem in Great Britain 
on hoof-and-mouth disease. That is a 
significant thing for him in his area and 
for apparently the distinguished chair
man of the Agriculture Committee. 

So I hope that we might be able to 
make arrangements. 

Let me ask the majority leader this 
question: Is there no way we could have 
a time certain on Thursday to vote and 
not deprive or jeopardize the budget res
olution for more than, say, 30 minutes? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
turn the question around. Is there no 
way that we cannot have the vote to
night, some time at a time certain, be
cause on Thursday we are going to reach 
that budget resolution at a fairly early 
time during the day? I am sure a great 
number of Senators will be in a position 
or have to spend a great deal of time pre-

paring for that and even if we began at 
8 or 8: 30 in the morning on Thursday I, 
frankly, think it is not the best part of 
scheduling discretion to put the final 
passage of this measure plus the consid
eration of one amendment in ahead of a 
matter of such monumental importance. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I think most 
Senators will have their minds made up 
by Thursday, and it should not be much 
of an imposition on any Senator to come 
in and to vote very quickly on one 
amendment and final passage. 

I cannot see where it would jeopardize 
the budget resolution, only for a short 
period of time. 

Second, apparently there is a very 
serious question as it relates to hoof
and-mouth disease in casein and other 
imports into this country. All the in
formation is not available. It puts a 
fairly large responsibility on those who 
are attempting here in this short period 
of time to get this information, and it 
is something that has not been known 
for a long time, as I understand it, the 
problem that we have had. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Kentucky for his re
marks, and I will be happy to yield the 
floor to the Senator from Montana in 
just a moment. 

I have the responsibility for the mo
ment of scheduling the affairs of the 
Senate and exercising my best judgment 
and discretion in that respect just as 
my counterpart and colleague, Senator 
ROBERT c. BYRD, had for so long. 

I regret really having to deviate from 
my professed intention to save late 
night sessions of the Senate for Thurs
day nights where possible. But in the 
initial communication with the Repub
lican Members of the Senate, and I trust 
that a copy of that letter was delivered 
to Democratic Senators as well, because 
I supplied a copy to the distinguished 
minority leader, I pointed out that this 
is a schedule we would keep in the ab
sence of extraordinary circumstances. 
But this is an extraordinary circum
stance. We have been on this bill a long 
time. We have made a good-faith effort 
to conclude the consideration of this 
measure over that period of time. 

We are perfectly willing to do that 
tonight at a time certain or without 
a time certain, or to do it tomorrow. 

Mr. President, my responsibility, I 
believe, is to try to order the aft'airs 
of the Senate in a rational and reason
able way, and I do not believe it would 
be a reasonable and rational decision to 
try to finish this bill along with the 
commen~Pment of the budget resolu
tion on Thursday. 

Mr. President, I will first yield to the 
Senator from Montana, but in a few mo
ments I will put a unanimous-consent 
request that we proceed to final con
sideration of this measure not later than 
some hour during this evening, but be
fore I do that so that Members may have 
a chance to come to the floor and so 
that the Senator from Montana may 
speak I yield the floor. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I wish 
to say to the majority leader that I think 
his concern in trying to arrive at a mu
tual or a satisfactory time for tomorrow 
has been very good. I sympathize with all 
the problems that the majority leader 
has to put up with in terms of making 
sure that no one's rights are violated and 
we can do the best job we can to protect 
everyone's interest. 

Of course, this question of being pres
ent for a vote is one of the toughest deci
sions that a majority leader has to make, 
when someone tells him on either side 
that he cannot make a vote if it is sched
uled for a certain time, when that Sen
ator cannot be there. 

I do not really want to inconvenience 
any Member of this Senate on this par
ticular vote. However, I think it is rather 
serious that we know whether or not this 
recent outbreak of hoof-arid-mouth dis
ease reported only in the United King
dom yesterday has had proper safeguards 
instituted by our Department of Agri
~ulture to make sure that none of the 
infected products, that is, the products 
contatning the virus, come into this 
country. 

The sensitivity of my concern in this 
matter is predicated on some knowledge 
of how easy it is to have the live virus in 
a milk product exoosed to some animals 
that are susceptible to the disease and 
they, therefore, contract the disease in 
that manner. 

The fact is that we do import milk 
products from a number of countries that 
have hoof-and-mouth disease. So what 
difference does it make if we have one 
more country added to that list, in this 
case the United Kingdom, where the out
break was first reported yesterday? 

The problem is this, Mr. President, that 
in order to get safeguards in place to pro
tect against the likelihood of importing 
the live virus and therefore spreading the 
infection to animals in this country, the 
most dangerous time is right at the initial 
outbreak. 

What is necessary is for our people in 
the Department of Agriculture, cooper
ating with veterinarians in England, to 
make sure, first of all, that milk products 
from infected cows are not being placed 
into products that will be imported into 
the United States in such a manner that 
they would contain the live virus. 

Pasteurization under the normal pro
cedures, that is heating milk to 75 de
grees centigrade for 15 seconds, will not 
kill all of the hoof-and-mouth virus. 
Some of that virus will survive pasteuri
zation. 

So it is extremely important that we 
can be sure that our safeguards are in 
place. 

I am anxious for tomorrow to have a 
report from the Department of Agricul
ture describing the measures they have 
taken and the steps they have taken to 
make sure thev have traced the various 
milk products that might be coming from 
the area, in this case the Isle of Wight, 
a part of England, where the outbreak 
occurred, are not in the process of coming 
into this country without proper 
protection. 
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I think lt is an extremeiy serious mat
ter. We have not had hoof-and-mouth 
disease in this country for several gen
erations. When we had it in the early 
1900·s the cost to the country was in the 
hundreds of millions of dollars and with 
·the change in the price of livestock now 
I suspect if not strictly controlled in this 
country we could lose billions of dollars 
worth of livestock. 

The animals that are readily affected 
by hoof-and-mouth disease are clove and 
hoof animals which, of course, includes 
hogs, cattle, and sheep and also includes 
wildlife that are clove and hoof. 

A few months ago there was a mock 
demonstration of what might happen if 
the hoof-and-mouth virus were intro
duced into this country undetected for a 
matter of 3 weeks and what might hap
pen in the case of the spread of the dis
ease during that period of 3 weeks was 
staggering. It was as if it were a war 
game played by our military. Our Federal 
veterinarians ran a mock test of the 
hoof-and-mouth virus actually intro
duced into the United States and unde
tected for a 3-week period of time and 
what might happen. It was devastating. 

The safeguards that we have imposed 
upon ourselves have been effective during 
the past several decades. I said several 
generations. It has probably been about 
65 years since we had an outbreak of 
hoof-and-mouth disease in this country. 
The safeguards we have put in place 
have been excellent. 

I just want to be sure that we have all 
the safeguards in place in this particu
lar instance. It is not an attempt to hold 
up the bill. It is an attempt to ascertain 
from ·the Department of Agriculture in 
the one clear way we can in the Senate 
or in the House of Representatives by 
saying to them we are waiting for a re
port and the whole body is waiting for a 
report for them to tell us just what 
safeguards they have taken and on that 
basis we are going to determine whether 
they are adequate. 

From my own standpoint, I would pre
f er that the veterinarians in the Depart
ment of Agriculture and the animal, 
plant, health, and inspection service 
specifically, would have more rigid re
quirements and safeguarding against 
dairy products imported from hoof-and
mouth disease countries. I do not think 
their protections are rigid enough. 

Be that as it may, the point is that in 
a few hours, the first 72 hours in the first 
96 hours after an outbreak in a country, 
the chance of dissemination of the virus 
is at its worst. 

It is true that the United Kingdom is 
a long way away from us, and it is true 
probably that the outbreak is localized in 
just a few communities. I hope that is 
the case. I do not think that is clear yet. 

But the fact is that in modern day 
transportation and interchange in food 
products between the United Kingdom 
and here it is possible that the virus 
could be introduced very easily. 

The fact is that pasturization does not 
kill all the virus. The fact is that veteri
narians at Plumb Island in our research 
laboratory there who safeguard this 
country against hoof-and-mouth disease 
importation, have identified that the 

virus can and does survive in casein, for 
instance, for 84 days. For 84 days the 
virus can survive in casein that has been 
prepared from milk that has been pas
turized. That is hardly reassuring at this 
time. 

But we need to know, and it does not 
hurt this body to wait a day or 2, though 
I realize the serious handicap it imposes 
on the majority leader and on the minor
ity leader trying to accommodate every
one so they have a vote when they can be 
present. I realize that. 

The risk we are taking is great, Mr. 
President. For that reason, I will do what 
I can do to make sure that we do not 
wrap this bill up tonight until we have 
that report from the Department of 
Agriculture. 

I repeat, I know the serious problems 
this imposes on the majority leader and 
the minority leader. But I also know 
that the bill is not going to be voted out 
of the House before Thursday. I think we 
could wait until tomorrow or Thursday 
morning. I am willing to do anything on 
the amendment itself tomorrow in the 
way of hurrying it up so all we would 
have to do is vote on final passage. I draw 
that to the attention of the majority 
leader and the minority leader if that 
helps in any way. 

I yield to the majority leader. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator for yielding. I have to con
fess, however, that I was in conversation 
with the minority leader. I wonder if the 
Senator would repeat himself. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield 
without losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MELCHER. I would do anything 
about making an arrangement to con
venience anybody tomorrow on the 
amendment that might be offered. Just 
being assured by the report that the 
Department of Agriculture provide us 
with the information showing there is 
no need for the amendment, I would 
do anything I could within my power 
to clear that up tomorrow if that would 
somehow convenience everybody else 
just on voting on final passage on Thurs
day on the bill itself. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, as I in
dicated earlier, I would very much like 
to finish this measure tonight. As r un
derstand, they are in contact right now 
with the United Kingdom to see if they 
can get the information the Senator re
quires before we recess tonight. That is 
my first preference. 

If we can do that, I would hope that 
would resolve the dilemma. If we can
not do that, as I indicated earlier, I am 
prepared to agree to a time-certajn vote 
with only one amendment in order dur
ing the day on tomorrow. 

I think it is worth our while now just 
to wait a little, to continue to debate. 
and to see whether or not we get some 
more information on this subject. 

I would urge the Senator to propound 
his amendment. I do not know what dis
position the Senate might make of it 
but at least we would have an oppor
tunity to know what he is driving at. r 

have not seen the amendment. I have 
not had it described to me. I wonder if 
the Senator would consider submitting 
an amendment at this time. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the majority 
leader for the suggestion. I will consult 
with the Department. I will have to draft 
the appropriate amendment and I will 
perhaps offer it later this evening. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr 
DURENBERGER) . The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

Tho PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I und~

stand that there have been rather ex
tensive negottiations belt.ween the dis
tinguished Senator from Montana and 
others, including the distinguished Sen
ator from North Carolina, the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture <Mr. 
HELMS). It appears that we are making 
good progress on trying to gain the in
formation the Senator from Montana 
wishes. The minority leader has indi
cated to me in private conversation that 
there is some possibility that we can ar
range for a time certain to dispose of 
this matter on tomorrow. I think that is 
a good arrangement. 

Mr. President, I wish now to pro
pound a unanimous-consent agreement 
for their consideration. I observe that 
the Senator from North Carolina is on 
the floor, as are the Senator from Mon
tana and, of course, the minority leader. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR ROBERT C. B'YRD AND SEN
ATOR EAGLETON TOMORROW 
·Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that, after the recog
nition of the two leaders under the 
standing order, the Senate turn to the 
consideration of the listing of 24 special 
orders in favor of Senators as previously 
described. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I inquire of the distin
guished minority leader if there is any 
need for additional special orders on his 
side. 

In addition to the 24 that have been 
provided for, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that there be added the 
Senator from Missouri <Mr. EAGLETON) 
for not to exceed 15 minutes; and the 
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distinguished minority leader, Mr: RoB
ERT c. BYRD, for not to exceed 15 nu?utes. 

The PRESIDING. OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
S. 509 AT 3:30P.M. 1.a"DFOR A VOTE 
THEREON AT 4 P.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, notwith-

standing those special orders, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re
turn to the consideration of this measure, 
s. 509, at 3: 30 p.m. on tomorrow and 
that the Senate proceed to a final vote 
on this bill at 4 p.m.; and that no 
other amendment ·be in order except one 
amendment which may be offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Montana 
<Mr. MELCHER) dealing with hoof-and
mouth disease; and that paragraph 4 of 
rule XII be waived. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. President, I wonder 
if the distinguished majority leader 
would provide assurance for some time 
on Mr. MELCHER'S amendment, because, 
under the agreement as presented, Mr. 
MELCHER might not get the fioor until 
4 o'clock, the time at which the rollcall 
vote would occur on the bill, and he 
would have no time for debate on his 
amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I shall be 
happy to do that. 

I wonder if the Senator from Montana 
would be agreeable to, say, a guarantee 
of half that time to be provided, to go on 
the bill at 3:30 and to provide that 15 
minutes of the 30 minutes from 3 :30 to 
4 o'clock be under his control? 

Mr. MELCHER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. MELCHER. I thank the majority 

leader. That is perfectly agreeable with 
me. 

Mr. President, I want personally to 
thank the majority leader and the 
minority leader and the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul
ture for their patience. It is very good of 
them to do that, all three of them. 

I also thank all of the staff and the dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota, now 
in the chair, for their patience through 
the inconvenience of being held here. It 
is only on the basis that I think this 
matter is very serious and that it is abso
lutely essential that we have some report 
assuring us of the consequence and the 
degree of spread of the disease in the 
United Kingdom and what effect it might 
have on dairy products that might be 
permitted t;o come to this country that I 
base my sensitivity and my strong &:lsire 
to have this amount of time. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will permit me to say, I have never 
doubted for a moment his sincerity in 
this amendment. It is indeed an impor
tant matter. I think the time we have 
spent since a little earlier today has been 
well spent, because we have provided an 
opportunity for a careful and prudent ex
amination of this problem. We have pro
vided now for a firm disposition of this 
measure. I think both of those things are 
much to be desired. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Montana for his cooperation. I 
tha!lk the distinguished minority leader 
for his, and I express my gratitude to t~e 
distinguished chairman of the Comm1~
tee on Agriculture <Mr. HELMS) for his 
assistance throughout the day. 

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Reserving the 

right to object. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished majority leader for his 
comments. 

I say to the Senator from Montana 
that he has properly exercised his con
cern. I think it is going to be resolved to 
his satisfaction. I might report for the 
RECORD that we are getting British offi
cials out of bed. It is now about 5 min
utes past 1 in London and they are check
ing on the casein production there. I be
lieve the answer that he will receive to
morrow morning, or perhaps later this 
evening, will be satisfactory to him. 

I commend him for raising the ques
tion, because it is an important one. To 
whatever extent he has brought this mat
ter to the attention of the Senate and, 
more particularly, the Agriculture De
partment, the better. I thank him. I ap
preciate what he has done. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, and I shall 
not object, I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Montana for pursuing the 
matter in a very serious way. His con
cern is not a frivolous one. It is a very 
conscientious and serious concern. He is 
attempting to secure certajn information 
which, as the distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. HELMS) has pointed 
out, is very difficult to receive at this 
hour. 

There were two or three Senators on 
this side who will be inconvenienced by 
the vote which will occur at 4 o'clock to
morrow, but they have been contacted 
and we have the understanding that they 
would prefer that we proceed to set the 
vote for tomorrow, even though they will 
be inconvenienced, rather than go far
ther into the night. I think that the 
agreement that has been worked out is 
the best that can be secured and I, there
fore, state that there is no objection on 
this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. I think t.hat is a 
good arrangement. I am grateful to him, 
as I have previously said, to the Senator 
from Montana, and to the Senator from 
North Carolina. I also express my ap
rreciat!on to Sena.tors on both sldes of 
the aisle, who are being inconvenienced 
froin a scheduling standpoint. Members 
have expressed their wm;ngness to pro
ceed with this .matter on tomorrow, not
withstand!ng that some of them wm not 
be present. Without naming th~m. I 
should like the record to show that all 
of us, I am sure on both sides of the 
aisle, are grateful to th~m for their 
sense of cooperation and that degree of 
sacrifice. 

Mr. BAKER subsequently said: 
Mr. President. there is one element of 

the agreement that was reached by the 

distinguished minority leader, the Sen
ator from Montana, and myself, that 
was not included in the original request. 
I now amend that request. I ask unani-· 
mous consent that the vote on the Mel
cher amendment, if such is offered, be 
an up-or-down vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The text of the agreement follows: 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That Senate wlll resume con
sideration of S. 509 at 3:30 p.m. on Wednefl
day, March 25, 1981 with 15 minutes of the 
time between 3:30 and 4 p.m. under the 
control of the senator from Montana (Mr. 
MELCHER) and 15 minutes under the con
trol of the majority leader or his deslgnee. 

Ordered further, That the only amendment 
in order be one to be offered by the Senator 
from Montana on hoof-and-mouth disease 
with an up-and-down vote on that amend
ment. 

Ordered further, that flnal passage of 
S. 509 occur at 4 p.m. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on tomor

raw, the Senate will convene at 9: 30 a.m. 
The two leaders will be recognized under 
the standing order. Following that, a se
ries of special orders in favor of 26 Sen
ators will commence. That sequence will 
be interrupted at 3: 30 in the afternoon, 
at which time, the Senate will return to 
consideration of S. 509. A final vote on 
that measure will occur at 4 p.m. The 
intervening 30 minutes will be divided in 
accordance with the usual form and 15 
minutes of that time will be under the 
control of the distinguished Senator from 
Montana. 

Mr. President, after the Senate com
pletes the consideration of this measure, 
it will return to the execution of several 
standing orders if they have not been 
completed. It is anticipated that, during 
the course of the day, there will be a 
time for the transaction of routine morn
ing bustness. The Senate will be in to
morrow until fairly late in the afternoon 
or the early evening. 

On Thursday, it is anticipated that the 
Senate will return to consideration of the 
report of the Budget Committee and the 
resolution of reconciliation and instruc
tions which has been reported by that 
committee. I feel that the consent to do 
that or the motion to proceed to that 
item will occur at approximately 11 a.m. 

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

Mr. BAKER. I am hal>py to yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRO. Mr. President, 

I thank the distinguished ma iority leader 
for providing, for the vote in connection 
with the Melcher amendment, that it will 
be an up-or-down vote on the amend
ment. That was the understandin~ as the 
majority leader and I discuc;sed it and it 
is in accordance with the wishes of the 
author of the amendment if it is offered. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask that 

there now be a ~eriod for the transaction 
of routine morning business not to ex
ceed 5 minutes, in which Senators may 
speak. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

GRANT OF POSTHUMOUS HONOR
ARY CITIZENSHIP TO DOUGLAS 
CLYDE MACINTOSH 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk a resolution on behalf of Mr. 
DANFORTH, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. DODD, and 
Mr. HART, and ask that it be considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the resolution by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (S.J . Res. 55). granting 

honorary citizenship posthumously t.o Doug
las Clyde Ma.cintosh. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to its 
immediate consideration and, wjthout 
objection, the joint resolution will be 
considered to have been read the second 
time at length. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to reintroduce a joint reso
lution to grant honorary citizenship 
posthumously to Douglas Clyde Macin
tosh, a distinguished theologian and re
spected teacher, late of Yale Divinity 
School. I am honored to be joined in this 
effort by the two Senators from Connect
icut, Senator WEICKER and Senator 
DODD, and by Senator GARY HART. 

In 1941, the U.S. Supreme Court-by 
a vote of 5 to 4-affirmed a Federal dis
trict court decision which denied citizen
ship to Douglas Macintosh, a native of 
Canada, because he would not promise 
to bear arms in defense of the United 
States unless he believed the war to be 
morally justified. Chief Justice Charles 
Evans Hughes dissented, in an opinion 
joined by Justice Holmes, Justice Bran
deis, and Justice Stone. "There is abun
dant room for enforcing the authority of 
law." Hughes argued,"• • • without de
manding that either citizens or appli
cants for citizenship shall assume by 
oath an allegiance to God as subordinate 
to allegiance to civil power." 

Fifteen years later, the Supreme Court 
overruled the Macintosh decision, but, 
by then, Professor Macintosh had suf
fered an incapacitating stroke and could 
not renew his petition for naturalization. 
He died without receiving vindication 
for his sufferings. 

Mr. President, the story of Professor 
Macintosh's case is well told in William 
Harbaugh's book, "Lawyer's Lawyer: 
The Life of John W. Davis." Mr. Davis 
argued the Macintosh case before the 
Supreme Court in 1931. I ask that an 
edited version of Mr. Harbaugh's nar
rative be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no object!on, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LAWYER'S LAWYER-THE LD'E OF 
JOHN W. DAVIS 

(By Wllliam H. Harbaugh) 
SELECTIVE CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTION 

Douglas Clyde Macintosh was an old
school Baptist by inheritance, training, and 
conviction. Born in Ontario in 1877, he was 
ordained a Baptist minister at the age of 
thirty. In 1909, the same year he received 
a Ph.D. from the University of Chicago, he 

was appointed t.o the faculty of the Yale 
Divinity School. Macintosh was not, and 
never had been, a pacifist. During World War 
I he volunteered for the Canadian Expedi
tionary Force as a chaplain, serving at Vlmy 
Ridge and in the Battle of the Somme before 
returning to the United States on a speaking 
tour for the Allies. He then went back to 
France t.o run an American Y.M.C.A. hut 
behind the lines at St. Mihiel. After the war 
he resumed teaching at Yale as Tlmonthy 
Dwight Professor of Theology. 

Dr. Macintosh wore pince-nez and high 
starched collars, spoke in clipped accents, 
and was reserved among strangers and casual 
acquaintances. Although proud, stubborn, 
and independent-minded, he was neither 
vainglorious nor conceited. Intimates valued 
him for his warmth, unswerving devotion to 
principle, and inspiring qualities as a teach
er. "The more passionately Mac felt about a 
position, the softer his voice became. When 
he started to whisper it was time to head for 
the hills." His doctrinal outlook was con
servative, but his methodology was liberal. 
He established himself as a ph.Uosopher of 
note with The Problem of Knowledge in 1915 
and as a theologian of distinction with 
Theology as an Empirical Science four years 
later. In 1928 Macintosh offended many of 
his co-religionists by contending, in a series 
of lectures in Calcutta, that non-Christian 
philosophies were often infused with reli
gious values. Yet he considered himself a 
staunch defender of evangelical Christianity, 
and he maintained his Baptist connections 
throughout his life. 

Dr. Macint.osh took out first citizenship 
papers in 1925. Four years later he joined 185 
other applicants for naturalization in a 
crowded federal courtroom in New Haven. 
One of the other petitioners had been ar
rested three times in the preceding eighteen 

. months; two would acquire criminal records 
during the following three years; one would 
be brought before the Humane Society for 
gross abuse of her children; and several were, 
or would become, prostitutes. All except 
Macintosh would be granted United States 
ci~izenship. 

Dr. Macintosh was determined not to fight 
in an immoral war. As he said on his written 
application, he wanted "to be free to judge 
the necessity" of bearing arms, he did not 
believe in having his moral opinions settled 
by the majority, and he could not promise to 
act against what mlght be the best interests 
of humanity: 

"I do not undertake to support •my coun
try, right or wrong.' ... I am not willing to 
promise beforehand, and without knowing 
the cause for which my country may go to 
war, either that I will or that I will not 'take 
up arms in the defense of this country' how
ever 'necessary the war may seem to the Gov
ernment of the day.'". 

Under interrogation by the court on 
June 24, 1929, Macintosh ampllfied those 
views. His counsel. Dean Charles E. Clark of 
the Yale Law School, then argued for his ad
mission on the ground that Dr. Macintosh's 
age made the question of military service 
moot. But District Judge Warren B. Burrows, 
a simple, patriotic Baptist who was to resign 
to run for the state attorney generalship the 
next year, denied the petition. No matter 
how estimable Macint.osh's character, said 
the Judge, if men of his beliefs were natural
ized there would be no one to tight "when 
the powder begins to bum and the bullets to 
fty"; patently, the Reverend Doctor was "not 
attached" to the Constitution of the United 
States. 

Had Macintosh applied for citizenship be
fore World War I, he probably would have 
been naturalized as a Inatter of course, for 
the right of conscientious objection was long 
established. The original colonies had all ex
empted members of recognized pacifist 
bodies from bearing arms, and the Funda-

mental Constitution for the Province of East 
New Jersey (1683) ·had not even required 
formal religious attachments. In ratifying 
the United States Constitution, North Caro
lina. and Virginia had suggested that "any 
person religiously scrupulous of bearing 
arms, ought to be exempt, upon payment of 
an equivalent to employ another to bear 
arms in his stead"; and Madison had in
cluded a similar statement in his original 
draft of the First Amendment. Although 
both that draft and a revision incorporating 
the phrase, "or to infringe the rights of con
science," were struck out, apparently in the 
interests of brevity, the rights of conscien
tious objectors were understood by many to 
be implicit in the final version. 

Judge Burrows' refus:i.l to naturalize Dr. 
Macintosh in July 1929 evoked an impas
sioned editorial endorsement in conserva
tive nationalist circles. The New York 
Herald Tribune predicted that "national su
icide" would result if citizens refused to 
surrender their will in crises of life and 
death. The Memphis Commercial Appeal 
announced that good citizenship could 
"permit of no reservations.'' Other news
papers thanked Burrows for saving the 
country from "anarchism.'' Almost alone 
among major dailies, Walter Lippmann's 
New York World attacked the ruling. "The 
absoluteness of this doctrine," it declared, 
"ls as naive as it. is intolerable. The majority 
of wars in which any great Power engages 
are not life-and-death struggles in which its 
existence is at stake, but little wars of policy, 
interest, or accident. It is absurd to lay 
down a rule which makes it the absolute 
obligation of the citizen to give unquestion
ing support to every war .... The Herald 
Tribune's position is nothing more or less 
than a challenge to the principle of a moral 
responsibility.'' 

Within hours of Judge Burrows' ruling 
against Macintosh, Professor Jerome Davis of 
the Yale Divinity School had asked his old 
friend Allen· Wardwell to take the case, on 
the theory that it would be better if a lead
ing Wall Street office handled the matter. He 
added that, although Macintosh was limited 
in means, he was one of the most dis
tinguished theologians in the world. Four 
days later Professor Davis reminded Ward
well that "faith in God and Freedom of Con
science" were fundamental American tradi
tions and that Macintosh was "merely up
holding the principle for which our fore
fathers came to this country.'' Wardwell, a 
prominent Episcopal layman of strong llberal 
convictions, did not need to be reminded. 
After conferring with Dr. Macintosh, he 
recommended to John W. Davis that they 
take the case without fee. 

Not only did Davis approve, he said with 
rare fervor that he wanted to argue the ap
peal himself. 

Davis' partners believed. that he took the 
a.ppea.l ·because it wias brought to him, ·be
cause .I;t ;presented ·a debatable issue under 
law. a.nd because it afforded him a.n oppor
.tunity •to express his deep feeling for person
al rights against governmental power. As he 
caustically remarked at the time, the fram
ing of Question 22 .by <the Naturalizaition 
Service rather th.an by Congress made the 
question "a. pure burea.ucraitic dnnova.tion 
. . ., an adornment and embroidery of the 
act which Congress itself had passed.'' He 
may also have been infiuenced, it only sub
conscious.ly, by a desire to .purge himself of 
the illiberal statements he had made in his 
World War I oases, the tone of which had 
been wholly out of keeping Wlith his abid
ing concern for the right of conscience. But 
however thait may .be, he felt more keenly 
a;bout this case than almost any he ever 
argued. 

Davis it.hrust hard on the practical aspects 
of the case in his opening argument in the 
ornaite federal courtroom in the old Post 
Office Building a.t Broadway and Pa.rk Row. 
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He eX'tolled Ma.cintosh's character, em
phasized that he was not a dangerous prop
agandist, and challenged the essence of an 
oath. It was doubtful, he observed, tha.t any 
man had ever sworn alJ.egiance "without 
making some reservation which would leave 
him some freedom of ootion." Near rt.he end 
he moved the bench to la.ug'hter: 

"If war ever came again to this country, 
I for one would not sleep any sounder if I 
knew that I was ·being defended by an a.rmy 
of middle-aged B~ptl.srt ministers with con
scientious scruples against fighting." 

Davis also seized the a.clvia.nrtage when 
Judge Hand .a.sked the befuddled government 
counsel 1:f he believed thait; an .ac:t of Con
greS3 necessarily expressed t he will of God. 
Would counsel, demanded Davis, bar nat
uralization to an alien who opposed the Pro
hl'bition Amendment? Finally, he deolared 
that the Constitution "plainly does not re
quire anyone :to set aside his conscientious 
religious beliet's" a.nd t'hait it was "uncon
scionable to require an alien . . . to bind 
himself <to conditions not :imposed upon 
Amerioan-born ctltizens." 

Davis wa.s persuasive. On June 30, in a.n 
opinion which paira.phr.a.sed or incol"P'Orated 
large sections of both the brief and the oral 
argument, Judge Manton, for a. unanimous 
court, reversed Judge Burrows' decision. He 
afllrmed Davis' contention thaJt naturalized 
citizens should receive t'he same prtvileges 
a.s native-born citizens. 

Davis altered his strategy in no essential 
in arguing against the appeal ·before the Su
preme Court in April 1931. He told the bench 
witlh all his usual pungency that "the idea 
that a. priest in his cassock, a nurse in her 
gown, a woman with her children hanging 
to her skirts, and a paralytic in his chair 
must a.ll swear to bear arms before they be
come citizens reduces the process of natural
ization to an absurdity." He declared that 
"what we want now is not more men who 
agree with the majority but rmore l who are 
wllling to go against the majority on oc
casion." And he pounded Iha.rd on the incon
sistency of the government's adherence to 
the Kellogg Pa.ct and its warlike demands 
upon Dr. Ma.cihtosh. 

Four weeks later, in an opinion almost 
unique for its indifference to the First 
Amendment, Justice Sutherland overruled 
the Court of Appeals for a five-to-four ma
jority. He declared that Davis' contentions 
that exemption of conscientious ob1ectors 
was "a fixed principle of our Constitution" 
and that applicants for naturalization were 
being discriminated against were "astonish
ing." Congress, not the Constitution, gave 
them such rights as they possessed, and Con
gress could remove them at wm. Unlike the 
native-born citizen, Macintosh was "unwill
ing to rely . . . upon the probable contin
uance by Congress of the long-established 
and approved practice of exempting the 
honest conc;cientious objector." Passing over 
the Kellogg-Briand Pact altogether, Suther
land then reduced one of the most uncom
promising endorsements of the war power 
ever made by a member of the Supreme 
Court, "UnQuallfied allegiance to the Na
tion and submission and obedience to the 
laws of the land ... are not inconsistent 
with the will of God"; the only limitations 
on the war power were those in the Con
stitution or in international law: 

"To tfue end that war may not result in 
defeat, freedom of speech may, by act of 
Congress, be curtailed or denied so that the 
morale of the people and the spirit of the 
army may not be broken by seditious utter
ances; freedom of the press curtailed to pre
serve our military plans and movements from 
the knowledge of the enemv; deserters and 
spies put to death without indictment or 
trial by jury; ships and supplies reqi.U-;i
tioned; property of alien enemies, therefore 
under the protection of the Constitution, 

seized without process and converted to the 
public use without compensation and with
out due process of law in the ordinary sense 
of tfuat term; prices of food a.nd other neces
sities of life fixed or regulated; railways 
taken over and operated by the government; 
other drastic powers, wholly inadmi~sa.ble in 
time of peace, exercised. to meet the emer
gencies of war." 

Not until 1954 would Davis again be so 
outraged by an opinion of the Supreme 
Court. "Dear Dr. Macintosh," he said in a 
one-sentence letter to the theologian, "I 
blush for my country." The finding of the 
majority, he acidly remarked in other letters, 
was as wrong in law as it was in policy. It 
would doubtless meet the approval of 100 per 
cent Americans, most of whom would not 
fight if "there were a.ny wa.y in the world to 
wiggle out of it"; but by any thoughtful 
measure it was "a sad reflection on the in
telligence of Congress and the country." 

In his book-lined study in Timothy Dwight 
College at Yale, where a reporter sought him 
out on the afternoon of the decision, Dr. Mac
intosh said that he hadr rather expected the 
result. He brightened momentarily on learn
ing that Chief Justice Hughes had written a 
forceful dissent in which Holmes, Brandeis, 
a.nd Stone had concurred. But he responded 
grimly when asked if he would modify his 
position in order to gain citizenship: "I'm 
not budging from my stand one bit. I wm 
make no further attempt to obtain citizen
ship if my point of view is unacceptable." 

Not until 1942, when Congress amended 
an act of 1940 by authorizing the naturaliza
tion of conscientious objectors then serving 
in the armed forces in a non-.combatant ca.
pa.city, was the way opened for a possible 
reversal of the Macintosh decision. 

Within a year, James Louis Girouard, a. 
French-Canadian Seventh-Day Adventist, 
filed final naturalization papers in Massa
chusetts. Asked the usual questions, Girouard 
replied that he would serve as a non-com
batant but would not bear arms. over the 
vigorous protest of the naturalization ex
aminer, the District Judge admitted him to 
citizenship. The government secured a re
versal on appeal, after which the Supreme 
Court granted certiorari. 

In a.n opinion which drew heavily on 
Hughes' ddssent in Macintosh, Justice Wil
liam 0. Douglas reversed the lower court's 
ruling against young Girouard and over
turned Macintosh, in the process. Dismissing 
the notion that Congress' failure to change 
the oath implied that it supported the gov
ernment's construction of it, Douglas said 
that it was "treacherous to find in congres
sional silence alone the adoption of a con
trolling rule of law." Furthermore, the "af
firmative recognition" in the 1942 amend
ment, that one could be attached to the 
principles of the government without bearing 
arms, negated any inference that might be 
drawn from Congress' earlier silence. He 
added a moving coda to Hughes' dissent in 
Macintosh: "Throughout the ages, men have 
suffered death rather than subordinate their 
allegiance to God to the authority of the 
State, Freedom of religion guaranteed by the 
First Amendment is the product of that 
struggle." 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this resolution is to right the 
wrong done Professor Macintosh 50 
years ago. A similar measure-sponsored 
by Senator Ribicoff-passed the Senate 
last year, but there was not sufficient 
time to consider it in the House of 
Representatives. To my knowledge, it is 
not controversial, and I am hopeful that 
it can be considered and passed by the 
Senate today. 

The joint resolution CS.J. Res. 55) was 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, was read the third time, and passed. 
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The preamble was agreed to. 
The joint re3omt.iou, w ... tn its pream

ble, reads as follows: 
S.J. R. 55 

Whereas Douglas Clyde Macintosh, a native 
of Canada and a Baptist minister, distin
guished himself as an outstanding theo
logian and respected teacher in more than 
thirty years of service on the faculty of the 
Yale Divinity School, and as a visiting lec
turer in philosophy and religion at the Uni
versities of California, Chicago, Calcutta, and 
Harvard; 

Whereas in World War I Douglas Clyde 
Macintosh voluntarily saw service as a chap
lain with the Canadian army at Vimy Ridge 
and in the Battle of the Somme, lectured 
on behalf of the Allies in the United States, 
and operated an American Y.M.C.A. outpost 
at the front until the Armistice in 1918; 

Whereas in 1931 the Supreme Court of the 
United States, in the case of United States 
versus Macintosh (283 U.S. 605 (1931)), af
firmed the decision of the Federal District 
Court of Connecticut denying Douglas Clyde 
Macintosh's petition for naturalization as a 
citizen of the United States because he 
would not promise to bear arms in defense of 
the United States unless he believed the war 
to be morally justified; 

Whereas in proceedings before the District 
Court Douglas Clyde Macintosh stated that 
he was ready to give to the United States all 
the allegiance he had ever given or ever could 
give any country, but could not put alle
giance to the government of any country be
fore allegiance to the will of God; 

Whereas in 1946, in the case of Girouard 
versus United States (328 U.S. 61 ( 1946)), 
the Supreme Court of the United States over
ruled the decision of United States versus 
Ua.cintosh; 

Whereas Douglas Clyde MacintOBh suffered 
an incapacitating stroke in 1942 making 
him unable to renew his petition for 
naturalization; 

Whereas one of the cardinal principles 
upon which this nation was founded ls the 
unalienable ri~ht to tne free c~c'!"clse of reli
gion, according to the dictates of conscience; 
and 

Whereas Douglas Clyde Macintosh died in 
1948 without receiving vindication for his 
personal sufferings on behalf of that princi
ple: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the President is 
authorized and directed to declare by procla
mation that Douglas Clyde Macintosh is an 
honorary citizen of the United States. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Presi.dent, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the resolu
tion was passed. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

JOINT REFERRAL OF NOMINATIONS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have a 

series of requests here that I understand 
have been cleared by the minority. I 
shall proceed to state· them. 

Mr. President, as in executive session, 
I ask unanimous consent that the nomi
nation of Lionel H. Olmer, of Maryland, 
to be Under Secretary of Commerce for 
International Trade be jointly referred 
to the Committee on Finance and the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, as in ex
ecutive session, I ask unanimous consent 
that the nomination of G. Ray Arnett, of 
Ca1ifornia, to be Assistant Secretary for 
Fish and Wildlife, Department of the In
terior, be jointly referred to the Co~
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works and the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

The PRESIDI! G OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE CURRENT PLIGHT OF THE 
FARMER 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring to the attention of the 
senate the crisis situation atfiicting the 
agricultural community of my State of 
South Carolina. Although the drought of 
1980 is over, its devastating effects still 
plague the farmers of my State. 

Mr. President, in 1980 the farmers of 
South Carolina were subjected to one of 
the worst droughts in the State's history. 
Although this drought was not limited to 
South Carolina alone, few, if any, other 
States suffered as severely as mine. 
Losses of tremendous proportions were 
incurred. Many farmers were unable to 
meet their debt commitments and either 
had to liquidate their farms or, when 
possible, refinance their 1980 debt. Re
duced income and increased debt pushed 
the debt-to-net income ratio to over 8-
to-1 by year end. 

As a result of strong export demand 
and reduced national production, de
pressed commodity prices rebounded 
during the latter half of 1980. Subse
quently, net national farm income pro
jections improved considerably over ear
lier projections. However, South Carolina 
farmers had little or no crops to sell; and 
thus, were unable to take advantage of 
the higher crop prices. 

Mr. President, large numbers of farm
ers in South Carolina were forced to turn 
to the Farmers Home Administration 
and the Small Business Administration 
for financial assistance as a result of the 
heavy losses they encountered in 1980. 
However, delays in the processing of 
disaster and operating loans have 
created serious cash-flow problems for 
these ~leaguered farmers. This already 
bad situation is now further aggravated 
by the arrival of planting time in South 
Carolina. 

Corn producers have been particularly 
hard hit by this unfortunate situation. 
Although planting time has come, they 
lack sufficient funds to sow their fields. 
Those fortunate enough to have acquired 
adequate capital to purchase the supplies 
necessary to prepare and plant their 
fields are now finding themselves short 
of funds for fuel, fertilizer, and nitro
gen-all necessary for crop cultivation 
and an ultimate good harvest. As the 
planting dates for oth~r commodities 
draw near, producers of these commodi
ties are likely to encounter similar situa
tions. A continuation of these circum
stances does not bode well for prospects 
of recovery from last year's disaster, and 
may well bring about yet another dis
aster year for many farmers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a resolution adopted by the 

South Carolina General Assembly me
morializing the President, the Secretary 
of AgricuJ.ture, and Longress to ~ke im
mediate action to relieve the economic 
hardship of the American farm~rs and 
agribusinessmen be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

CONCURRENT RF.sOLUTION 

A concurrent resolution to memorialize the 
President, the Secretary of Agriculture 
and Congress to take immediate action to 
relieve the economic hardship of the 
American farmers and agribuslnessmen 
which was brought on by the drought and 
extended scorching heat of the summer of 
1980 
Whereas, the American farmer ha.s been 

able to adequately feed and clothe our peo
ple, even under the disastrous conditions of 
heat and drought during the summer o! 
1980; and 

Whereas, the American !armers are the 
foundation of this Nation's economic pro.:;
perlty, whereby four percent o! the people 
feed the other ninety-six percent, which 
frees this large percentage for employment 
in industry, commerce, service professions 
and the arts and sciences; and 

Whereas, the American farmer ha.s paid 
the price for this national security against 
hunger and food shortages through enorm
ous investments ln mechanized equipment, 
fertilizers and chemicals and yearly operat
ing expenses; and 

Whereas, the cost of these investments has 
steadily risen under the pressure of infla
tion; and 

Whereas, many of the !arm lenders ln 
South Ce.rollna and the Nation are faced 
with numerous foreclosures and forced sales 
o! !arms and !a.rm businesses due to reduced 
!arm incomes caused by the drought. 

Now, therefore, belt resolved ·by the House 
o! Representatives, the Senate concurring: 

That the President, the Secretary of Agri
culture and Congress are memorial!zed to 
take immediate action to relieve the eco
nomic hardship of the American !armers and 
agribusinessmen which was brought on by 
the drought and extended scorching heat 
of the summer of 1980. 

Be lt further resolved that the President ls 
urged to use his discretionary authority to 
approve a three-year moratorium on prin
cipal payments for the 1977 agricultural dis
aster loans made through the Farmers Home 
Administration and the Small Business Ad
ministration and subordinate such loans to 
allow !armers to secure long-term bank loans 
and make low-interest disaster loans avail
able to all farmers who have been adversely 
affected by the drought by suspending the 
"credit elsewhere" requirement normally 
used for Farmers Home Administration loan 
el1gib111ty. 

Be lt further resolved that Congress 1s 
urged to provide !or the extension by the 
Agricultural Stab1llzation and Conservation 
Service (ASCS) of direct dlsa.ster relief pay
ments to farmers for drought losses to all 
crops with such payments made at one hun
dred percent of the production costs based 
"target prices" on one hundred percent o! 
a farmer's normal yield and that ASCS emer
gency feed purchases assistance payments be 
mane available for all feed purchases re
quired to replace pastures, forage and feed 
grain lost due to the drought and not for 
feed only on hand at the time of a farmer's 
app11cation and to allow the provision that 
el1g1bil1ty be based on an alternate method 
of estimating the feeding period by using 
estimated crop yield and crop disaster pay
ments whenever a !armer stlll has unhar
vested crops and provide that payments may 

be ma.de immediately upon determination of 
eligib1Uty using the alternate method and 
to take action to provide that ASCI::> emer
gency feed assistance payments may also be 
made available to poultry farmers. 

Be it further re .. olved that the Farmers 
Home Administration implement a low
interest irrigation loan program to insure 
against future natural disasters due to 
drought. -

Belt further resolved that action be taken 
to allow federal funds to be made available 
to drought-stricken states for development 
of irrigation projects under the Soil and 
Water Conservation Districts Watershed De
velopment Program. 

Be it further resolved that copies o! this 
resolution be forwarded to the Pre.:;ldent, the 
Secretary o! Agriculture and to each member 
of Congress representing South Carolina. 

ADM. JOHNS. McCAIN, JR., NAVAL 
LEADER AND AUTHORITY ON SEA 
POWER 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the U.S. 
Navy in its long history since the found
ing of the United States has produced 
many heroes, leaders, and statesmen, 
among them Adm. John S. McCain, Jr., 
who died on Sunday, March 22, 1981, on 
board a . military aircraft while return
ing from a visit in Europe. 

Following a distinguished naval career, 
including submarines during World War 
II, he rose steadily through subordinate 
positions and finally became U.S. Com
mander in Chief, Pacific, 1968-72, with 
enormous respcnsibilities in connection 
with the Vietnam war. 

It is significant that his early assign
ments included duty in submarines sta
tioned at Coco Solo, C.Z., which experi
ences enabled him to become familiar 
with the Panama Canal and some of its 
maior problems as well as to become an 
authority on the great subject of sea 
power. 

Upon retirement from active service in 
the Navy in 1972 at a time when the fu
ture of the Panama Canal was becoming 
a subject of major national debate, he 
did not rest on his oars but started upon 
a sustained program of highly inf orma
tive lectures on sea pcwer in various 
parts of the Nation. In them and during 
appearances before congressional com
mittees he vigorously opposed the sur
render of the canal and strongly urged 
its retention under the undiluted sov
ereign control of the United States as a. 
vital element in American sea power. 

Mr. President, as Admiral McCain's 
career should serve as an inspiration to 
the youth of our great country, I ask 
unanimous consent for the obituary of 
him as published in the March 24 issue 
of the Washington Star be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being n'O Objection, the obituary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
a;s follows: 
[From the Washington Star, Mar. 24, 1981) 

ADM. JOHN McCAIN JR. DIES; PACIFIC 
COMMANDER 1968-72 

Retired Navy Adm. JO'hn S. McCain Jr., 70, 
commander ln chief of U.S. Pa.clftc forces a.t 
the helg-hrt; of the Vietnam 'War, died Sunday 
alJca,rd a C-5 military aircraft after suffering 
a heard atta.c!t -while returning from Europe 
to the Ulnited States. A Washlnrston resident 
since his retirement ln 1972, he lived on Con
necticut Avenue NW. 
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Adm. MoOa.ln and his wife, Rdberta., had 

been in Spain a.nd Portugal where he was on 
a business a.nd pleasure trip. This plane was 
scheduled to land a.t Dover Air Base, Del., but 

· a.f.ter the admiral wa.s stricken landed in Lor
ing Air Force Base, Ma.ine, where he wa.s pro
nounced dead. 

From 19'68 to 1972 McCa.in was commander 
of all U.S. m111tary forces in the Pacific, in
cluding the troops then fight ing in Vietnam. 
His was the single largest m111tary command 
in the country's history, including more than 
a m.lllion soldiers, sailors and airmen and 
covering 85 million square miles. 

Before he became commander of the Pacific 
forces, Adm. McOa.in WISS military representa
tive ·to the United Nations for two yea.rs and 
then commander of naval forces in Eul'Ope 
in 1967 and 1968. 

The son of a fou1"-sta.r Navy admtiral, Adm. 
McCsJ.n lived in Washington for part of his 
youth and was a gradU'81te of old Central 
High School here. He was graduated from the 
U.S. Naval Academy in 1931 and served aboard 
the old battleship Oklahoma. 

He next went to submarine school in New 
London, Conn., and during World War II 
commanded three different submarines 
which sank 20,000 tons of Japanese ship
ping. On one occasion, he settled his sub
marine on the ocean floor for 72 hours while 
a Japanese destroyer dropped dept h charges 
from above before finally giving up. 

Adm. McCain also served in the At lantic, 
one of bis submarines serving as the beacon 
ship for the Casablanca landings in North 
Africa. During the war be was awarded a 
Silver Star and a Bronze Star for his ex
ploits as a submarine commander. 

On the day the peace treaty was signed 
in Tokyo harbor. Adm. McCain met his fa
ther, John S., also a four-star admiral, who 
was t o participate in the signing ceremonies 
on t he battleship Missouri that afternoo~ . 

After the ceremony t he senior McCain flew 
home to Coronado, Calif., where he died 
shortly after arrival. His father had been 
commander of the Fa.st Carrier Task Force · 
under Adm. William F. Halsey during the 
war. 

During the Korean war, Adm. McCain was 
second in command of the heavy cruiser St. 
Paul and also participated in shore bom
bardment in support of U.N. troops. After 
the war he became chief of congressional 
liaison for the Navy. One of his sons, Capt. 
John S. III, a prisoner of war in Hanoi for 
five years during the Vietnam War, now ls 
Navy liaison to the Senate, a post similar 
to that held by his father and also, after 
World War I , by his grandfather. 

Promoted to admiral in 1959, he became 
chief of lnfo:::-mation for the Navy and later 
as an amphibious specialist was aupointed 
commander of the Atlantic Amphibious 
Training Command. 

As vice admiral he commanded the Navy's 
Atlantic amphibious forces and also com
manded American landing forces in the Do
minican Republic crisis in 1967. For that 
operation he was awarded the Distinguished 
Service Medal. Hts next assignment was com
mander of naval forces in Europe. 

Besides his wife and son, John S. m of 
Washin~ton, he leaves another son, Joe, of 
Bethesda; a daughter, Alexandria of Hous
ton; a brother, Gordon, of Corcoran, Calif.; 
and a sister, Catherine, of Coronado. 

Services will be held at 10 a .m. Friday in 
the new Fort Myer Chapel, with burial in 
Arlington Cemetery. 

The family suggest that expressions of 
sympathy be in the form of contributions 
to the Navy Relief Fund. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. HELMS. I yield. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I wish 

to join with the Senator in his tribute 
to Admiral McCain. 

When I was a Member of the other 
body Admiral McCain was the Navy liai
son omcer on Capitol Hill, and one of 
tha most famous events that occurred 
during those years was when Admiral 
McCain would give his sea power lecture. 

Later I visited him in Norfolk when he 
was commander of amphib1ous forces, 
Atlantic, and he had perfected the sea
power lecture to the po!nt where it was 
a very realistic exercise in what could 
be done by Navy forces. 

That was typical of Admiral McCain. 
He thought Navy. He lived NavY. His 
spirit was Navy and he had to infect 
others. He had to inspire other people 
because of his enormous dedication to 
the concept of the U.S. Navy as a place 
where people could serve their country. 

He is one of the distinguished sailors 
of this century and his passing will be 
noted with sorrow by thousands of peo
ple with whom he was associated in his 
many years in the U.S. NavY. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, .1 know the family of 

Admiral McCain will appreciate the elo
quent remarks of the distinguished Sen
ator from Maryland. 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION 
GRANTS 

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, Presi
dent Reagan has come forward with a 
comprehensive program for the Nation's 
economic recovery which is designed to 
create jobs and stimulate badly needed 
reinvestment in our economic infrastruc
ture. At the same time, despite rhetorical 
assurances to the contrary, we have every 
reason to believe that we are facing de 
facto abolition of the Urban Develop
ment ACTION grant program-a pro
gram which has demonstrated extraor
dinary success as a stimulus for private 
investment, job creation, and increased 
revenues to stabilize our most distressed 
cities and towns. As I understand it, a 
large number of urban programs, includ
ing the ACTION grant program, will be 
"folded into" the community develop
ment block grant program, with no 
money for fiscal year 1982. My colleagues 
on the Budget Committee have proposed 
to eliminate the balance of the funding 
for fiscal year 1981 as well. This approach 
has been described by my colleague from 
the Fourth District in Massachusetts, as 
"less redtape and less green paper." 

Let us not delude ourselves that "fold
ing in" the ACTION grant program, and 
taking av;ay the funds for that program, 
is anything other than elimination of the 
program, plain and simple. 

Let me briefiy highlight the accom
plishments of this program in its first 2 
years of operation. ACTION grants have 
targeted $2 billion in assistance to sup
port 1,000 projects. This has resulted in 
nearly $12 billion in private commercial 
industrial and neighborhood invest
ment--over $6 for every dollar of 
ACTION grant funds. In addition, 
ACTION grants have created or retained 
almost one-half million jobs-including 
the creation of 287,000 new, permanent 
jobs at an average one-time cost of 
$6,000. ACTION grants have also gener
ated $324 million in new, annual reve
nues for local governments-almost 17 

cents for every dollar of ACTION grant 
funds. 

To be eligible for ACTION grant 
funds is, of course, a mixed blessing. I 
wish that we did not have 56 citiP.'5 and 
towns eligible for th ese funds in Massa
chusetts. It is a clear indication of the 
level of physi.cal and economic distress 
that older communities in our State are 
experiencing. 

Of these 56 cit ies and towns, 22 have 
received a total of 51 ACTION grants. 
These funds total $140 million, and have 
a private return of $500 million. The 
number of new permanent jobs created 
is 16,5(\0, the jobs retained is 5,000, and 
the construction jobs are 10,000. These 
Massachusetts projects will generate 
over $10.9 million in desperately needed 
new annual tax revenues. 

To my colleagues who doubt the "ac
tion" nature of this program, I extend 
an invitation to tour the Wang Lab
oratory Building, which was completed 
and occupied 16 months after the AC
TION grant was announced. 

The President's economic pr.ogram 
ignores the ACTION grant. Instead of 
being eliminated, ACTION grants should 
be an integral part of our efforts to 
revitalize and reindustrialize this Na
tion's infrastructure. 

In closing, let me say that the AC
TION grant program has provided a 
model for the careful use of scarce Fed
eral resources to support private sector 
development of high poverty, unemploy
ment, and fiscal distress. Infusion of 
ACTION grant funds to assist in the 
reindustrialization and revitalization of 
these areas represents a wise Federal in
vestment in our economic future. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to support 
this program, and specifically to support 
the President's budget with respect to 
fiscal year 1981 and to keep a separate 
and significant amount of funding for 
this program in fiscal year 1982. 

SENATE BILL 421 AND THE PRESI
DENT'S CALL FOR SAVINGS IN 
FILMMAKING AND PUBLICATIONS 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I was 

pleased and encouraged to read over the 
weekend that President Reagan intends 
to issue an Executive order this week re
quiring Federal agencies to cut back on 
publications and films and not publish or 
issue anv new publications or films with
out OMB approval. This activity is ex
actlv the type of low priority, nonessen
tial Government spending that can, and 
should be, reduced and reduced sharply 
both this year and in years to come. 

Mr. President, I am particularly 
pleased to find the President zeroing in 
on these areas of waste in Government 
only a little over 1 month after I intro
duced S. 421, the General Government 
Expenditure Control and Effi.ciencies Act 
of 1981, which called for genera.l Govern
ment savings totaling $3.9 billion next 
year, including $250 million in audiovis
ual activit1es, fl.lmmaking, production, 
and $150 million in public affairs, public 
information. and advertising. 

As I mentioned in mv fioor statement 
of Fehruarv 5. the Feder~l Government, 
according to the National Audiovisual 
Center within the General Services Ad-
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ministration <GSA) spends approxi
mately $450 to $500 million a year on 
audiovisual activities, including over $53 
million on motion picture, TV, and video 
tape and audio production activities. The 
Department of Defense alone spends well 
over $410 million a year on audiovisual 
production, duplication, equipment, and 
supplies. 

The National Audiovisual Center at 
GSA also reports in its fiscal 1979 report 
on audiovisual activities that the Fed
eral Government owned or leased 1,519 
audiovisual facilities, totaling 8.9 million 
square feet of space in fiscal year 1979. 
The Department of Agriculture alone 
owned or leased 62 such facilities; the 
Veterans Administration, 181 facilities; 
and the Department of Defense, 1,074 
audiovisual facilities. In fiscal year 1979, 
11 departments and 23 agencies owned or 
leased their own facilities. Since 1978, 
the Office of Management and Budget 
has been attempting to force agencies to 
consolidate or even eliminate audiovisual 
facilities that may be underutilized or 
nonessential to the Government's mis
sions. However, it does not appear that 
OMB's directives as outlined in Circular 
A-114 have had much effect to date. 
Again, I am pleased to see that OMB in
tends to try again. 

Mr. President, as I mentioned on the 
Sena:te fioor last month, many of these 
Government-sponsored produC'tions are 
useful, but in a year when we need to 
cut back nonessential Government ac
tivities, these audiovisual and filmmaking 
activities are prime candidates for the 
budget ax. After reviewing some of the 
films that have been produced at taxpay
er's expense, my first impression is why 
has it taken the administration so long 
to discover this pocket of waste in Gov
ernmentt? Here are a few examples of 
films and productions that have been 
produced over the past several years by 
Uncle Sam: 

Tent Flaps and Fila.pfacks: Portrays the 
recreational oppor.tunlt es 1n t he national 
forests in the north-central states. 

Squd.rrel Oa.ge Rotor Principles : Describes 
the la.ws of magnetism and induced elec
tromotive force , expla.lns how in squirrel
cage rotors electrons ftow up magnetic 
poles. 

Silver Fox Rodeo: Shows rthe Navy Attack 
squadron at work and play. Also shows en
listed personnel and officers flying over the 
Sierras, ~iding broncos and wi1ld iburros, a.nd 
mllkdng wHd cows. 

Sign of Profi.t: Depicts the dreams of a. 
farmer 1a.nd his wife; explains how rthooe 
dreams for 'bettering farming >a.re not so 
far off if the farmer has the incenitive to 
work for :them. 

Blondes Prefer Gent lemen: Shows proper 
and improper etiquette on a. dinner date. 

26 audloca.ssettes on teaching Swa.h111. 
Conducted Tours: Shows some of the 

things that commonly go wrong wirth con
ducted tours. 

Faces of Freedom: A story about our 
hostages in Iran? No way. This film ·traces 
the hist.ory a.nd purpose of the National PIOr
tra.i t Gallery since Us founding. 

The Aut.obLography of a Jeep: Gives .a. look 
at tha.t most all American of vehicles the 
jeep. Celebrates our national love affair 'with 
the aut.omoblle, itransferred here to -a. re
markable little machines which would be
come a symbol of !America's presence 
throughout the world. 

Feelings-A Way to Better Letter Writing: 
Compares two kinds of letter writing-one 

simple, easy to read and to the point; the 
other wordy, pedantic and complicated; sug
gests how agencies should correspond with 
the public in a. simple style to say what needs 
to be said. 

I Like the Overhead Projector Because: 
Designed to offer ideas to teachers on how to 
use the overhead projector. 

Hidden Beauty: Shows that a profitable 
junkyard business need not be an eyesore to 
highway users. 

These are just a sampling of the hun
dreds of films produced over the years on 
topics ranging from art to zoology. To 
make matters worse, there is little indi
cation that the number of those who 
actually use these films or the effect of 
the message communicated justifies the 
cost. The President has apparently re
ceived the same message that we received 
several months ago when we were look
ing for and discovering many general 
Government savings that could be imme
diately cranked into next year's budget 
plan. · 

The President has also apparently de
cided to cut back on the number of Fed
eral pubEcations that are churned out by 
Federal agencies by the ton, many of 
which are merely self-promoting booklets 
used to justify their programs or even 
their very existence. Many of these 
publications come under the category of 
"public relations, public affairs, or public 
information" proving without a doubt 
that Government is blg, big business. 
S. 421 calls for reducing Federal spend
ing for public affairs, public information, 
and public relations by $120,000,000, 
plus another $30,000,000 in advertising 
expenses. 

As I said to my colleagues on Febru
ary 5, I have no problem with the private 
sector using its capital for such activ
ities--after aa.I, businesses are in business 
to make money, promote their products, 
and sell their services. But I do not be
lieve that Uncle Sam should be in the 
busi.n,o.c:;<> of promoting Federal agencies 
or their programs at the taxpayer's 
expense. 

It has been estimaited that the cost of 
Government public relations, self
promotion, and other public inf ormatton 
activities could be as high as $1.5 billion 
a year, including $400,000,000 for public 
relations, public affairs, and personnel 
that run these so-called "PR" programs 
for the Government agencies. Certainly 
not all of this amount is directly spent on 
publications, but one need only take a 
look in any Senator's "in" box for any 
given day to see glossy paper booklets, 
promoting everything from housing pro
grams overseas to full-colored brochures 
on the benefits of the s~e program. 

Many of these publications serve a use
ful purpose in infonning the public about 
ways the Federal Government can be of 
assistance to the needy, the aged, or the 
unemployed. But a cutback of the mag
nitude suggested in my legislation, I 
believe, would go a long way toward 
distinguishing those publications that 
are helpful from those which merely · 
serve to pat Federal agencies on the back. 

Mr. President, again, I am pleased to 
see that the administration is prepared 
to take an active role in rolling back 
spending in these two important areas of 
filmmaking and publicaitions. I believe 
that the savings in these two activities 

that I spelled out in S. 421 45 days ago 
are achievable. I would welcome the sup
port of the President and my colleagues 
for S. 421 and the savings objectives it 
is intended to achieve in the coming fis
cal year. 

AMERICANS WHO DIED FIGHTING 
COMMUNIST TERRORISM IN 
RHODESIA 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, courage 

and heroism are distinctive American vir
tues even when, as has often happened 
in our history, they are expended for the 
benefit of those who live in other coun
tries. I am reminded of this fact by a let
ter I recently received from Mr. Kevin F. 
Dwyer of Wheaton, Ill., whose brother, 
Stephen Michael Dwyer of 3 Commando, 
1 Battalion, Rhodesian Light Infantry, 
was killed in action against Communist 
terrorists on July 16, 1979, at the age of 
27 years. 

Trooper Dwyer gave his life so that 
Rhodesians, both black and white, would 
have the opportunity to live unmolested 
and in freedom. Tragically enough, the 
opportunity to do so, which was all but a 
certainty until Western politicians sub
verted it by refusing to recognize the 
Muzorewa government, has been lost and 
now the newly metamorphosed nation of 
Zimbabwe is Marxist in all but name. 

Ste~hen Dwyer, writes his brother
Had served 4 yea.rs with the U.S. Marine 

Corps. He was honorably discharged after 
serving his Corps and his country both 
faithfully and well. He was intelligent, brave, 
and a patriot. 

Mr. President, three other Americans 
gave their lives in Rhodesia's long and 
hard fought battle against Communist 
terrorism. The names of these Americans 
are: Sgt. Hugh McCall, New York, N.Y.; 
Trooper Joseph Byrne of Ridgefield Park, 
N.J.; and Trooper Joseph Battaglia of 
Florida. I mention these names today in 
the ChMnber and take cognizance of 
their supreme sacrifice so that the his
torical record will be complete. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 9: 46 a .m., a message from the House 

of Representatives, delivered by Mr. 
Berry, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that pursuant to section lO<a> 
of Public Law 96-389, the Speaker ap
points as members of the Commission 
Concerning the Role of Gold in Domestic 
and International Monetary Systems the 
following Members on the part of the 
House: Mr. REUSS, Mr. NEAL, Mr. WYLIE, 
and Mr. PAUL. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with ac
companying papers, reports, and docu
ments, which were ref erred as indicated: 

EC-726. A communication from the Secre
tary of Agriculture, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to eliminate the re
quirement for waiving interest on certain 
wheat and feed grain loans; to the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-727. A communication from the Acting 
Administrator of the General Services Ad
ministration, transmitting a draft of pro-
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posed legislation authorizing disposal of cer
tain materials from the national defense 
stockpile, to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

. EC-728. A communication from the Acting 
General Counsel of the Department of De
fense, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation authorizing supplemental appropri
ations for military construction for fiscal 
year 1981; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC-729. A communication from the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, 
Reserve A1fairs, and Logistics (Military Per
sonnel Policy). transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the annual report concerning omcer 
responsibtuty pay; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-730. A communication from the Acting 
General Counsel of the Department of De
fense, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation entitled "M111tary Construction Au
thorization Act, 1982"; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-731. A communication from the Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to dissolve the 
National Consumer Bank; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-732. A communication from the Presi
dent and Chairman of the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a. report on a Bank trans
action involving U.S. exports to the Ph111p
pines; to the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-733. A communication from the Chair
man of the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report of the Corporation's Otfice of 
Consumer and Compliance Programs; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-734. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
"An Economic Overview of Bank Solvency 
Regulation"; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban A1fa.1rs. 

EC-735. A communication from the Secre
tary of Commerce, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to authorize an Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Economic A1fairs; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-736. A communication from the Secre
tary of Commerce, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to reauthorize use of the 
Airport and Airway Trust Fund, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-737. A communication from the Acting 
General Counsel of the Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law. notice 
of a meetin~ related to the international 
enerE!'V proP.'ram; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-738. A communication from the Secre
tary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report under the Powerplant and 
Industrial Fuel Use Act; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-739. A communication from the Acting 
Administrator of the U.S. Environmental 
Protection AE!'tmcv. transmittin~ a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Solid 
Waste Dic;oo.c:al Act to eliminate resource 
conservation and re,..,overv panels: to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-740. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Federal Emergency Manage
ment A~ency. transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation to authorize funds to carry 
out purposes of the Disaster Relief Act of 
1974; to the Committee on Environmenit and 
Public Works. 

EC-741. A communication from the Chrair
man of the Foreign Claims SettlemE:nt com
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-

port on the freedom of information activi
ties of the Commission for calendar year 
1980; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-742. A communication from the Chair
man of the Tennessee Valley Authority trans
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the 
Authority under the Freedom of Information 
Act for calendar year 1980; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

EC-743. A communication from the Chair
man of the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration transmitting. pursuant to law, a re
port under the Freedom of Information Act 
for calendar year 1980; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

EC-744. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, Department of 
Justice, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 1982 for the Department of Jus
tice; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-745. oA communicatipn from the Comp
troller General of the United States trans
mitting, pursuant to law, e. report entitled 
"Financial Status of Major Federal Acquisi
tions September 30, 1980"; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-746. A communication from the Acting 
Commissioner of the Immigration and Nat
uralization Service, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on certain visa petitions ac
corded third and sixth preference classifica
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-747. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education transmitting e. draft of 
proposed legislation relating to the Federal 
impact aid program; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-748. A communication from the Secre
tary of Education transmitting e. draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Higher 
Education Act of 1965; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human esources. 

EC-749. A communication from the Spe
cial Assistant, Otfice of the Secretary of De
fense, transmitting, pursuant to law, e. re
port on Department of Defense procurement 
from small and other businesses; to the Se
lect Committee on Small Business. 

EC-750. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of the Air Force for Re
se!l.rch, Development, and Logistics, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a decision me.de 
to convert the laundry function at Nellis Air 
Force Base. Nev., to performance under con
tract; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memorials 

were laid before the Senate and were 
referred or ordered to lie on the table as 
indicated: 

POM-46. A resolution adopted by the City 
Council of Wheeling. W. Va., requesting mod
ification of the rules and regula.tions under 
the National Flood Insure.nee Act so as to 
allow construction and improvements to 
properties within the flood plain; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
A1fa.irs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on 

Foreign Rel81tions, without amendment: 
H. Con. Res. 85. A concurrent resolution 

congratula.ting the government and people 
of Spain on their commitment to democracy. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. WE'"CKER, from the Seleot Com
mittee on Sma.ll Business: 

Michael Cardenas, of California., to be Ad
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis
tra.tion. 

<The above nomination, reported from 
the Select Committee on Small Business, 
with the recommendation that it be con
firmed, subject to the nominee's commit
ment to respond to requests to appear 
and testify before any duly constituted 
committee of the Senate.> 

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

O. Rudolph Aggrey, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be a Foreign Service otficer of the 
class of career minister, a consular otficer, and 
a secretary in the diplomatic service of the 
Uni·ted States. 

<The above nomination reported from 
the Committee on Foreign Relations with 
the recommendation that it be confirmed, 
subject to the nominee's commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and testify 
before any duly constituted committee of 
the Senate.) 

AFFIDAVIT 

Socialist Republic Of Romania, Munici
pality of Bucharest, Embassy of the United 
States of America. 

Before me appears 0. Rudolph Aggrey, 
who, being sworn, deposes and says as fol
lows: 

Following is the political contribution in
formation requested by the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee: 

Contributions, amount. 
Self: 0. Rudolph Aggrey, none. 
Spouse: Francoise F. Aggrey, none. 
Daughter: Roxane R. Aggrey, none. 
Parents: Deceased. 
Grandpa.rents: Deceased. 
Brother: Kwegyir Aggrey, none. 
Spouse: Thelma H. Aggrey, none. 
Sister: Abna A. Lancaster, none. 
Spouse: Epencer W. Lancaster, none. 
Sister: Rosebud D. Aggrey, single, none. 
By Mr. THURMOND, from tJhe Committee 

on the Judiciary: 
William Francis Baxter, of California, to be 

an Assistant Attorney General. 

INTRODUCTION OF BllLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first and 
second time by unanimous consent, and 
ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN: 
S. 775. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code to reduce the tax effect known as 
the marriage penalty; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. HUDDLESTON (for himself, 
Mr. CHn.ES, Mr. RANDOLl'H, Mr. 
JOHNSTON, Mr. FoRn, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. 
SASSER. and Mr. COCHRAN) : 

s. 776. A bill to amend the Immie:ration 
and Nationality Act to more fully limit and 
control immigration to the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TOWER (for himself and Mr. 
BENTSEN): 

S. 777. A bill to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act to restrict the juris
diction of the United States over the dis
charge of dredged or fill material to those 
discharges which are into navigable waters, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. GOLDWATER (for himself and 
Mr. JACKSON) : 

S. 778. A blll to amend Public Law 96-36 
to authorize additional funds to plan for the 
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development of the area south of the orig
inal Smithsonian Institution Building adja
cent to Independence Avenue at Tenth 
Street, Southwest, in the city of Washington; 
to the committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration. 

By Mr. STAFFORD (for himself and 
Mr. LEAHY): 

s. 779. A blll to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to authorize the Veterans' Ad
minlstra.tion to furnish memorial head
stones and markers to commemorate vet
erans who by choice are buried at sea, who 
donate their bodies to science, or who are 
cremated and have their ashes scattered 
without interment; . to the Committee on 
Veterans Affairs. 

By Mr. EXON (for himself a.nd Mr. 
ZORINSKY): 

s. 780. A bill to prohibit the use of Federal 
housing assistance with respect to certain 
aliens; to the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. TSONGAS: 
s. 781. A bill tor the relief of Hanna E. 

Aboufarah; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. COCHRAN: 
s. 782. A blll to a.mend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1954 to exempt from taxation 
the pay received by members of the National 
Guard or of Reserve components of the 
Armed Forces to the extent that such pay 
does not exceed $5,000; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

s. 783. A bill to amend section 3104 of title 
38, United States Code, to permit certain 
service-connected disabled veterans who a.re 
retired members of the Armed Forces to re
ceive compensation concurrently with retired 
pa.y, without deduction from either; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. PERCY (by request): 
S. 784. A bill to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal years 1982 and 1983 for the Depart
ment of State; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

S. 785. A blll to provide tor continuing par
ticipation by "the United States in the Inter
national A blll to provide for continuous par
ticipation by the United States in the Tnter
na.tional Bank for Reconstruction and Devel
opment, a.nd for other ourposes; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

S. 786. A bill to provide for continuing 
U.S. participa.tion in the International De
velopment .Association, to provide for U.S. 
participation in the African Development 
Bank, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 
S. 787. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to p-rovide nonrefundable 
tax credits for investments in qualified in
dustrial energy efficiency and fuel conversion 

0 

Earned income of spouse 
(thousands of dollars): 

No. 2 

o __ -- -- -- -- -- ------------ -- -- 0 0 
5 __ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---------- 0 186 
10_ -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- ------ -- -- 0 198 
15_ -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- 0 170 
20_ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- 0 0 
25_ ---- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- 0 0 
30_ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0 0 
35_ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- 0 0 
40_ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0 0 
45_ -- --~ ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0 0 
50_ -- -- ------ -- -- -- ---- -- ---- 0 0 

projects, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. MITCHELL: 
S. 788. A bill to provide unemployment in

surance converge for certain U.S. workers; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
s. 789. A bill to amend the Federal Water 

Pollution Control Act to provide that the 
limitation on the use of grants for publicly 
owned treatment works for treatment, stor
age, or conveyance of fiows of industrial 
users sha.11 not take effect until November 15, 
1984; to the Committee on Environment a.nd 
Public works. 

By Mr. R!EGLE: 
s. 790. A bill to amend section 44 of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a. 
credit against ta.x for the purchase of certain 
new principal residences, a.nd for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. 
MATHIAS a.nd Mr. HEFLIN): 

S. 791. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 to exclude certain service 
performed on fishing boats from coverage for 
purposes of unemployment compensation; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself, Mr. 
BUROIC:K, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. DOMENICI, and Mr. DE
CONCINI): 

S. 792. To promote the development of 
Native American culture and art; to the 
Select Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. DOMEW"Ct: 
s. 793. A bill to fac111tate collection of de

faulted loans under the United States Gov
ernment direct and guaranteed loan pro
grams to individuals, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. BAKER (for Mr. DANFORTH (for 
himself, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. DODD, and 
HART): 

S.J . Res. 55. Joint resolution to grant 
honorary citizenship posthumously to 
Douglas Clyde Macintosh. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MOYNilIAN: 
S. 775. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code to reduce the tax effect 
known as the marriage penalty: to the 
Committee on Finance. 

REDUCTION OF MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I am 
introducing a bill today that offers a new 
and, I think, very practi'Ca.l approach to 
the problem of the mqrriage penalty. 
The bill is the work of the tax section of 
the American Bar Association, and it 
caITies their endorsement. 

MARRIED EARNERS CREDIT (SAMPLE TABLE) 

The marriage penalty, of course, is the 
difference between what a working mar
ried couple and two single individuals 
would pay in taxes on the same total in
come. Very often under present law, the 
couple's taxes are higher. 

Angela and David Boyter, a Maryland 
couple who are now divorced but who 
still live together, testified before the 
Finance Committee last summer that 
dissolving their marriage has saved them 
$15,000 in taxes since 1975. Ms. Boyter 
said: 

If we both work un tll a.ge 65 a.t our current 
sa.la.riee, our lifetime marriage penalty would 
exceed $130,000. I a.m afraid that I believe 
such a. price is too high to pay for legal 
ma.rital bliss. 

The Boyters are not the only taxpayers 
who are aware of the penalty. When I 
appeared on a call-in interview program 
in New York last July, fully 20 percent 
of the individuals who called wanted to 
ask questions about it. 

Three bills have been introduced on 
the subject in the Senate: they fall into 
two broad categories. One would let a 
husband and wife pay taxes as if they 
were still single. This is an optional sep
arate filing pr-0posal. There are another 
two measures that would give a couple 
with both spouses working a tax deduc
tion for some share of the lesser-paid 
spouse's earnings. The deduction might 
cover, for example, 10 percent of that 
spouse's first $30,000 in income. -

The plan I am proposing fits into 
neither category. It combines the best 
features of both, while addressing cer
tain technical difficulties that may makr 
the other proposals hard to tise and ad
minister. 

My plan is simply stated: I would give 
each couple a tax credit for the amount. 
of marriage penalty, if any, on its earned 
income. The IRS would compute the 
penalties for each tax bracket and pub
lish a table. A taxpayer need only match 
up his wages, along the top margin, with 
those of his spouse, on the left-hand side 
to determine his credit. ' 

My staff has prepared a table of thr 
sort I have in mind. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that that table 
be included at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no obiection. the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

Earned income of spouse No. 1 (thousands of dollars) 

10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
198 170 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
351 515 591 622 637 627 454 439 389 
515 843 1, 128 1, 394 ], 619 1, 681 1, 736 1, 721 1, 691 
591 1, 128 1, 626 2, 052 2, 349 2, 639 2,694 2,699 2,699 
622 1, 394 2, 052 2, 549 3, 074 3, 364 3, 439 3, 474 3, 474 
637 l, 619 2, 349 3, 074 3, 564 3, 874 3, 979 4, 014 4, 014 
627 l, 681 2,639 3, 364 3, 874 4, 174 4, 279 4, 314 4, 314 
454 1,n6 2,694 3, 439 3, 979 4, 279 4, 334 4, 369 4, 369 
439 1, 721 2,699 3, 474 4, 014 4, 314 4, 369 4, 394 4, 394 
389 l, 691 2,699 3, 474 4, 014 4, 314 4, 369 4, 394 4,394 
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, my 

plan has two virtues. It is simple. There 
ls no need to compute one's taxes twice 
to determine whether filing separate re
turns would save money. A taxpayer 
would just look at the table. 

The plan is also simple because it 
would apply only to the penalty on a 
couple's earned income, that is to say 
its wages, less the standard deduction 
<or zero bracket amount> and personal 
exemptions. Without such a limitation, 
a husband and wife could apportion their 
interest and dividends, and itemized de
ductions between them in a way that 
would minimize their taxes. The P.lloca-

(1) (2) 

Total family income: ss.ooo_ ••• _______ _________ ___ -JiCI ->ICI 
S7.00C __ •• ____________ -- ____ - -)ill -315 
SlO,I)()() •• _. __ ---- -- ________ -- -Mi -370 SlS,000 ______________________ _ -'MO -515 
S20,000 •••• __________________ -1, Dt2 -760 
$25,000. - - - - - ---- -- -- -- ---- ~ - -1,"5 -1, 055 
S30,000 _______ -- __ - - __ - - - - -- -- -1,MI -1,334 
$40,000 _____ -- ------- - -- -- - - -- -2,M -1, 821 
$50,000 •••• -- -- -- -- -- - - - - -- -- -3,,. -2, 094 

. Sl00,700 •••• ----------------- -3,tM -1,214 

tion rules that one would need to prevent 
this would make the provision terribly 
complicated. There is an excellent dis
cussion of this problem in the Joint Tax 
Committee's recent report on the mar
riage penalty, "The Income Tax Treat
ment of Couples and Single Persons," 
at page 47. 

My plan has a second virtue. It is effi
cient. A couple's credit would be its ac
tual marriage penalty, not some vague 
approximation of it. Last year, the Sen
ate Finance Committee voted to let two
wage-earner couples deduct a oercent
age_ of the wages of the lesser-paid 
spouse. In 1981, the deduction would 

FINANCE COMMITTEE PLAN 

Share of lesser-earning spouse 

10 15 20 25 

(3) (4) (5) (6) 

-tilCI -18! 
_,. 

-51 
-252 -189 -126 

~t -VS -180 

~· 
-328 -148 
-460 -160 150 
-630 -268 160 
-749 -334 

2.I 

214 
-939 -338 667 
-1~ -286 1, 133 

1,691 3, 474 

have been 5 percent of the first $30,000 
in wages. In 1982 and beyond, it would 
have been 10 percent. 

Like mine, the committee's plan was 
a simple one. But it would have distrib
uted relief in a haphazard fashion, in
creasing the marriage bonuses of some 
taxpayers and only off setting the mar
riage penalties of others. 

I have a table that shows what effect 
the plan would have had. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that it, too, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

30 35 40 45 so 
(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 

l~ 
-X 0 0 0 qr 98 147 168 

182 200 202 
220 236 243 251 

238 300 355 381 391 
310 447 535 594 611 
439 644 785 875 903 

1, 031 1, 329 1, 564 l, 644 l, 692 
1, 731 2, 121 2, 439 2, 574 2, 674 
4, 014 4, 314 4,369 4, 394 4, 394 

Note : ·,·he numbers in the table are the actual marriage penalities and marriage bonuses that one finds under current law. Marriage penalties are positive ; muri11e bonuses are negative. Couples 
in the area marked "x" would be unaffected by the Committee's plan. They now have a marriage bonus. Couples in the area marked "o'' now have a marriage penalty, but would have that converted 
into a muriage bonus. Couples to the left of the "o's" would have a larger marriage bonus than at present. Couples to the right of the "o's" would have a smaller marriage penalty. 

Mr. Io!OYNmAN. Mr. President, under 
my bill, a couple's credit would be its 
actual marriage penalty. 

The bill I am introducing is virtually 
identical to S. 3032, the measure I spon
sored last year. There has been one 
chang~. Last year, I would have had the 
IRS c..etermine the marriage penalty, if 
any, on each couple's "taxa•ble earned 
income." And "taxable earned income" 
was defined as wages, less two personal 
exemptions. The new bill amends the 
definition to read wages, less three per
sonal exemptions. 

A third exemption has been added be
cause the IRS must make some asswnp
tion about how many children the aver
age couple has. Otherwise, it cannot pre
pare a table. And it seems fa~r to asswne 
that the average is one child. Remember 
that we are talking about couples with 
both spouses working and with an in
come split of at least 20/80. The lesser 
paid spouse earns at least 20 percent of 
the couple's income. 

J:tTually, let me say that any one who 
has studied the marriage penalty knows 
that the penalty cannot be gotten rid of 
in a way that will satisfy every taxpayer. 
The plan I off er is a reasonable and 
workable compromise. It has the support 
of the American Bar Association. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

'There being no object on, the bill was 
ordered to be printed. iIJ. the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 775 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That (a.) 
subpart A of pa.rt IV of subcha.pter A of 
chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 (relating to credits allowable) is 
amended by inserting immediately after sec
tion 44E the following new section: 
"SEC. 44F. MARRIED EARNERS CREDIT. 

"(a.) GENERAL RULE.-In the case of mar
ried lndlvlduals ea.ch of whom bas earned In
come during the taxable year, there shall be 
allowed as a. credit against the tax imposed 
by this chapter for the taxable year a.n 
a.mount equal to the section 44F a.mount for 
such taxable year. 

"(b) SECTION 44F AMOUNT.-
" ( 1) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of th ls 

section, the term 'section 44F a.mount' for 
any taxable year means the excess of-

" (A) the a.mount of tax imposed under 
section 1 (a.) on a.n a.mount of taxable in
come equal to the sum of the earned income 
of both married individuals less three per
sona.I exemptions, 
over 

"(B) the sum of the tax Imposed under
section 1 ( c) on-

" ( 1) a.n a.mount of taxable income equal 
to the earned income of the higher-pa.id 
married individual less two personal ex
emptions, and 

"(11) a.n a.mount of taxable Income equal 
to the earned income of the lesser-paid mar
ried individual less one personal exemption. 

"(2) TABLES.-Where appropriate, the Sec
retary shall prescribe tables which reflect 
the a.mount of the section 44F amount for 
all married individuals. 

.. (c) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.-For 
purposes of this section-

.. (1) EARNED INCOME.-The term 'earned 
income' means--

.. (A) persona.I service income (within the 
meaning of section 1348(b) (1) without re
gard to subpa.ra.gra.ph (B) thereof) other 
than wages, 

"(B) wages (within the meaning of section 
3401 (a.) without regard to para.graphs (1), 
(2), (5), (6), (9), (13), (16,) and (17) 
thereof) , and 

"(C) earned income (within the meaning 
of section 401(c) (2)(A)). 

"(2) PERSONAL EXEMP'l'ION.-The term 'per
sona.I exemption' means the exemption al
lowed a. taxpayer under sections 151 (a.) or 
151(e). 

"(3) MARITAL STATUS.-Ma.rital status shall 
be determined under section 143. 

" ( 4) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING SEPARATE 
RETURNs.-In the case of married individuals 
filing separate returns, each individual shall 
be entitled to a. credit equal to one-ha.If of 
the a.mount of the credit determined under 
this section. 

"(d) LlMITATIONS.-
"(l) AMOUNT OF TAX.-The credit allowed 

by subsection (a.) shall not exceed the tax 
imposed by this chapter for the taxable year, 
reduced by the sum of the credits allowable 
under a. section of this subpart having a lower 
number or letter designation than this sec
tion, other than credits allowable by sections 
31, 39, and 43. 

"(2) MAXIMUM TAX.-If section 1348 ap
plies to married individuals for any taxable 
year, the a.mount of the credit allowed by 
this section shall be reduced by an a.mount 
equal to the excess of the tax imposed by 
section 1 on the taxable income of such in
dividuals without regard to section 1348 over 
the tax computed under section 1348.". 

(b) ( 1) The table of sections for such sub
part is a.mended by Inserting after the item 
relating to section 44E, the following new 
item: 
"Sec. 44F. Married earners credit." . 

(2)· Subsection (b) of section 6096 of such 
Code is a.mended by striking out "and 44E" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "44E and 44F". 
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SEC. 2. The amendments ma.de by this Act 

shall apply to taxable yea.rs beginning after 
December 31, 1980.e 

By Mr. HUDDLESTON (for him
self, Mr. CHILES, Mr. RANDOLPH, 
Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. FORD, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. SASSER, and Mr. 
COCHRAN): 

S. 776. A bill to amend the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act to more fully 
limit and control immigration to the 
United States, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
IMMIGRATION AND NATIONAL SECURU'Y ACT OF 

1981 

e Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, for 
several years the Members of this body 
have heard me discuss this country's 
immigration problems. Others have of
ten joined me in exploring various topics 
involving immigration, including our loss 
of control over our immigration, the im
pact of immigration on our lowest income 
and least fortunate citizens, and the tre
mendous hidden costs of immigration, 
which drive up Federal spending by bil
lions of dollars each year. 

On March l, the congressionally estab
lished Select Commission on Immigra
tion and Refugee Policy issues its long
awaited report. Unfortunately, the Com
mission did not supply the answers to 
many of the questions the American peo
ple have about our immigration policies. 
Nor did it make specific recommendations 
on a number of the more difficult issues. 

Today, however, I will not dwell on 
the problems we all know and hear so 
much about. Today, I come to offer some 
solutions. Today I am offering specific 
proposals, not as a complete reform of 
our immigration system, but as a sorely 
needed way of insuring that our immi
gration problems do not continue to grow 
worse as we move forward on this prob
lem. 

The United States faces rapid accel
eration of its immigration problems in 
the future. I hope to stop, or at least 
slow that momentum. Having conferred 
with many experts in this field, includ
ing the distinguished Senator from Wyo
ming, the chairman of the newly reinsti
tuted Subcommittee on Immigration and 
Refugee Policy, I feel that we now have 
an opportunity to move on this issue. We 
must seize this chance for action and do 
something about immigration this year. 

I have reviewed the report of the Select 
Commission on Immigration and Refugee 
Polley. The report is incomplete. It avoids 
some areas of intense controversy, and in 
other areas, does not reflect the feelings 
of the majority of American people. It is 
based far too much on what aliens want 
and not enough on what Americans need. 

However, the report does have some 
useful conclusions. The Commission rec
ognized that the United States cannot 
become a "land of unlimlted immigra
tion." Father Theodore Hesburgh, the 
Chairman of the Commisslon, echoed 
my assessment of the situation in declar
ing that illegal immigration is "out of 
control." 

And the Commission recommended 
some useful actions. It said that the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
should be administratively improved, and 
that it should be given adequate resources 

to do its job. It recommended that the 
immigration laws be enforced, reversing 
the nonenf orcement pattern of the last 
few years. It recommended that knowing 
employment of illegal aliens be prohib
ited, and that some system of more secure 
worker identification be instituted to 
assist employers. And it recommended 
against a massive new guest worker pro
gram, recognizing that minor improve
ments in present programs would be suf
ficient for virtually all areas. 

Overall, however, the Commission's 
recommendations were not helpful. The 
Commission recommended increasing the 
legal quotas for immigration by two
thirds and further increasing the loop
holes for entry outside the quotas. If 
these recommendations had · been fol
lowed in 1980, our legal immigration 
would have been almost 1 million. Sur
veys indicate overwhelming public senti
ment against such huge immigration 
levels. A 1980 Gallup poll found more 
than 80 percent of those polled wanted 
legal immigration brought below 400,000. 

The Commission also recommended 
that millions of illegal aliens now in the 
United States be given amnesty and per
manent resident status. There was no 
assessment ·of the impact of adding mil
lions of eligible people to the food stamp, 
social security, and welfare rolls, or of 
their impact on the unemployment rate. 
The only saving feature of this recom
mendation is that the Commission rec
ommended that the amnesty be delayed 
until increased enforcement measures 
were instituted. 

The Commission was silent on some of 
the toughest issues we face. Wh1ait should 
the United states do if huge numbers of 
foreign citizens, including hundreds of 
crlminals, again appear on our shores? 
What kind of identification or author
iZJation system is practical to use to en
force prohibitions against employing il
leg·al aliens? How can Congress regain 
its historical control over immigration 
and revense the recent trend of transfer
ring power to the Executive? 

We are still left wi·th many unan
swered questions that must be addressed 
immediately. In a few years the problem 
will be wO'l"Se than it is today. we no 
longer decide which or how many immi
grants we shall take; our immigration 
decisions are made in Havana, Hanoi, 
Tehran, and in a hundred other foreign 
cities. other nations force us to take 
cr1minals, terrorists, and people we will 
have to support for the rest of their lives. 
No other country in the world would 
tolerate such 1nsults, yet we seem power
less to do -anything about them. 

One of the reasons we got into this 
mess is a dramatic, but unnoticed shift 
in our immigrait'.on policy 16 years ago. 
The 1965 amendments to the immigra
t~on 11aws are often justly cited as having 
removed racism from our immigration 
policy. 

But they had a more pernicious effect 
as well. They shifted our immigration 
system from one in which we chose who 
and how many to admit to the United 
States, to a system in which anyone who 
arrives here can stay, unless we can find 
some explicit reason to exclude or deport 
them. We have made immigration to the 
United States a new "right" allegedly 

held by anyone in the world. Skyrocket
ing immigration since that time has been 
the logical and predictable result. 

Our own citizens know that this policy 
is wrong, and they are calling for action. 
For years national opinion polls have 
been reflecting how united the American 
people are on this issue. We all know 
how hard it is to get a consensus on any 
comprehensive policy. Yet, in both 1977 
and 1980 the Roper poll found 91 percent 
of the American people wanted "an all
out effort to stop illegal immigration." 
Eighty percent wanted legal immigration 
reduced below 400,000 a year. Last year 
Gallup found t~at 72 percent supported 
a prohibition against the knowing em
ployment of illegal aliens. We cannot ig
nore this unified sentiment any longer. 

Yet there are those who believe that 
admitting unlimited numbers of persons 
to this country is a humanitarian goal. 
There are those who worry about dis
crimination or renewed racism in immi
gration decisions. There are those who 
say that we are a Nation of immigrants 
and we must continue to take all of those 
who want to come here because we did 
so at the turn of this century. There are 
those who see immigrants, legal and 
illegal, as a source of cheap and uncom
plaining labor. There are even some who 
claim that illegal immigrants are the 
salvation of the social security system, 
ignoring the fact that there is no bar 
to illegal aliens receiving social security 
benefits once they reach the age of eli
gibility or become disabled. 

But none of these excuses justify con
tinued inaction on this issue. We are 
not going to solve our problems by delay. 
We cannot take everyone in the world 
who either wants to come here or who 
is dissatisfied with conditions in anoth
er country. No maibter how successful a 
reindustrialization of America may be, 
and I hope it will be successful, we just 
do not have enough resources to support 
the world's excess Population in our 50 
States. 

Conditions have changed since the 
turn of the century, when we allowed 
free immigration. Resources are more 
scarce, labor is more expensive, and our 
country has many more people than in 
1910. Yet in 1980 we took in more im
migrants, both legal and illegal, than in 
a.ny year in our historv. We cannot let 
the policies of the 1900's guide our im
migration decisions any more than we 
can let the transportation policy of that 
day guide our space program. 

And to those claiming unlimited im
migration is a humanitarian necessity 
for this country, let me po:nt out that 
it is far better that we make our policy 
decisions now, in whatever calm reflec
tion we can manage. Otherwise, we face 
the specter of a massive backlash, as 
many of our people turn against all im
migrants. We have seen growing resent
ment over the privileges and assistance 
given to refugees and new immigrants. 
In Texas, Colorado, and Florida that re
sentment has turned to violence. If we 
avoid thoughtful action now, that resent
ment may grow to the point where cries 
to cut off all immigration become over
whelming. 

But by acting now, we can move ahead 
to formulate immigration policy ration-
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ally and with an eye toward keeping this 
the most generous country in the world 
for immigration. And we are the most 
generous country in ·the world; we take 
more immigrants than all other nations 
combined. 

I know of no one legitimately involved 
in immigration reform who wants to cut 
off immigration entirely, and my propos
als do not suggest ·that, but we must set 
some limits on our generosity. It is where 
we set those limits, how they are en
forced, and how they are to be structured 
that are the important decisions which 
have to be made. 

So let us, Mr. President, look at how 
we can answer those tough questions. 
There are certain items on which we find 
almost a national consensus; we should 
move on those items immediately. Four 
major areas for immediate action come 
to mind. 

The first is a return of congressional 
control to this issue. Our recent history 
has shown that when Congress aban
dons its constitutional prerogatives in 
this area, the Executive has been unable 
to withstand the immense short-term 
pressures for more immigration. Thus we 
must establish the kind of long-range, 
forward-looking policies which we, 
through extensive debate and discussion, 
can establish far more efficiently than a 
beleaguered Executive. 

A second area is the n-eed for more 
immigration law enforcement. Virtually 
everyone recognizes that the INS is badly 
managed and poorly funded. Yet, in this 
time of economic crisis, we cannot just 
off er a blank check. What we should do 
is insure that budget changes which are 
made for INS give priority to immigra
tion law enforcement over providing 
more service benefits to aliens. The pro
tection of our citizens is far more impor
tant than granting benefits to aliens. 

Of course, more resources are not 
enough to insure better immigration law 
enforcement. Equally important is the 
leadership and commitment of the De
partment of Justice and the INS to immi
gration enforcement. We cannot guaran
tee those qualities by an action of this 
branch of government. but we should 
make our wishes known to the new ad
ministration. I noticed with some interest 
that Attorney General Smith. appearing 
recently before the House Judiciary Com
mittee, heard from virtuallv every mem
ber of the panel on the need to move 
forcefully and quickly to help INS and 
enforce the immigration laws. 

The third major area of consensus on 
immigration reform is for the establish
ment of an absolute ceiling on immigra
tion. That ceiling must be consistent with 
our own national interest, with consider
ation of, but not controlled by, worldwide 
pressures to immigrate here. Our own 
needs should determine our immigration 
policies and admiss;on number"l. There 
should be no loopholes in the ceiling. but 
there should be sufficient flexibility to re
spond to emergency situations. 

Only with this kind of strong, firm con
gressional action can the President stand 
up to other nations and req11ire th~m to 
share the burdens of controlling refugee 
and immigrant flows. Last year the Sen
ate voted to establish a llmit for fiscal 

year 1980. Now is the time to establish a 
ceiling for future years. 

The fourth area of immigration reform 
is to institute a prohibition against the 
knowing employment of illegal aliens. 
Unemployment is predicted to remain 
over 7 percent this year. Surveys find the 
average salary of apprehended illegal 
aliens last year was far above the mini
mum wage in many instances; in Los An
geles for example, the average wage of 
illegal aliens was $5.25 an hour. 

Estimates of the number of illegal 
aliens in this country go above 10 mil
lion. And those Americans displaced by 
immigrants are those who cost the 
Treasury the most. The Congressional 
Budget Office estimated in 1979 that 
each unemployed person costs the Treas
ury $7,000 a year. 

The primary attraction for illegal im
migration is economic: jobs. The most ef
fective way to control illegal immigration 
is to restrict access to American jobs. 
Many experts believe that a prohibition 
against the employment of illegal aliens, 
with sufficient powers of enforcement is 
the best available means to substantially 
reduce illegal immigration. 

I believe my proposals reflect these 
four areas of national consensus. I am 
introducing two bills, one primarily tech
nical, making minor remedial reforms in 
the imm;gration laws in an effort to ease 
the burden of enforcement, and the 
other, the Immigration and National 
Securitv Act of 1981, which contains 
most of the substantive propositions I 
have discussed. 

I would like to thank my able cospon
sors, and also the many immigration 
reform experts who helped form these 
concepts into practical proposals. The 
distinguished Senator from Florida, Sen
ator CHILES, played a particularly impor
tant role in developing the strengthened 
asylum provisions. 

There are three maior elements in the 
Immigration and National Security Act 
of 1981, Mr. President. It provides first 
for more enforcement of the immigration 
laws; second, for a flexible ceiling on all 
imm1gration; and third, for a gradual 
introduction of an enforceable prohibi
tion against the knowing employment of 
illegal aliens in American jobs. These 
proposals do not constitute a new im
m;gration structure for the United 
States; they merely allow us to more 
rationally and purposefully plan for over
all immigratton reform. 

The immigration laws passed by Con
gress must be enforced, and American 
jobs must be protected. We can no longer 
tolerate statements like that given by a 
White House official during the Cuban 
boatlift who said, "we found it counter
productive to enforce the laws." We can 
no longer tolerate the Attorney General, 
as Mr. Civlletti did Jast vear, banning 
enforcement of the immigration laws, 
and then rest,.icting supnlies t.o the JNS 
so severely that the Border Patrol ran 
out of gas. 

The second large area covered by the 
INS Act is a celling on immigration. The 
celling set forth is flexible enough to al
low rapirl rec:;pon<res to emergencies. yet 
firm, without loopholes that allow hun
dreds of thousands of persons unre-

stricted entry. Still, under this legisla
tion, the United States will continue to be 
the most generous country in the world 
for immigration, but we recognize the 
need for some kind of absolute ceiling. 

We are setting the number higher 
than in most of our history. Our ceiling is 
higher than the average admissions for 
the Ia.st 70 years, and is far higher than 
the average yearly admic:;sions for the 
period 1920-70. The level is even higher 
than the present statutory level. And it 
is the same as the 350,000 initial figure 
offered by the Select Commission, but 
without the loopholes. 

I do not agree with the 65 percent of 
those polled by the Gallup poll last year 
who want all immigration stopped until 
unemployment falls below 5 percent. I 
think we can continue with a large num
ber. I think that number should be 350,-
000 admissions a year. 

Some say that this figure is too low, 
that in 1980 we admitted more than 800,-
000. I would respond that one-third of a 
million people is a big number. Although 
official figures are not available, it is 
probably greater than the admission for 
permanent residence of all other coun
tries combined, and greater than we ad
mitted in 50 of the last 70 years. 

If we continue our present course, an
nual immigration in excess of 800,000 
would add at least 35 million people to 
our population in the next 20 years. 

It is not that 350,000 a year is too 
small, but that 800,000 is far too large. A 
lower ceiling will reduce Government 
spending. A lower ceiling will lessen bur
dens on our resources, our environment, 
our economy and on our lowest income 
citizens. Those 35 miliion new citizens 
would need land, water, energy, and 
food. Where are we going to find those 
resources, Mr. President, unless we ask 
our own citizens to sacrifice more? 

And what will all those people do for 
work? We have almost 8 million people 
unemployed. The President is appealing 
to private industry to make jobs avail
able for those newly unemployed by the 
cutback in public service jobs and unem
ployment benefits. The creation of 2 mil
lion jobs a year was a historical record, 
yet we are planning to bring in enough 
people to take a substantial portion of 
those jobs right away, while illegal im
migrants take even more. Think of the 
costs to the Treasury: $7,000 for each 
unemployed American. Again, Mr. Presi
dent, the American people are right: 
immigration is far too high for our eco
nomic situation. 

We must set a ceiling on immigration 
that reflects an understanding of our 
own problems and our own needs here at 
home. In its editorial response to the 
Select Commission report, the New York 
Times said: 

Who should decide which' foreigners ·are 
allowed into the United States, the foreign
ers or the United States? In a responsible 
society, the question would answer itsel!. 
But that's not the way things now work in 
the United States. 

How should things work in the United 
St.ates. or, in other words. how do we 
establish a proper ceiling? Is it to be set 
on the basis of demand, the number of 
those the Times called foreigners de-
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manding to come to the United States? 
Or is it to be set by us, the people of the 
United States, after consider.at.ion of how 
we would like this country to grow, how 
we would like to address our economic 
and resource problems, our cultural and 
socioeconomic problems? I think the 
laitter course is better. We should decide 
on the basis of our own national interest. 

Michael Teitelrbawn recently titled an 
article on immigration "Right Against 
Right." I think he was correct. We must 
make a choice between two difficult al
ternatives. We oannot satisfy both; 
neither our Treasury nor our country 
contains enough to provide for everyone 
in the world. Who, then, shall we listen to 
in deciding our immigration policy? 

The third major provision of the bill 
would implement a prohibition against 
the knowing employment of illegal ·aliens. 
Everyone seriously concerned with immi
gration realizes the necessity for such a 
prohibition. The Select Commission pro
posed such a prohibition, and public 
opinion polls consistently show high sup
part among the general public. 

The reasons such a prohibition is 
needed include all of the problems caused 
by illegal immigration. As new data has 
emerged over the last few years, we have 
debunked many of the old myths about 
illegal immigratlon. 

Today's average illegal alien is rela
tively well educated by the standards of 
his own country. He is financially well 
off there, at least wealthy enough in 
many instances to afford to pay $1,000 
or more to a smuggler to come here. He 
has had a substantial amount of work 
experience already, and probably was 
holding a well-paying job when he de
cided to come to this country. He is from 
an urban area, and is going to an Ameri
can city to work in a manufacturing, 
construction, or service job. His job pays 
well above the minimum wage. And he 
is not coming for political, religious, or 
cultural reasons; he is coming for that 
job. 

Most experts on immigration agree 
that to stop illegal immigration, we must 
restrict the access of illegal aliens to 
American jobs. But the major question 
is how to restrict that access with the 
least intrusion and the least cost for 
Americans, yet make it effective. My an
swer is called fair hiring procedures. 
The most cost-effective means of estab
lishing fair hiring procedures is through 
a gradual approach. 

Fair hiring procedures concentrate 
immigration enforcement on just one 
aspect of the entire work envir-0nment, 
the point of hire. By focusing on that 
point, we can introduce enforcement 
measures without dislocation of indus
tries or work forces, and limit the impact 
on Americans. We will not change the 
present INS enforcement techniques of 
examining all suspected immigration 
law violators wherever found, but fair 
hiring procedures re,,uire action only 
when .a person applied and is hired for 
a job. 

The basic element in the procedure is 
to make it unlawful to knowingly hire 
an illegal immi15rant. As a practical mat
ter, INS officials know fairly well which 
employers hire illegal aliens. If this were 
a more perfect world we could leave out 

further provisions in this bill. We could 
count on voluntary compliance and sPot 
checking by INS to insure that the law 
was being carried out. 

Unfortunateiy, we all know that laws 
not enforced are laws often ignored. And 
we also know that the Government, on 
rare occasions, has made mistakes. So we 
must go further in our legislation. On the 
one hand we must insure that the At
torney General has the ability to suc
cessfully prosecute willful or flagrant vio
lators of the law. We must establish some 
method of providing proof of intent. . 

But on the other hand, we must give 
employers absolute security against be
ing prosecuted for inadvertent or un
knowing vio:ations. On both counts, some 
courts will be satisfied with the simple 
knowledge requirement, but other courts 
may require stronger evidence. Thus, the 
soft path proposals I am offering today 
provides practical means for effective 
enforcement, and also protect innocent 
employers with a minimum of effort. 

Two other considerations were included 
in designing these fair hiring procedures. 
Whatever system evolves to enforce these 
provisions, it must not put any substan
t ial burden on employers. My proposals 
today require nothing more from a com
plying employer than a simple telephone 
call. 

We must also be careful to avoid the 
possibility of fostering discrimination in 
the workplace. For some time, whenever 
immigration policy was deliberated, cer
tain groupJ would automat:cally charge 
that whatever result was contemplated 
would harm minority Americans. Of 
course, the real harm done to minority 
Americans was from unfair competition 
from illegal aliens. But these charges 
have delayed contemplation of any re
forms of immigration law. 

Mr. President, I believe it is time we 
stopped being sidetracked by mtsleading 
arguments. There is an incredibly sim
ple means of avoiding discrimination 
against American m:nority groups, and 
that is to have everyone do the exact 
same thing when applying for a job. 
Thus there is no benefit involved in dis
crimination. We will not solve the dis
crimination problem with this bill, but 
we will not exacerbate it either. 

But now to the elements of the fair 
hiring procedures. The basic element is 
the prohibition against employing an 
illegal alien. The first step is to require 
every a:oolicant for employment to sign 
an affidavit, under penalty of perjury, 
that he or she is ell~ible to accept em
ployment in the United States. All citi
zens and legal resident aliens may ac
cept employment here; a few other aliens 
have been authorized by the immigra
tion laws or the Attorney General to ac
cept employment. Other aliens are not 
eligible for Amer'can jobs. 

Wh;le simply signing an affidavit does 
rot, sound like a. very effective deterrent, 
studies have shown that ille~a.l alie11s , 
are reluctant to lie about their legal 
status, especially when faced with a pos
s ible perjury charge. Los Angeles County 
alone saves $46 million a year in welfare 
costs by simply re'!uiring an affirmation 
of citizenship or legal status from wel
fare applicants. 

The affirmation can be made a part of 
the existi.rig W-4 witholding form all 
employees must fill out, or part of a 
standard application for employment, 
removing any additional paperwork bur
den. In this first phase of fair hiring, if 
an employer has a signed affidavit on file 
for an employee, he or she enjoys a pre
sumption of compliance with the law. 

In the second phase of the program, 
beginning soon after the bill becomes law, 
each applicant for employment must give 
a social security nwnber to the employer. 
The employer must telephone the appro
priate agency, perhaps the Employment 
Security Administration of the Depart
ment of Labor or the Social Security Ad
m '.nistration itself, and report the num
ber and the name of the person o1Ier.:.ng 
the number. The agency will inform the 
employer whether the number is valid 
and assigned to that name. If the num
ber is valid, the employer will receive an 
authorizing or transaction code, signify
ing both that the employer called the 
number in and that the number was 
valid. If an employer has that transac
tion code for an employee, he or she w:ll 
enjoy a complete defense against prose
cution for violating the prohibition. This 
procedure is basically the same as that 
used by merchants in regard to most 
credit card purchases. 

Of course, an essential part of this 
process is the improvement of the social 
security records, basically a process in
volving internal computer cross-checking 
to establish a number's validity. This is 
the beginning of "secondary verifica
tion," upon which the integrity of the 
system rests. 

Secondary verification is the examina
tion of the records and other information 
about a social security number which 
shows whether that number is valid or 
invalid. It is necessary to avoid fraud or 
misrepresentation, and should have the 
additional benefit of improving overall 
soc:al security recordkeeping. 

In the third and last phase of fair hir
ing, beginning perhaps 4 years after the 
enactment of this legislation and culmi
nating 5 vears later, new, secure social 
security cards will be issued. Jn order to 
obtain one of these new cards, however, a 
person must provide sufficient proof that 
he or she is eligible to accept employment 
in the United States. 

This is the more secure form of sec
ondarv verification. Not everyone would 
need this new, secure card, only those 
people who want to change jobs. The 
new card would have a uniaue identify
ing element, such as a serial nwnber, to 
insure thait it cannot be forged. 

When these cards are issued, the em
ploverc; conti.nue telephoning the social 
security nwnbers to the agency, but now 
simply offer the identifying element as 
WP,U. There would be no additional bur
n.en on the emuloyer, but the a.pplicant 
for em!)Joyment would need to show the 
card to the employer before the nwnber 
is called in. This system should be secure 
enough to protect employers from in
advertent mistakes and Americans from 
competition from illegal aUen workers. 

In order to reduce r.osts invoJved in 
implementing fair hiring procedures, it 
could be introduced over a period of 
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years and with targeted enforcement 
concentrating in those areas with large 
·illegal alien populations. And, I am intro
ducing measures in the Immigration and 
National Security Act which will actually 
produce substantial amounts of revenues 
for the Treasury, far in excess of any 
costs from these proposals. But authoriz
ing the imposition of certain fees and 
charges for immigration services and 
benefits, none of which would exceed $10, 
the INS can generate as much as $380 
million a year in direct revenue. And let 
us not forget that displaced Americans 
cost the Treasury billions of dollars each 
year; if only 150,000 illegal aliens are 
replaced by unemployed Americans as a 
result of the Immigration and National 
Security Act, the Treasury will save $1 
billion a year. 

These three areas make up the Im
mlgration and National Security Act of 
1981, Mr. President. I believe that this 
year we can move forward on immigra
tion proposals, after many long years of 
neglect. The American people want 
something to be done now. Our problems 
will only get worse if we do nothing. 
Thus, I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill, while we still have a chance to 
regain control of our im:.nigrati.on. 

I ask unanimous consent that a sec
tion-by-section analysis of this bill be 
inserted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

FACT SHEET AND SECTION-BY-SECTION 
ANALYSIS 

THE IMMIGRATION AND NATIONAL SECURITY ACT 
OF 1981 

Section 1: This section entitles the legis
lation as the Immigration and National Se
curity Act of 1981. 

Section 2: Provides a preamble to the Im
migration and Nationality Act for the guid
ance of courts and others in interpreting 
the Act's provisions. The preamble recog
nizes the need for a generous immigration 
policy, but emphasizes also the need for con
trolled and limited immigration. 

Section 3 : Strengthening of Border Pa
trol-Requires expansion of the Border Pa
trol to at least 6,000 omcers, and provides 
for the procurement and use of the most 
modern equipment and support avallable. It 
also provides the authorization for a new, 
more secure alien identification card. The 
effect of this section would be to increase 
the resources available to enforce the immi
gration laws. 

Section 4: Numerical Limitations-F.stab
lishes a flexible ceillng on legal immigration 
admissions. The ce111ng ls set at 350,000, in
cluding all immigrants. In an emergency, 
and only after consulting with Congress, 
the President may "borrow" admissions from 
the next year in case of emergency, and/or 
may disregard ln~erna.l statutory limits be
low the overall celling. 

The President must report to Congress 
each year the projected number of admis
sions, and the Secretary of Labor must re
port an opinion to Congress on whether that 
level of admissions wm affect the U.S. work
force. The effect of this section will be to 
limit legal immigration to the target set by 
Congress in 1975, and exceeds average immi
gration for the pa.st 70 yea.rs. This level also 
exceeds the total immigration for permanent 
residence of all other countries in the world 
combined. 

Section 5: Asylum-This section provides 
first that an applicant for asylum show that 

the qualifying persecution or fear of persecu
tion is due to conditions prior to departure 
from his or her homeland, and not due to 
the actual fa.ct of departure a.lone. This sec
tion also defines the "entry" into the U.S. 
of an applicant for asylum, as a means of 
returning the level of procedural rights af
forded an asylum seeker to the same level as 
ls used in other civil immigration procei>d
lngs. And third, this section requires the 
drafting of contingency plans to handle 
future large groups of asylum seekers, in
cluding the establishment of reception cen
ters outside the U.S. 

The effect of this language wlll be to make 
asylum more dimcult for some a.liens to 
achieve, but will reduce the adjudication 
burden on the government and the support 
costs for local and state governments from 
asylum procedures, such as those now being 
experienced in Florida. 

Section 6: Parole Limitation-The Attorney 
Genera.l's pa.role authority was originally in
tended to be used in individual emergency 
situations When it was necessary to bring an 
a.lien into the United States temporarily. 
However, this authority has been distorted by 
prior attorneys general who have admitted 
large groups of a.liens. This provision would 
restore the original intent of the authority. 

Section 7: Record of Admission-Under 
specified circumstances, those Ulega.l aliens 
who qualify would be permitted to obtain 
permanent resident status. This would be 
accomplished by a.mending an existing sec
tion which granted the same sta.us to Ulega.l 
a.liens Who had entered the country prior to 
June 30, 1948. 

The requirements would include continu
ous residence since January 1, 1978, registra
tion within six months of the implementa
tion of a secure Social Security ca.rd system, 
financial sponsorship similar to that required 
of applicants for legal immigration, a show
ing of undue hardship if forced to leave 

. the U.S. and admlsslb111ty in accordance with 
Section 212(a.). 

Section 8: Fair Hiring Procedures--Thls 
sectlori would prohibit the knowing employ
ment of mega.I a.liens. It would provide 
graduated civil and criminal penalties for 
violations. Authority would be given to the 
Attorney General, Secretary of Labor and 
Secretary of HHS to implement a gradually 
phased-in program. 

In the first phase, an a.?plica.nt for employ
ment would be required to sign an a.mrma
tion that he or she ls e'lgible to work in the 
United States. The afildavit could be ma.de 
pa.rt of the already existing W-4 withhold
ing form ea.ch employee must already fill 
out. This easily and rapidly initiated pro
cedure, a.long with increased enforcement 
procedures envisioned by Sec. 3, would pro
vide immediate relief from the flood of U
lega.l a.lien labor while the more extensive 
na.tion:il fair hiring procedures in Phases 
Two and Three a.re implemented. 

Phase Two wou~d be an institution of a 
verification system to improve the security 
of the social security numbers now required 
to be used by all applicants for employment. 
Such a system would include the initial 
crosschecking of the existing social security 
data. for obvious errors, such as that of sev
eral em;>loyees having identical numbers. 

Further, there would be a check of social 
security numbers submitted by new em
ployees for fra.dulent or erroneous numbers. 
This latter verification could be accom
plished through a system whereby an em
p'oyer could . simply call in a prospective 
employee's social security number and re
ceive almost instant verification. Initially, 
tlhs would possibly have to be done on a 
random basis. If the number were found to 
be invalid, the prospective em_!>loyee wou~d 
be required to correct the problem before 
his employment would be confirmed. 

If the Employment Security Administra
tion of t.he Department of Labor, with 2600 
omces nationwide, were incorporated Into 
the system, the veriftcl.tion and correction 
process probably would be expedlt•!d. When 
a social security number was valid, the em
ployer would receive a transaction or au
thorization code, showing that the number 
was valid and that the employer reported as 
required. 

Section 8: Phase three would lnv)lve the 
issuance of a new nnd more secure social 
security ca.rd which would be based «n posi
tive proof that the individual ls a cl1 lzen or 
legal re~.ldent. The new card would have 
some type of unique identifying ei'.ement, 
such as a serial number or photograph. The 
data from these cards would a.gain be sub
mitted for verification when an lndlvldua.l 
applied for a new job. However, there should 
be adequate fa.clllties by this time to verify 
immediately every new applicant for employ
m<;lnt. 

Section 9: Fees and charges-This section 
would clearly establish the authority of the 
Attorney General to prescribe a uniform 
schedule of fees and charges for i~.i15r"
tion related procedures, which would help 
defray ·the cost of the new enforcement 
procedures.e · 

• Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join today with my distin
guish colleague, Mr. HUDDLESTON, in in
troducing the Immigration and National 
Security Act of 1981. 

Our immigration policy is clearly out 
of control. The people of Florida will tell 
you that our immigration policy is out of 
control and that the social and financial 
costs have been tremendous. Immigra
tion is out of control when a foreign gov
ernment can dictate our immigration 
policy; when we allow that foreign gov
ernment to determine who will come to 
our country. Immigration is out of con
trol when the Federal Government lacks 
the resources and the willingness to en
force our immigration laws already on 
the books, and it is out of control when 
the Federal Government, including the 
Congress, is not prepared to make the 
hard decisions that must be made to re
form our imm;gration laws. I think the 
residents of Florida and U.S. citizens 
across our land are asking themselves, 
"What about my rights?", "Who is going 
to help me find a job, who will help me 
find adequate housing, and who will pay 
for my medical needs?" 

The Select Commission on Immigra
tion and Refugee Policy has submitted its 
final report after 19 monthc; of research 
and study, and after hearing over 70() 
witnesses who testified at 12 regional 
public hearings. The Commission's report 
will be a good basis for debate and com
ment, and I am pleased that Senator 
SIMPrnN has indicated that the Senate 
Subcommittee on Immigration and 
Refugee Policv will begin hearings on 
the report in the near future. 

The report is a good starting point, but 
I believe that it does not go far enough in 
tackling some of the severe problems we 
face with our jmmigration laws. To begin 
with. the Select Commission recom
mended that we increase our immigra
t;_on quotas from its present level of 270,-
000 to 350,000, plus an allowance for an 
additional 100.000 a~iens ner year for 5 
years to clear up the backlog of vi~a ap
plications worldwide. It further recom-
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mends we continue to accept 50,000 refu
gees per year, plus unlimited additional 
numbers, in consultation with Congress, 
for special humanitarian purposes. When 
you add all that up, it does not appear to 
be much of a change from our present 
policy at all. 

In 1978 and in 1979, total legal immi
gration to the United States stood at over 
600,000 and in 1980 over 800,000 legal im
migrants and refugees were admitted to 
our country. Legal immigration is now 
at its highest level in 50 years and at its 
highest level in our Nation's history 
when you count illegal immigration. The 
United States is by far the world's largest 
recipient of refugees and immigrants. 

I believe the time has come to place a 
cap on annual immigration. The Immi
gration and National Sec-urity Act 
places a reasonable ceiling on legal im
migration. The bill will limit legal im
migration to the United States to the 
target figure set by Congress in 1975-
350,000 per year. In an emergency, and 
only after consulting with Congress, the 
President may "borrow" admissions from 
the following year, or he may disregard 
internal statutory limits below the over
all ceiling. The President must report to 
Congress each year on the projected 
number of admissions, and the Secretary 
of Labor must report an opinion to Con
gress on whether the level of admissions 
will aft'ect the U.S. work force. 

To regain control of our immigration 
policy, we must also remove the magnet 
which attracts the millions of undocu
mented aliens in our country: The abil
ity to find a job. Under our present Fed
eral law, it is not a crime to employ an 
illegal immigrant. The Immigration and 
National Security Act would make it un
lawful for any employer to hire an alien 
in the United States who has not been 
lawfully admitted for permanent resi
dence. 

Employers who knowingly violate the 
law would be subject to civil penalties of 
up to $1,000 per alien. Continued viola
tors would be subject to a fine of up to 
$20,000 or by imprisonment of up to 3 
years, or both. To make this system fair 
to the employer and to the applicant ap
plying for a job, the Attorney General, 
the Secretary of Labor, and the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services are au
thorized to implement a gradually phase
in worker verification system, linking en
forcement measures with implementa
tion of this system. 

In phase 1 of the worker verification 
system, 6 months after the bill is signed 
into law, each employer in the United 
States will require that each apPlicant 
for employment submit a written state
ment certifying that the applicant is a 
citizen of the United States or is an alien 
legally in our country. This could be 
made part of the existing W-4 withho!d
ing form each employee must already fill 
out. The written statement would be re
tained by the employer for each applicant 
he employs and would be PTe3ented, 
upon request, to the Attorney General. 

Beginning not less than 6 months or no 
later than 2 years after this bill becomes 
law, the Attorney General, acting in co
operation with the Secretaries of Labor 

and Health and Human Services, would 
establish a system to verify the validity 
of the social security account numbers of 
applicants for employment. Notice Q>f this 
system would be published in the Federal 
Register. Beginning 90 days after this 
notice, each employer will submit, in ac
cordance with the procedures, the social 
security account number of each person 
thereafter applying for employment and 
will record whether the Attorney General 
has verified the validity of the number. 

The third and final stage which will 
take place no more than 5 years after 
enactment of the act, all citizens and 
legal aliens will be issued a new employ
ment social security card with a unique 
identifying element such as a serial num
ber or photograph. Again, a notice of the 
availability of these revised social secu
rity cards and the procedures which em
ployers would use in examining these 
cards would be published in the Federal 
Register. The data from these cards 
would be submitted for verification when 
an individual applies for a new job. By 
the time this third stage goes into eft'ect, 
there should be adequate facilities to 
verify immediately every new applicant 
for employment. 

I have reviewed the various options 
that are available to discourage the em
ployment of undocumented workers, in
cluding a separate work permit card and 
a call-in data bank. In examining the 
impact of these and other systems from 
the perspective of cost to the taxpayer, 
the impact on employers, the impact on 
workers, and the degree of eft'ectiveness, 
I believe that the fair hiring provisions 
of this bill are the best approach. 

One of the most serious imm!gration 
problems of particular importance to 
Florida is the continued arrival of large 
numbers of undocumented aliens seeking 
political asylum in the United States. Our 
refugee laws never envisioned the United 
States being the country of first asylum. 
The last 11 months have been part!cu
larly trying to the people of my State and 
especially to Dade County. 

Of the 125,000 Cubans who began ar
riving in Key West April 21, 1980, over 
86,000 or 72 percent have settled in Flor
ida. Ninety percent of the 11,000 Haitians 
who arrived between April 21 and Decem
ber 31 have settled in Florida. Florida 
continues to be the recipient of large 
numbers of undocumented aliens. While 
the figures vary from week to week, Flor
ida has received over 5,000 Haitians since 
the October 10, 1980, cutoft' date for 
Cuban-Haitian entrant status, and 500 
Hait!ans arrived during an 8-day period 
in March alone. 

Undocumented aliens currently arriv
ing are now subject to exclusion hear
ings that have been occurring at the rate 
of approximately 10 per day. The very 
fact that exclusion hearings are moving 
forward is a victory of sorts for those 
who have followed with concern the con
tinued legal battles which have literally 
tied the hands of the Federal Govern
ment from enforcing its own laws. 

The Immigration and National Secu
rity Act has several key provisions that 
will tighten UT) the asylum process, mak
ing it more difficult for some aliens to 
receive asylum, while protecting the 

rights of those who truly are political 
refugees. The changes wm also reduce 
the adjudication burden on the Govern
ment. The eft'ect of these provisions will 
be to return the level of procedural rights 
for asylum seekers to the same level that 
is used in other civil immigration pro
ceedings. The alien seeking "entry" will 
be entitled to the same rights as any 
other alien seeking entry to our country, 
no more and no less. The intent will be 
to create a procedure where large num
bers can be processed in a way that will 
not allow the process to drag on for years. 

The bill also requires the drafting of a 
contingency plan to handle large groups 
of asylum seekers including the estab
lishment of reception centers outside the 
United States. We have a situation right 
now in Florida where there just is not 
any more room to handle large numbers 
oi undocumented aliens. Incredible as it 
may seem given the events of the last 11 
months, the Federal Government still 
does not have a contingency plan to place 
and process large numbers of newly ar
riving aliens. 

We have right now in Florida a proc
essing center that is way over capacity. 
At this center, Krome North, there are 
approximately 590 aliens, twice the pop
ulation it should be given the current 
staffing ability of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service. Because our drug 
enforcement eft'orts have been so success
ful, the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service has even had to give up half of 
its space at the Federal correctional in
stitution. Just where does the Federal 
Government expect the district director 
in Miami to place the next boatload or 
the next planeload of aliens? We abso
lutely have to have a contingency plan 
in place. 

According to a June 1980 Roper poll 
taken last year, 91 percent of the Amer
ican people believe that an all-out eft'ort 
should be made to stop illegal immigra
tion. I do not think the people of Florida 
are surprised by that. In my travels 
throughout the State the message has 
come to me loud and clear. Our country 
must regain control of our immigration 
policy. The bill being introduced today 
will go a long way in regaining that con· 
trol.• 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to announce that I am a cospon· 
sor of the Immigration and National Se· 
curity Act of 1981 which is being intro· 
duced today by my colleague Senator 
HUDDLESTON. This bill improves our cur
rent immigration policy by placing a 
reasonable ceiling on the number of im· 
migrants allowed to legally enter this 
country each year. More importantly, it 
establishes a system of graduated civil 
and criminal penalties on employers 
who knowingly hire illegal aliens. 

The Immigration and National Secu
rity Act of 1981 establishes a unique reg
istration system, tied in with our social 
security system. Every person in this 
country will be issued an identification 
card with some unique item on it such 
as a photograph or a serial number. A 
job applicant must present this card as 
he must now prov\de his social security 
number when applying for a job. The in
formation contained on this card would 
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then be verified by the Social Security 
Administration for authenticity. 

This approach to control illegal em
ployment may seem novel in this coun
try; however, identification cards of this 
nature have been required in European 
countries for a long time. France, West 
Germany, Belgium, Italy, and Luxem
bourg all use such cards to control em
ployment of illegal aliens. By establish
ing an identification card for all citi
zens and legal aliens, civil rights advo
cates could not argue that this effort to 
regulate the flow of illegal aliens will 
unduly burden ethnic Americans. 

It is widely believed that the major at
traction of foreigners entering the 
United States illegally is the availability 
of employment. A system which makes 
the employment of such illegal aliens 
highly difficult or impossible diminishes 
this attraction and concurrently in
creases opportunities either for Ameri
cans or for those who comply with the 
legal prerequisites for work visas and 
temporary resident status. 

It is estimated that there are between 
3.5 and 12 million illegal aliens currently 
in the United States. During fiscal year 
1979 the Immigration and Nationaliza
tion Service located over 1,000,000 aliens 
who were deportable under the Immi
gration and Nationality Act. Of these 
people 93 percent had entered the coun
try illegally and 7 percent had violated 
the terms of their legal entry. Further
more, approximately 93 percent were 
Mexican nationalist and afleast 30 per
cent were repeat off enders. 

Part of the responsibility for this large 
influx of illegal immigrants must be 
borne by our current outdated social 
security registration program. The sys
tem should be updated to control the 
influx of illegal aliens into our Nation's 
work force. This legislation improves the 
administration of social security by im
plementing procedures to prevent dupli
cative and false registration numbers. 
These improvements coupled with other 
provisions of this bill calling for a 
strengthening of our national border pa
trol and a tightening of the asylum pro
cedures for immigrants wishing to per
~anently enter this country should 
effectively cut down the number of illegal 
aliens within our country. 

Finally, this legislation establishes 
procedures to effectively regulate the 
large numbers of illegal aliens who now 
reside in our country by establishing 
procedures enabling them to obtain 
permanent resident status. 

Because of their underground work 
status, many illegal aliens are willing to 
accep~ less than minimum salary and 
work m substandard conditions in return 
for protection by their employers from 
de~o.rtation. By providing a degree of 
leg1t1macy to these aliens we will reduce 
the unfair advantages such employers 
h~ld over those who do not hire illegal 
all ens. 

Mr. President, I commend Senator 
HUDDLESTON for taking the lead in 
restricting our immigration procedures 
and am pleased to join him as an origi
nal cosponsor. I urge my other colleagues 
~ pass favorably upon these proposed 
improvements in our inunigration and 

social security registration systems. Laws 
which are not effectively enforced deni
grate and undermine the fundamental 
principle that ours is indeed a nation of 
laws and not men. 
•Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, during the 
markup of the fiscal 1981 reconciliation 
resolution in the Budget Committee last 
week, I voted-as did all my colleagues 
on the committee-for cutbacks of bil
lions of dollars in Federal spending. 
These dollars would have gone to thou
sands upon thousands of American citi
zens who need assistance with food , hous
ing, medical care, and ot-her necessities of 
life. I am willing to make these drastic 
cuts because I feel that these people, 
and everyone else in this country, will be 
better off in the long run if we can re
strain spending and reduce inflation. But 
it hurt. 

We have a lot of hard choices facing us 
in the days ahead. choices that force us 
to try to draw that fine line between 
what we absolutely must do, and what we 
would like to do if we could afford it. And 
that is the same choice that faces us in 
the matter of immigration, in the num
bers of people from around the world we 
admit to this country every year. There 
is not one among us who does not take 
pride in our historic role as a nation of 
immigrants, as a beacon of hope and a 
promise of freedom to less fortunate citi
zens of other lands. There is not one 
aruong us who wants to deny the oppor
tunity for a full, productive life to 
another human being. But the choice 
must be made, and the time is now. We 
simply cannot continue to bring almost a 
million additional people per year-800,-
000 in 1980 alone-into the United States. 
At the moment, we do not have the eco
nomic resources to assist all the immi
grants that wish to locate in our country. 

I am therefore announcing today my 
cosponsorship of the Immigration and 
National Security Act of 1981, introduced 
by Senator HUDDLESTON. This legislation 
puts an overall Jimit of 350.000 on the an
nual number of immigrants. with strin
gent requirements on any proposal to in
crease that number; it makes signi:ftcant 
improvements in border patrol opera
tions; it prohibits the knowing employ
ment of illegal immigrants; and it pro
vides for amnesty of certain aliens with 
sufficient community ties and residence. 

The problem in our existing system is 
not with the current limitation; the prob
lem is in the categories of unlimited ad
m; ss; on, the two largest of which are 
immedi'aJte families and refugees. This 
legislation will continue the rightful pri
ority enjoyed by family members, but by 
giving them priority within the limita
tion-not putting them in an unlimited 
category. This legislation will allow a 
flexible response to a true refugee crisis 
and to victims of oppression and perse
cution, by allowing the President to in
crea~e the number of specifically de
scribed consultations with Congress
but onlv wit-h full documentation of the 
projected effects on the American popu
lace. 

I do not like living with the idea that 
the bountv of this Nation is finite, that 
there a.re limits on our ability to bring 
in those people who so desperately want 

to earn a living wage and live a decent 
life but cannot do so in their own coun
tries. This bill is a recognition of those 
limits and it is a commonsense approach 
to geitting this problem under c·ontrol. 

I can envision a time when our em
ployment rate, our productivity, our 
demographic composition, and our entire 
infrastructure are at a stage where we 
can expand these numbers. But as we 
pointed out with such clarity in the Sen
ate Budget Committee last week, and as 
most of the country knows, we are not 
there yet. 

This legislation is an imporlant steP
among many we must take in the days 
ahead-toward the goal of putting our 
economic affairs in order.• 

By Mr. TOWER (for himself and 
Mr. BENTSEN) : 

S. 777. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to restrict 
the jurisdiction of the United States over 
the discharge of dredged or ftll material 
to those discharges which are into navi
gable waters, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

LEGISLATION RELATING TO DISCHARGE OF 
DREDGED OR FILL MATERIAL 

. Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am 
today introduc'ng with Senator BENTSEN 
legislation that will curtail the seemingly 
never-ending growth of the bureaucracy 
and will clarify the Corps of Engineers' 
authority over State water resources. 
Federal agenc;_es have far overstepped 
their bounds in their interpretation of 
what constitutes a "navigable stream" 
under PubEc Law 92-500. 

The bill would restrict expansion of 
Federal authority over nonnavigable 
waters under section 404 of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, which au
thorizes the corps to issue permits for 
activit:es in navigable waters involving 
the discharge of dredged or fill material. 

Mr. President, the intent of the bill I 
introduce today is not new to Congress. I 
attempted in 1975 and 1977 to obtain 
congressional mandate to instill com
monsense in the Corps of Engineers' 
permit procedures by limiting its juris
diction over waters which are neither 
navigable nor critical to navigation. Both 
attempts failed by only a narrow margin. 

But, Mr. President, the country con
tinues to be faced with a growing regu
latory scheme covering not .iust the wet
lands of the Nation, but virtually all sur
face waters. Prolonged delays and piles 
of redtape continue to prevail. precipi
tating a further erosion of public con
fidence in and support of the legitimate 
objectives of the clean water effort. 

Jn particular, section 404 of the 1792 
act has been cited by the corps for the 
actions it has talten both in denying 
owners the right to discharge material 
on their own prooertv-wetlands and in 
denvin~ public citizens navigation dis
tricts and municipalities what the corps 
broadlv interprets as the right to 
undertake flood control proiects that 
would affect the "waters of the United 
States." 

Now in the 97th Congress I seek once 
again the deftn;tion of "navigable 
waters" to mean what it meant 'ih the 
River and Harbors Act of 1889. Quite 
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simply, the words "navigable waters" ~e 
stipulated to mean "waters navigable m 
interstate or foreign commerce, shore
ward to their ordinary high water mark, 
including all waters which are subject to 
the ebb and flow of the tide shoreward 
to their mean high water mark." 

BY definition, then, the Army Corps 
of Engineers would lose jurisdiotion over 
wetlands, since wetlands are not navi
gable. This change alone should elimi
nate most of the problems that have 
been caused by present corps policy and 
regulations. However, I, too, share con
cern thait nonnavigable waters--often 
referred to as "wetlands"-have some 
degree of protection. A major provision 
of my bill allows the Governor of any 
state, with the concurrence of ·that 
State's legislature, to provide the Secre
tary of the Army with a written request 
to extend application of this act to those 
waters, other ·than navigable waters. 

Mr. President, I strongly endorse the 
right of .a Staite to make this determina
tion to seek Federal assistance if it so 
chooses. Wetlands adjacent to navigable 
waters can then be evaluated and pro
tected on a local basis. 

Again, I am pleased that Sena.tor 
BENTSEN is joining with me in sponsoring 
this bill. I invite my colleagues to join 
us, and trust thwt the Senate Environ
ment and Public Works Committee will 
give serious consideration to this bill as 
we reexamine clean water legislation 
this Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent thwt the text of the bill and a resolu
tion adopted by the Texas Legislature re
lating to the subject be included in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, ft.he bill and 
material were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s . 777 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

o/ Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

FINDINGS 
SECTION 1. The Congress finds that cthe 

procedures manda.ted by, and regulations is
sued pursuant to, the Federal W:a.ter Pol
lution Control Act and the Act of March 3, 
1899, ha.ve delayed the construction of 
needed energy water resource and other de
velopmenct projects without commensurate 
benefit rto <the Nation. 

PERMITS FOR DREDGED OR FILL MATERIAL 
SEC. 2. (ia.) Subsecblon (a) of seotion 404 

of t'he Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
ls a.mended to read as follows : 

" (a) ( 1) The Secretary shall issue a per
mit to ·a.n a.pplicant, after notice 0a.nd op
pot'ltunity for a. pubUc hearing, for the dis
charge of dredged or fill Jllalterial into the 
nra.vdga.ble waters at a diSiposa.l site or sites 
specified by the applicant, unless the Secre
tary determines that such disposal site or 
sites oa.nnot be specified through cthe ap
plioaitlon of the guidelines or other conslder
a·tlons in accordance with subsection (b). 
Not l.a.ter t han the fif.teenth cla.y after the 
daite a.n a.ppl0lca.rut submits all <the informa
tion required rto complete ia.n a.pplioartion for 
a permit under this subsection, ithe Secre
tary shall publish the notice required by this 
subsection. 

"(2) For purposes of this section, the 
term 'navigable waters' means all waters 
which a.re used, or are susceptible to use in 
their natural condition or by reasonable 
improvement, as a means to tra.nspor.t in-

tersta.te or foreign commerce shoreward to 
their ordinary high water mark, including 
all waters which a.re subject to the ebb and 
flow of the tide shoreward to their mean 
high water mark. 

"(3) No.twlthstandlng any other provision 
of law, except as provided in subsection 
(g), the discharge of dredged or fill material 
in waters other than navigable waters ts 
not prohibited by or otherwise subject to 
regulation under this Act, or section 9, 10, 
or 13 of the Act of March 3, 1899 (33 U.S.C. 
401, 403, or 407), or any other Act of Con
gress.". 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 404 of such 
Act ls a.mended by striking out "by the 
Secretary". 
STATE REQUEST FOR FEDERAL JURISDICTION 

OVER NONNAVIGABLE WATERS 
SEc. 3. Subsection (g) of section 404 of 

the Federal Water Pollution Control Act ls 
a.mended to read as follows: 

"(g) At the written request of the Gov
ernor of any State, concurred in by the 
legislature of such State in accordance with 
State law, the Secretary shall extend a.p
pllcatlon of the provisions of this Act to 
those waters, other than navigable waters, 
within such State which a.re listed and de
fined by the Governor of such State in his 
request.". 
REPEAL OF OPTIONAL STATE PERMIT PROGRAM 

SEC. 4. Section 404 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act is amended by strik
ing out subsections (h), (1), (j), (k), and 
(1) thereof, and by redesigns.ting subsec
tions (m) through (t) (and all references 
thereto) as subsections (h) through (o), 
respectively. 

NINETY-DAY REQUIREMENT FOR PERMIT 
DECISION 

SEc. 5. The second sentence of section 404 
(1) of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (as redesigna.ted by section 4 {b) of 
this Ac.t) ls amended by striking out ", to 
the maximum extent practicable,". 

MISCELLANEOUS AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 6. (a) Section 404 (0) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (as redeslgna.ted 
by section 4(b) of this Act) ls a.mended to 
read a.s follows: 

"(o) Nothing in this section shall pre
clude or deny the right of any State or in
terstate agency (or any entity designated by 
such State or interstate agency) to con
trol the discharge or dredged or fill material 
in any portion of the waters, including the 
navigable waters, within the jurisdiction of · 
sue~ State, including any activity of any 
Federal agency, and each such agency shall 
comply with such Sta.te or interstate re
quirements both substantive and procedural 
to control the discharge of dredged or fill 
material to the same extent t hat any ~er
son is subject to such requirements. This 
sec.tion shall not be construed as affecting 
or impairing the authority of the Secretary 
to maintain navigation.". 

(b) Section 205(g) (2) of such Act ls 
a.mended by striking out "or 404". 

(c) (1) Section 208 (b) (4) (B) (11) of such 
Act ls a.mended by striking out", which shall 
complement and be coordinated with a. State 
program under section 404 conducted pur
sua.n t t o this Act". 

(2) Section 208(b) (4) of such ft.ct ls 
am~nded by striking out subparagraph (C) 
thereof and by redesigns.ting subpa.ra.gra.ph 
(D) as subparagraph (C). 

(d) Section 308(a.) of such Act is a.mended 
by striking out "404 (relating to State per
m l t programs) , ". 

(e) (1) Section 309(a.) (1) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "or 404". 

(2) Section 309(a) (3) of such Act is 
a.mended by striking out "or in a permit is-

sued under section 404 of this Act by a 
State". 

(3) Section 309(c) (1) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "or in a. permu is
sued under section 404 of this Act by a 
State". 

:(4) Section 309(d) of such Act is 
a.mended by striking out "or in a permit is
sued under section 404 of this Act by a 
State,". 

(f) Section 404(m) of such Act (as redes
lgna.ted by section 4 ( b) of this Act) is 
a.mended by striking out "or a State pro
gram approved under this section,". 

RESOLUTION &ELATING TO THE DISCHARGE OJ' 
DREDGED AND FILL MATERIALS UNDER SECTION 
404 OF THE FEDERAL CLEAN WATER ACT 
1Whereas, Section 404 of the Federal Clean 

Water Act allows the U.S. Army Gorps of En
gineers, under Environmental Protection 
Agency supervision, to issue permits for the 
discharge of dredged and fill ma.terlals into 
the waters of the United States; and 

Whereas, Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act and Sections 9, 10, and 13 of the 1899 
Rivers and Harbors Act have delayed the con
struction o! needed energy and water devel
opment projects and have deprived cttizens 
of the use and enjoyment of private prop
erty without due process of law; and 

Whereas, the jurisdictional limits of Sec
tion 404 are excessive, extending beyond 
navigable waters into areas where justified 
federal interests a.re not apparent; and 

Whereas, the Fish and Wildlife Coordina
tion Act of 1934, as a.mended in 1958, has 
been used by certain federal agencies to de
mand excessive concessions from applicants 
for federal permits, including Section 404 
permits; and 

Whereas, the coastal wetlands of Texas a.re 
of critical importance to the economy and 
environment of the State; 

Now, therefore, be is resolved that Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act be a.mended to 
limit federal jurisdiction to waters which 
are presently used, or are susceptible to use 
in their natural condition or by reasonable 
improvement as a. means to transport inter
state or foreign commerce shoreward to their 
ordinary high water mark, including all wa
ters which are subject to the ebb and flow of 
the tide shoreward to their mean high water 
marks; and be it 

Resolved, that Section 404 be amended to 
require that no permit may be denied or con
ditioned for any reason other than tha.t the 
disch11.rge of dredged or fill material would 
not comply with the applicable provisions of 
the Clean Water Act concerning water qual
ity req,ulrements and to provide that a per
mit may not be denied nor conditions re
quired for any reason relating to the effects 
of diversions, storage, or consumption of 
water authorized pursuant to state water 
allocation decisions; and be it 

Resolved, that Section 404 be a.mended to 
allow anv ~tate at the written req11est of the 
Governor concurred in by the Legislature of 
such state to extend application of the pro
visions of Section 404 to those waters other 
than navigable waters within such state that 
a.re listed and defined by the Governor of 
such state in his request; and be it 

Resolved, that Section 404 be amended to 
provide that discharges subject to Section 9, 
10, or 13 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 
March 3, 1899 be regulated by Section 404, 
and not snb1ect to the Rivers and Harbors 
Act, except as to effect on navigation and 
anchorage; and be it 

Resolved. that the State of Texas, through 
the Texas Energv and Natura.I Resources Ad
visory Council and other a.ooronria.t.e agen
cies, re"oimlze and a.cce">t responsibility for 
the management and protection of all coastal 
wetlands. 
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Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, today I 

am joining with my· distinguished col
league from Texas, Senator TOWER, in 
introducing a bill to revise the currently 
complex and disruptive bureaucratic 
nightmare of redtape of the Clean Water 
Act section 404 dredge and fill permit 
program. 

My colleagues will well remember that 
this is not the first time Congress has 
had to deal with the issue. In 1976 and 
again in 1977 Congress failed to change 
section 404 of the act to draw a clear 
line between those dredge and fill permit 
requirements that are in the national 
interest and those that represent Federal 
encroachment on the everyday lives of 
this Nation's citizens. 

Under current law every farmer and 
rancher who wants to alter the use of 
his land, every city that wants to lay a 
waterline, every county that wants to 
construct a drainage ditch could need 
a Federal permit. 

In 1977 the Congress attempted to re
spond to problems with the 404 program 
that were resulting in unreasonable time 
delays for permits, Federal control of 
traditionally State responstbilities, and 
Federal infringement on the water rights 
of private landowners through a defini
tion of "navigable" waters that had been 
broadened to extend to all waters of the 
United States. We were told during floor 
debate on amendments to section 404 
program that the modifications-which 
have now become law-would"• • •dis
pel the widespread fears that the pro
gram is regulating activities that were 
not intended to be regulated." Sadly, this 
is not the case. 

In 1977 it took the average 404 permit 
application 125 days to be reviewed. 
Proponents of the current law argued 
that time limits were set within the law 
to limit review time to 90 days. What has 
happened since ·then? A recent GAO 
study of three corps district offices re
vealed that average permit processing 
time ranges from 120 days to 300 davs. 
Permit delays are worse today than they 
were 4 years ago. And they are going to 
get even worse as budget cuts and staff 
reductions at the key permitting agen
cies are implemented and take their toll. 

In 1977 we were told that the current 
law provided for States to take permit
ting rec;ponsibiltty for the so-called 
phase It and phase III waters. And that 
this delegation to the States would re
duce involvement. I said at that time 
that-

EPA, the corps, and the ftsh and wild
life service, each retains an effective veto 
over any State proposal, I !all to see how 
we can re9.11stlcallv claim much in the way 
o! progress . ... I sincerely Question whether 
many States wm accent delegatlc-n o! 404 
power under such conditions. 

Mr. Presi.dent, my fears have become 
.reality. Not a sin~le State has been 
delegated 404 responsi.bHity. 

In 1977 we were told that the prohlems 
of Federal encroachment on the rillhts 
of private landowners would be resolved 
by specific activities exemo1:jons and 
delegation of the phase n and phase JU 
waters regulatory authority to the 
States. But this approach never reallv 
faces the key question-the definition o~f 

Federal jurisdiction in the regulation of 
dredge and fill activities. It makes every 
landowner with any bit of water subject 
to the maze of Federal regulation and 
power of the Federal Government when
ever he wants to alter the use of water 
on his land. Let me give you a telling 
example. Much of the arid West has 
small bodies of water that exist period
ically after rainfall. In my part of the 
country they are called "playa" lakes. 
There are 10,000 of these lakes. Most 
have no discharge. Almost all are pri
vately held and used by their owners 
for agriculture purposes. R.ecently, the 
Fish and Wildlife Service convinced the 
Ep.vironmental Protection Agency to de
clare these private lakes subject to the 
404 process. This far exceeds the concept 
of dredge and fill permitting that Con
gress intended. Yet, under the sweeping 
and uncontrolled authority of current 
law, it may well be allowable. 

Clearly, with the 404 program loosely 
structured-as it is under current law
it lends itself to misinterpretations in 
the courts and abuse by the bureaucracy. 
The time has come for Congress to re
establish its will and define a clear and 
workable program. The bill that Senator 
TowER and I are introducing today is a 
step in that direction. 

By Mr. GOLDWATER (for him
self and Mr. JACKSON) : 

S. 778. A bill to amend Public Law 
96-36 to authorize additional funds to 
plan for the development of the area 
south of the original Smithsonian In
stitution Building adjacent to Independ
ence Avenue at 10th Street SW., in the 
city of Washington; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

SMITHSONIAN QUADRANGLE PLANNING 

AUTHORITY 

e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
am introducing today for myself and the 
senior Senator from Washington <Mr. 
JACKSON) a bill to authorize additional 
funds to the Smithsonian Institution for 
planning associated with development 
of the Quadrangle south of its original 
building. 

The budget submitted to Congress in 
January included a request for $24,135,-
000 for construction of the Smith
sonian's proposed South Quadrangle 
project. The project, located along Inde
pendence Avenue south of the Smith
sonian Castle, would provide a perma
nent site on the Mall for the Museum of 
African Art, a center for the study and 
exhibition of Eastern art associated with 
the Freer Gallery, and subsurface struc
tures for educational activities for 
schoolchildren during the day and resi
dent associate classroom activities dur
ing the evening. 

The total cost of the project has been 
estimated at $49.1 million, and its fi
nancing has been viewed as a joint en
terprise in which Federal and non
Federal funds would be used in approxi
matelv enual narts to complete construc
tion. The Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian, on which we serve, has 
already approved the use of approxi
mately $1.9 million of nonappropriated 
trust funds for planning and design pur
poses, and the Governments of Japan 

and Korea have each provided $1 mil
lion toward construction of the Eastern 
Art Center. 

In the budget amendments proposed 
by President Reagan, the request for 
construction funding has been sup
planted by a request for $1 million in 
planning funds. The Smithsonian cur
rently has authority <Public Law 96-36) 
for $500,000 for planning purposes, but 
requires additional legislation to raise 
the figure to $1 million. 
If the legislation we are introducing ls 

approved and funding is provided, the 
Smithsonian will be able to complete 
working drawings, and would then hope 
to seek authority and funding for con
struction in the budget request for fiscal 
year 1983. The design concept for this 
project has been approved by the Com
mission of Fine Arts and the National 
Capital Planning Commission.• 

By Mr. EXON (for himself and 
Mr. ZORINSKY) : 

S. 780. A bill to prohibit the use of Fed
eral housing assistance with respect to 
certain aliens; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

PROHIBITING THE USE OF FEDERAL HOUSING 

ASSISTANCE TO CERTAIN ALIENS 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing legislation desirned to insure 
that the benefits of the Federal subsidized 
housing programs will remain available 
to those Americans who are most in 
need. This measure would prohibit illegal 
aliens from taking advantage of public 
housing assistance to the detriment of 
manv eligible low-income Americans by 
providing the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development with the neces
sary statutorv authority to inquire into 
the citizenship status of persons applying 
for Federal housing subsidies. 

An internal study by the GAO has 
found that there have been substantial 
numbers of illegal aliens in federally as
sisted housing projects. Although nearly 
all Federal assistance programs such as 
medicare, supplemental security income, 
food stamps, and public service employ
ment require that participants be per
manent, or at least legal residents of the 
United States, Congress deleted a citizen
ship requirement from the housing sub
sidy program in 1952. 

Mr. President, as part of the general 
effort to control long-term Federal Gov
ernment spending, the administration 
has pro9osed to reduce the planned num
ber of additional subsidized housing units 
available after 1982. Given these limita
tions, it seems necessary that the Con
gress act to insure that the subsidized 
housing program be "fine tuned" to bene
fit the intended low-income citizens of 
this Nation. 

The offic~als of HUD lack the necessary 
authority to inquire as to the citizenship 
status of persons applying for Federal 
housing subsidies. This lack of authority 
poses a difficulty in obtaining hard facts 
as to the extent to which iJlegal aliens are 
taking advantage of public housing as
sistance. The long waiting lists for exist
ing public housing demonstrates that 
many eligib1e citizens are not currently 
receiving needed assistance. 

The bill I have introduced would amend 
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section 214 of the Housing and Commu
nity Development Act of 1980, and would 
require that, to be eligible for Federal 
h'lusing assistance, an alien must be a 
resident of the United States, lawfully 
present in this country. The programs af
fected by this proposal include the U.S. 
Housing Act of 1937 which established 
both the traditional public housing and 
the section 8 rental housing assistance 
programs, in addition to sections 235 and 
236 housing, and section 101 housing of 
the Housing and Urban Development Act 
of 1965. Last year, Congress amended sec
tion 214 to limit nonimmigrant student 
aliens from receiving Federal housing as
sistance. 

In 1976, the U.S. Supreme Court in 
Mathews against Diaz, held that, in the 
exercise of its broad power over naturali
zation and immigration, Congress may 
provide for such restrictions. The Court 
stated: 

The fact that Congress has provided some 
welfare benefits for citizens does not require 
it to provide like benefits for all aliens. 

The Court continued by pointing out: 
Neither the overnight visitor, the un

friendly agent of a hostile foreign power, the 
resident diplomat, nor the 1Ilegal entrant, 
can advance even a colorable constitutional 
claim to a share in the bounty that a con
scientious sovereign makes available to its 
own citizens. 

The Court concluded: 
It ls unquestionably reasonable for Con

gress to make an alien's ellglb111ty depend on 
bot h the character and the duration of his 
residence. 

Congressman WAYNE GRISHAM, of Cali
fornia, has introduced this measure in 
the House of Representatives. His bill, 
H.R. 1643, is identical to the measure 
being introduced here in the Senate 
today. 

Mr. President, Congressman GRISHAM 
has indicated that recent GAO inter
views with various resident managers of 
public housing projects in southern Cali
fornia have revealed that significant 
numbers of illegal aliens are enjoying 
rental assistance from U.S. taxpayers. 
One manager of a 487-unit project esti
mated that illegal aliens comprised 36 
percent of the population of the project. 
Another manager of a 685-unit project 
estimated that 100 to 125 units were oc
cupied by illegal aliens. 

I would urge the Senate to consider 
this measure, to provide for the needs of 
our citizens within the limits of current 
budget constraints. In view of the limited 
amount of Federal housing funds avail
able for assisting eligible citizens, I be
lieve that an appropriate response is to 
provide HUD with the authority for in
quiring into the citizenship status of per
sons applying for Federal housing sub
sidies. This action would be in the best 
interests of those truly needy Americans 
for whom such assistance was intended 
to benefit. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of this bill be printed in the RECORD, and 
tha:t the bill be appropriately referred, 
which I now send to the desk at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WARNER). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

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

s. 780 
Be it enacted by the Senate and. House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
214 of the Housing and Community Develop
ment Act of 1980 ls a.mended to read as 
follows: 

"RESTRICTION ON USE OF ASSISTED HOUSING 

"SEc. 214. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of la.w, the Secretary o! Housing 
and Urban Development may not make fi
nancial assistance a.v·ailable for the benefit of 
any a.lien unless he or she ls a resLd.ent of 
the United States and is-

" ( 1) an &lien lawfully admitted for perma
nent residence as an immigrant as defined by 
sections lOl(a) (15) and lOl(a) (20) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
llOl(a.) (15) and 8 U.S.C. UOl(a) (20)), ex
cluding, among others, alien visitors, tourists, 
diplomats, and students who enter the 
United States temporarily with no lntentlo::i 
of abandoning their residence in a foreign 
country; 

"(2) an a.lien who entered the United 
States prior to June 30, 1948, or 5uch 
subsequent date as ls enaoted by law, has 
continuously maintained his or her residence 
in the United States since then, and ls not 
ineligible for citizenship, but who is deemed 
to be lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence as a result of an exercise of discre
tion by the Attorney General pursuant to 
section 249 of the Immigration and National
ity Act (8 U.S.C. 1259); 

"(3) an a.lien who is lawfully present in 
the United States pursuant to an admission 
under section 207 of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157) or pursuant 
to the granting of asylum (which has not 
been terminated) under section 208 of such 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1158); 

"(4) an a.lien who ls Lawfully present in 
the United States as a result of an exercise of 
discretion by the Attorney General for emer
gent reasons or reasons deemed strictly in the 
public interest pursuant to section 212(d) (5) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1182(d) (5)); or 

"(5) an alien who is lawfully present in 
the United States as a result of the Attorney 
Genera.l's withholding deportation pursuant 
to section 243(h) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1253(h)). 

"(b) For purposes of this section the term 
'financial assistance' means financial assist
ance made available pursuant to the United 
States Housing Act o! 1937, section 235 or 
236 o! the National Housing Act, or section 
101 of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1965.". 

SEC. 2. An a.lien who is lawfully present in 
the United States as a result of b~ing granted 
conditional entry pursuant to section 203(a) 
(7) of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1153(a.) (7)) before April 1, 1980 be
cause of persecution or fear of persecution on 
account of race, religion, or polltlcal opinion 
or because of being uprooted by catastrophic 
natural calamity shall be deemed, for pur
poses of section 214 of the Housing and Com
munity Development Act of 1980, to be an 
alien described in section 214(a.) (3) of such 
Act. 

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, will my 
colleague from Nebraska yield for a 
comment? 

Mr. EXON. I yield to my senior col
league from Nebraska. 

Mr. ZORINSKY. I compUment my col
league from Nebraska on hjs articulate 
presentation of a problem that has be
come a greater burden upon the tax
payers of this Nation than was initially 

apparent at the outset of these programs. 
and I commend him for his recognition 
of this problem and for bringing it to the 
attention of this country, and specifically 
on those who fund the bill for the opera
tion of this program, and that is the tax
payers of America; and I commend him 
for his initiative in attempting to resolve 
this problem. 

I ask unanimous consent that my col
league from Nebraska include me as a 
cosponsor of his bill. · 

Mr. EXON. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from Nebraska be added 
as a cosponsor, and I thank my friend 
and colleague from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

By Mr. PERCY (by request): 
S. 784. A bill to authorize appropria

tions for fiscal years 1982 and 1983 for 
the Department of State; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR DE-

PARTMZNT OF STATE 

• Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, by request, 
I introduce for appropriate reference a 
bill to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1982 and 1983 for the Department 
of State. 

This legislation has been requested by 
the Department of State, and I am in
troducing the proposed legislation in 
order that there may be a specific bill 
to which Members of the Senate and the 
public may direct their attention and 
comments. 

I reserve my right to suppart or oppose 
this bill, as' well as any suggested amend
ments to it, when the matter is consid
ered by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD at this Point, 
together with the section analysis of the 
bill and the letter from the Assi~tant 
Secretary of State for Congressional Re
lations to the President of the Senate 
dated March 11, 1981. 

There being no objection, the bill, let
ter, and analysis were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as fallows: 

s. 784 
Be it enacted by the Senate and. House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 101. This title may be cited as the 
"Department of State Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983". 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 102. There are authorized to be a.ppro
prlaited for the Department of State to carry 
out the autporlties, functions, duties, and 
responslb111ties in the conduct of the foreign 
affairs of the United States and other pur
poses authorized by law, the following 
amounts: 

(1) For "Administration of Foreign Affairs", 
$1,318,754,000 for the fiscal year 1982 and 
$1,248,059,000 for the fiscal year 1983. 

(2) For "International Organizations and 
Conferences", $563,806,000 for the fiscal year 
1982 and $554,436,000 for Wie fiscal year 1983. 

(3) For "International Commissions", $22,-
508,000 for the fiscal year 1982 and $22,432,-
000 for the fiscal year 1983. 

( 4) For "Migration and Refugee Assist
ance", $553,100,000 !or the fiscal year 1982, 
and $460,000,000 for the fiscal year 1983. 
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SELECTIVE NON-IMMIGRANT VISA WAIVt:R 

SEc. 103 (a) Section 212 (d) of the Immi
gra.,10 _1 ::..n u i.~atiouality Act (8 U.S .C. 1182 
( d) ) is amended by adding ait the end there
of t he foll owing new paragraph: 

" (9) (A) The requirement of paragraph 26 
(B ) of Subsection (a) may be waived by t he 
Attorney General and the Secretary of State, 
acting jointly, in the case of an alien who-

(i) is applying for admission as a non
immigrant visitor for business or pleasure 
for a period not exceeding ninety days; 

(11) is a national of a country which ex
tends, or is prepared to extend, reciprocal 
privileges to citizens and nationals of the 
United States; and 

(111) has been determined not to repre
sent a threat to the welfare, safety, or secu
rity of the United States. 

" (B) (i) For tbe period beginning on the 
effective date of this paragraph and ending 
on the last day of the first fiscal year which 
begins after the effective date of this para
graph, a country shall be considered to be 
within the purview of subparagraph (A) (ii) 
of this paragra?h if, in the last fiscal year 
preceding the effective date of this para-
13raph, such country had a non-immigrant 
visa refusal rate, as determined by the Sec
retary of State in such manner as he shall 
by regulations prescribe, of less than two 
percent. 

(ii) For each fiscal year following the 
period specified in subparagraph (B) (i), a 
country considered to be within the purview 
of subparagraph (A) (ii) during such period 
shall not be considered to remain wit hin the 
purview of subparagraph (A) (ii) unless, in 
the fiscal year imme:iiately preceding such 
fiscal year, it had a rate of exclusion and 
withdrawal of application for admission and 
rate of violation of non-immigrant status, as 
determined in both cases by the Attorney 
General in such manner as he shall by reg
ulations prescribe. which did not exceed one 
peiicent. Determinations required by this 
subparagraph shall be made as soon as prac
ticable after the end of each fiscal year. 

(111) If, in any fiscal year following the 
period specified in subparagraph (B ) (i) , a 
country not previously considered within the 
purview of sub...,aragraph (A) (ii) shall have 
a non-immigrant visa refusal rate, as deter
mined in the manner provided for in sub
paragraph (B) (i) , of less than two percent, 
such country shall be considered to be within 
the purview of subpara11raph (A) (ii) for the 
next following fiscal year and shall t here
after be treated in the manner specified in 
subparagraph (B) (11). 

" (C) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of tbis para
graph, no alien shall be admitted without a 
visa pursuant to this paragraph if he has 
previously been so admitted and failed to 
comply with the conditions of his previous 
admission." 

(b) Section 214(a) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1184 (a)) is 
amended by changing the period at the end 
thereof to a colon and by adding thereto the 
followin2' : 

"Provided, That no a.lien admitted to the 
United States without a visa pursuant to 
Section 212(d) (9) shall be authorized to re
main in the .United States as a temporary 
visitor for business or pleasure for a period 
exceeding ninety days from the date of his 
admission.'' 

(c) Section 245(c) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1255(c)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(c) The provisions of this Section shall 
not be applicable to (1) an alien crewman; 
(2) an alien (other than an immediate rela
tive as defined in Section 210(b)) who here
after continues in or accepts unauthorized 
employment prior to filing an application for 
adjustment of status; (3) an alien admitted 

in transit without visa under Section 212(d) 
(4) (C); or (4) an alien admitted as a tem
porary visitor for business or pleasure with
out a visa under Section 212(d) (9) ." 

( d) Section 248 of ~h<l .i.lilili.:6 .-ation and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1258) is amended 
by inserting after the word "except" the 
following : 

"An alien admitted as a temporary visitor 
for business or pleasure under Section 212 
(d) (9) ,". 

PASSPORT FEES AND DURATION 
SEc. 104. (a) Section 1 of the Act of June 4, 

1920, as amended (22 U.S.C. 214), is amended 
by striking out the first sentence and insert
ing in lieu thereof, "There shall be collected 
and paid into the Treasury of the United 
States a fee, prescribed by the Secretary of 
State by regulation, for each passport issued 
and a fee, prescribed by the Secretary of 
State by regulation, for executing each appli
cation for a passort." 

(b) Section 2 of the Act of July 3, 1926, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 217a), is amended: 

(1) by striking out "five" in the first sen
tence and inserting in lieu thereof, "ten"; 

(2) by inserting before the period at the 
end of the second sentence "in an individual 
case or on a general basis pursuant to regu
lation"; and, 

(3) by striking out the third sentence, and 
substituting in lieu thereof, "A passport is
sued subsequent to the effective date of this 
section shall be valid for a period of ten yea.rs 
from the date of issue except where such 
passport is or has been limited by the Secre
tary of State to a shorter period." 
LIVING QUARTERS FOR THE STAFF OF THE U.S. 

REPRESENTATIVE TO THE UNirED NATIONS 
SEc. 105. Section 8 of the United Nations 

Participaition Aot of 1945, '8S emended (22 
u .s.c. 287e), is ~ended: 

(1) by striking "the represenit.ative of the 
United States to the United Nations referred 
to in pM"agraph (a) of Section 2 hereof" and 
inserting in lieu thereof, "the represenita.tives 
provided for in Section 2 hereof and of their 
approprioate s taffs" , and 

(2) by adding a.t the end thereof the fol
lowing: "Any paymenits mOO.e by United 
States Government peTOOnnel for occupancy 
by t hem of such leased or rented premises 
·shall be credited t;o the appropriation, fund, 
or aooount utilized by <the Se<:ret.iairy for such 
lease or rental , or to the appropriation, fund 
or account currently available for such 
purposes." 

l'!ll'TERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS IN VIENNA 
SEC. 106. Amend Section 2 of rthe United 

Nations Pal'tidpation Act of 1945, as 
·amended (22 U .S.C. 287) by adding at the 
end •thereof the following new subsection: 

"(h) The President, by .and with the ad
vice aind con.sent of the Senate s'hrall appoint 
a representative of the United States to the 
Vienna office of the United Niatiorus with 
aippropri-aite rank and status who shall serve 
at the plea.sure of the President and subject 
to the direction of the Secret ary of Sta.rte. 
Such person shall , at the direction of the 
Secreta.ry of Srtate, represent the United 
States at the Vie.n.rua office of the United 
Nations, a.nd perfol"'Ill such ot·her functions 
there in oonne~tion with the parti·cipation 
of t he United States in internatiorml orga
ni~tions as the Secretary of State from time 
to time may direct." 

BILATERAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
AGREEMENTS 

SEc. 107. In addition to the ,a,.mounts au
t horized to be appropriated by section 102 (a) 
of this Act , there are authorized to be aippro
pri,a ted t-0 tohe Secretary of State $3,700,000 
for tohe fisoal year 1982 and $3,700,000 for the 
fiscal ye::i.r 1900 for payment of the United 
States shi;i.re of experuses of the science a.nd 
technology agreements between the United 
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States and Yugoslavia., a.nd the Uniited States 
~nd Poland. 

EX GRATIA PAYMENT 
SEc. 108. Of the a.mount appropriated un

der paragraph (1) of Sac , ~ ;:. n ~ _._: 0;, ·.,.ae 
' ·Department of State Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983", $81,000 shall be 
a,aila.ble ior payn.ent ex gratia to the gov
ernment of Yugoslavia. as an expression ot 
concern by the United States Government 
for the injuries sustained by a. Yugoslav na
tional as a result of an attack on him in 
New York City. 

PAN AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF GEOGRAPHY AND 
HISTORY 

SEc. 109. Paragraph (1) of Public Resolu
tion 42, 74th Congress, approved August 2, 
1935, as amended (22 U.S.C. 273), is amended 
by deleting, "not to exceed $200,000 an
nually,". 
INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR THE UNIFICA

TION OF PRIVATE LAW AND HAGUE CONFERENCE 
ON PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL LAW 
SEC. 110. Section 2 of P.L. 88-244, approved 

December 30, 1963, as amended (22 U.S.C. 
269g-1), is amended by deleting ", except 
that in no event sh&ll any payment of the 
United States to the Conference or the In
stitute for any year exceed 7 per centum or 
all expenses apportioned among members ot 
the Conference or the Institute, as the ca:;~ 
may be, for that year" 

PAN AMERICAN RAILWAY CONGRESS 
SEc. 111. Section 2 (a) of P.L. 30-794 ap

proved June 28, 1948 as amended (22 U .S.C. 
230k), is amended by striking out "not more 
than $15,000 annually" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "such sums as m.a.y be necessary" 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D .C., March 11, 1981. 

Hon. GEORGE BUSH, 
President of the Senate, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In ia.ccorda.nce with 
Section 16 of the Act of August 1, 1956, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 2680) , there is transmit
ted herewith proposed legislation to author
ize appropriations for the Depa.l'tmerut of 
Staite to oarry out its authorities and respon
sibilities in the conduot of foreign affairs 
during ·the fiscaJ yea.rs 1900 and 1983 and for 
orther purposes contained in this bill. 

The primary purpose of the bill is to pro
vide a.wthorizaition of e.ppropria.tions for ( 1) 
"Administration of Foreign Affairs", which 
supports the operation of the United States 
diplomatic and consular posts abroad and 
'the Department of State in the United 
States; (2) "International Organizations 
and Conferences", which includes contribu
tions to meet obligations pursuant to 
treaties, conventions or specific acts of 
Congress; (3) "International Commis
sions", which enable the United States 
to fulfill treaty and orther international obli
gaitions; United States a.nnual contribution 
to the !nterna.tiona.1 Committee of the Red 
cross and vartous refugee assistance pro
grams. A section analysis further explaining 
the prooosed leglsls-tlon is ialso enclosed. 

The Department has been informed by the 
Office of Management and Budget that there 
is no objection to the presentation of this 
propo."ed legislation to the. Congress and that 
its enaotment would be in accord with the 
program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD FAIRBANKS, 

Assistant Secretary 
for Congressional Relations. 

SECTION ANALYSIS 
SECTION 101-SHORT TrrLE 

This title may be cited as the "Depart
ment of State Authorizat1on Act, Fiscal 
Years 1982 and 1983". 
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SECTION 102-AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Subsection (a)-This subsection provides 
an authorization of appropriations for the 
Department of State in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 15(a.) of the State De
partment Ba.sic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 
u.s.c. 2680) a.s amended. The proposed Act 
authorizes funds to be a.ppropria~ed under 
this legislation for the fiscal yea.rs 1982 and 
1983 by category. 

category (1)-authorizes appropriations 
under the heading "Administration of For
eign Affairs" for fiscal yea.rs 1982 and 1983. 
This category provides the necessary funds 
for the salaries. expenses and allowances of 
the oftlcers and employees of the Department. 
both in the United States and abroad. It 
includes funds for executive direction and 
policy formulation, conduct of diplomatic re
lations with international organizations, do
mestic public information activities, central 
program services, and administrative and 
staff activities. This category also provides 
for representational expenses in accordance 
with Section 905 of the Foreign Service Act 
of 1980. Further, it provides funds for such 
activities as the acquisition, operation and 
n.a.iHtena.nce of office space and livin~ quar
ters for American staff a.broad; funds for re
lief and repatriation loans to United States 
citizens a.broad and for other emergencies 
of the Department; a. buying power mainte
nance appropriation; and payments to the 
Foreign Service Retirement and Disability 
Fund. and the American Institute in Taiwan. 

Category (2)-Authorizes appropriations 
for fiscal yea.rs 1982 and 1983 under the h<?a.d
ing "International Organizations and Con
ferences". This category provides the neces
sary funds for United States contributions 
of lts assessed share of the expenses of the 
United Nations and other international or
ganizations of which we a.re a. member. In 
addition, provision is ma.de for funding of 
official United States Government partici
pation in regularly scheduled or planned 
multilateral intergovernmental conferences, 
meetings and related activities, and for con
tributions to international pe:icekeeping ac
tivities in accordance with international 
multilateral a.ereements. 

Cai;egory (~)-Authorizes appropriaitions 
for fisca.l yea.rs 1982 and 1983 under the head
ing "International Commissions." Tbis cate
gory provides funds necessary to enable the 
United States to meet its obligations as a. 
participant in international commissions and 
includes expenses of the American Sections 
(U.S. and Canada). the International Bound
ary a.nd Wa.ter Commission (U.S. and Mexico) 
a.nd th-" International Fisheries Oommlssions. 

Category (4)-Authortzes appropriations 
for fiscal year 1982 and 1983 under the head
ing "Migration and Refugee P.ssistance" to 
enable the Secretary of State to provide as
sistance to migrants and refugees, both on a 
multilatera.l basis, through contributions to 
orga.nizations such as the Intergovernmental 
Committee for Migration, and through the 
United Nations High Oommi~.sioner for Ref
ugees designated by the President, as author
ized by law. 

SECTION 103-SELECTIVE NONIMMIGRANT 
VISA WAIVER 

This proposal would amend the Immigra
tion and Nationality .Act to authorize the 
Attorney General and the Secretary Of State 
to waive the non-immigrant visa. require
ment, on a reciprooail basis, for short-term 
business and pleasure visitors who are citi
zens Of countries with the bes't record of 
comµliance with our immigration laws. In 
addition. such a. national would be required 
to complete immigration forms as are pre
scribed by regulation, a.nd be the holder Of 
a. round-trio, non-refundable, non-transfer
able, open-dated transportation ticket with 
a. ca.rrier that has agreed to transport the 

a.lien out Of the United States at the end of 
the a.lien's visit. It would extend the treat
ment now given citizens of Canada, the Ba
ba.mas, a.nd certain British nationals (resid
ing in Bermuda, the cayman Islands, and the 
Turks and Caicos Islands) to citizens of a.p
proxima.tely thirty countries, primarily in 
Western Europe. 

SECTION 104-PASSPORT FEES AND DURATION 

Subsection (a) would permit the Secretary 
of State to determine the execution and is..."U
ance fees for United States passports. It 
would eliminate the statutory issuance fee Of 
$10.00 and provide fiexibility in adjusting 
passport issuance a.c; well as application fees. 
It would thus permit the Secretary of State 
to apply the same kind of process in deter
mining- passport fees as is a.pµlied in consular 
and other fees, in accordance with the policy 
and st.9.nda."."'C's set out in 31 U S.C. 483a. The 
Deoa.rtment intends to establish passport 
fees in accortia.nce with the user charge 
princinJe nrovided for in title V of the Jn
r'e..,0n."'ent, Offl""! Ann .. nnrlation Act of 19!l2. 

Subsl'ction (b) would set a ten-year dura
tion for p~ort validity, extending the 
period from the present five yea.rs from the 
date of issuance. In addition, it would permit 
the f:ec .. P.f:o\rv of State to e"tabli"h a. shorter 
period either in a particular case or on a 
ge..,e'.'!1.1 b!l. ... is n'.t'!"S11a.nt t,o rel!"lation. This 
will provide fiexib111ty to deal with particular 
ca.tegorles of cases whicl\ reauire that the 
period of a passport's validity be less than 
ten years (e.g., Infante; whose ap1"e'lr~nce 
will dha.nge greatly over a ten-year period). 
SECTI"IN 105-LIVING QUARTERS FOR THE STAFF 

OF THE U.S. REPRESENTATIVE TO THE UNITED 
NATIONS 

This section would provide authori.,.ation 
for the lease or rental of living quarters for 
use of the staff of the United States Repre
sent.a.t11re to the United Nations. TMs amend
ment ls necessarv to: 1) co'!Je e4!ectively with 
t.'1e hrmsln'"' m9.r,,et.: anrt 2) eliminate sub
~t.antial, out-of-pocket expenses and insure 
that e~onomic hardship does not adversely 
fl.~e~t the f!lJllity to at.tract the bec;t cmalified 
1¥111id11a.ls for serufce at the Uniter\ St.ates 
Mission to the United Nations. To reduce ex
penditures of appro9rlated funds. the pay
ments made by employees to occupy these 
l111ing quart,ers WOl'ld be credited to i:.nrJ. 
l'S~cl by the appropriation or account from 
which the Department's lease or rental is 
financed. 
SECTION 106-INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

IN VIENNA 

This section will enable the U.S. to com
bine the direction and management of its 
offices to International Organizations in 
Vienna into one mission. 

Previously, the U.S. had representation in 
two units of the UN. ~e~,.et-0 riat . United 
Nations Industrial Development Ore:anlza
tion (UNIDO) and the U.N. Scientific Com
mittee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation 
(UNSCEAR); the International Atomic En
ergy Agency (IAEA), the U.N. Relief and 
Works Agency for Palestine Refu"'ees in the 
Near East (UNRWA) located in Vienna, the 
United Nations Fund for Drug Abuse Control, 
the Division of Narcotic Drugs, the Social 
Affairs Division, the International Trade Law 
Branch, and the Center for Social Develop
ment and Humanitarian Affairs. 
SECTION 107-BILATERAL SCIENCE AND TECH

NOLOGY AGREEMENTS 

This section a.uthor17.es apnronriations to 
Secretary of State to make payments for the 
United States share of expenses for United 
States bilateral science a.nd technology 
agreements with Yugoolavia and Poland. 

SECTION 108-EX GRATIA PAYMENT 

This section provides an ex gratia payment 
to the Yugoslav Government on behalf of a 
foreign national of Yugosla.via who was in-

jured as the result of an attack while on 
assignment at the Yugoslav mission to the 
U.N. in New York City. 

SECTION 109-PAN AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF 
GEOGRAPHY AND HISTORY 

This section would delete the limitation on 
the U.S. contribution to the PAIGH which is 
$200,000 annually. The U.S. contribution has 
been assessed at $274,005 since 1979. This 
amendment would permit the U.S. to pay the 
difference between past assessments ($148,010 
cumulative arrearage for 1979 and 1980) and 
the $200,000 limitation. 

The U.S. first p .:i.rticipated in the Institute 
of Geography and History in 1935 and has 
been a member in good standing ever since. 
In order to meet the assessments applied to 
the U.S. as a membe,r, the Department of 
State has had to request periodically an in
crease in the ceiling on annual contributions. 
To end such adjustments, it is requested that 
the ceiling be lifted completely, especially in 
view of the fa.ct that the PAIGH General 
Assembly only meets once every four years 
and determines budget levels for the four 
years. 
SECTION 110-INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FU~ 

THE UNIFICATION OF PRIVATE LAW AND HAGUE 
CONFERENCE ON PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL LAW 

This amendment would provide legal au-
thority for the United states to pay a.rrea.r
ages in its assessments f~ 1979 and 1980 and 
to meet anticipated assessments in 1981 and 
beyond. 
SECTION 111-PAN AMERICAN RAILWAY CONGRESS 

This amendment would provide legal au
thority for the United States to pay fully its 
assessment for 1981 and to meet anticipated 
a.sses.sments in 1982 and beyond.e 

By Mr. PERCY <by request) : 
S. 785. A bill to provide for continuing 

participation by the United States in the 
International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Re
lations. 

S. 786. A bill to provide for continuing 
U.S. participation in the International 
Development Association, to provide for 
U.S. participation in the African Devel
opment Bank, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
LEGISLATION RELATING TO U.S. PARTICIPA'rION 

IN INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT BANKS 

e Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am intro
ducing today at the request of the admin
istration two bills concerning U.S. par
ticipation in multilateral development 
banks. One bill authorizes the U.S. sub
scription of $8.8 billion to the General 
Capital Increase of the International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Develop
ment <World Bank) . The other bill au
thorizes the U.S. contribution of $3.24 
billion to the Sixth Replenishment of the 
International Development Association, 
provides for U.S. membership in the 
African Development Bank, and amends 
other provisions of law pertaining to U.S. 
parttcipation in multilateral.development 
banks. 

Legislation to authorize U.S. member
ship in the African Development Bank 
and the U.S. contribution to the Sixth 
Replenishment of the International De
velopment Association was passed by the 
Senate last year by a vote of 53 to 24. 
Unfortunately, the House of Representa
t;ves did not take a vote on the measure 
prior to adjournment. 

Early action bv the Congress this year 
on IDA and AFDB is essential to avoid a 
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lapse in lending in the case of IDA, and 
the expiration of U.S. procurement op
portunities in the case of the AFDB. 
Accordingly, the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, which I chair, is pl&.nning early 
hearings and markup of legislation cover
ing these two matters. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
for the texts of the two bills and sum
maries prepared by the Department of 
the Treasury, together with a letter from 
the Honorable R. T. McNamar, Acting 
Secretary of Treasury, to be printed in 
full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bUls 
summaries, and letter were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 785 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That 

SEC. 1. The Bretton Woods Agreements Act 
(22 U.S.C. 286 et seq.) is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 

"SEc. 39. (a) The United States Governor 
of the Bank is authorized 

" ( 1) to vote to increase by three hundred 
and sixty-five thousand shares the author
ized capital stock of the Bank; and 

"(2) to subscribe on behalf of the United 
States to not more than seventy-three thou
sand and ten shares of the capital stock of 
the Bank: Provided, however, that any sub
scription to additional shares shall be effec
tive only to such extent or in such amounts 
as are provided in advance in appropriations 
Acts. 

"(b) In order to pay for the increase in 
the Unitedi States subscription to the Bank 
provided for in this section, there are hereby 
authorized to be appropriated, without fiscal 
year limitation, $8,807,561,350 for payment 
by the Secretary of the Treasury.". . 

SEC. 2. This Act shall take effect upon en
actment, except that funds authorized to be 
appropriated by this Act shall not be avail
able for use or obligation prior to October 1, 
1981. 

SUMMARY 

The bill authorizes the United States Gov
ernor to vote for increases of 365,000 shares 
in the authorized capital stock of the Inter
national Bank for Reconstruction and De
velopment (IBRD). It also authorizes the 
U.S. Governor to subscribe up to 73,010 shares 
of IBRD capital stock and· authorizes the 
appropriation of $8,807,561,350 to pay for the 
U.S. subscription. The bill provides that sub
scriptions to capital stock shall be effective 
to such extent or in such amounts as are 
provided in advance in appropriations acts. 

The provisions of the blll are necessary 
because section 5 of the Bretton Woods 
Agreements Act provides that authorization 
from the Congress must be obtained for the 
United States Governor to vote for an in
crease of the capital stock of the Bank which 
involves an increased U.S. subscription and 
for the U.S. Governor to subscribe to addi
tional shares of capital stock. Moreover, leg
islation is required in order to authorize the 
appropriation of the necessary amounts to 
pay for the U.S. subscription. 

The IBRD was established in 1945. Its capi
tal is subscribed by its 135 member coun
tries, and it finances its lending operations 
primarily from its own borrowings in world 
capital markets. Bank loans generally have a 
grace period of five years and are repayable 
over 20 years or less. Unlike loans from tne 
International Development Association which 
focus exclusively on the poorest of the de
veloping countries, a. large proportion of 
IBRD loans are directed toward developing 
countries at more advanced stages of eco
nomic and social growth. The interest rate 

the Bank charges on its loans is calculated 
in accordance with a formula related to its 
cost of borrowing. 

During fiscal year 1980 the IBRD approved 
144 projects in 49 countries involving total 
commitments of $7.6 billion. On a cumula
tive basis, 1,875 projects totaling $59.3 billion 
have been approved through June 30, 1980. 
Since U.S . paid-in capital subscriptions to 
the IBRD totaled $935 million through 
6/ 30/ 80, the Bank has in effect extended more 
than $63 in loans for every dollar of U.S. 
paid-in subscriptions. 

Important as the transfer of resource func
tion is for the Bank, its critical role in the 
development process also reflects the way 
Bank projects have become catalysts for 
growth and contributed to rational sector 
and macro-economic policies in developing 
countries. The Bank also has a key role in 
the transfer of technolo:ry and in providing 
sound advice on economic policy associated 
with its lending activity. This contribution 
to " institution building" and "human capital 
formation" permeates the process of project 
preparation and implementation and is per
haps the greatest contribution made by the 
Bank to the long-term economic prospects of 
the developing countries. 

Economic growth in the developing coun
tries is an important U.S. objective, in terms 
of both strategic and humanitarian concerns 
and as a source of strength to the global 
economy as a whole. The IBRD is critical to 
the development effort-and to the m'linte
nance of economic and political stability in 
ea.ch of the major regions of the world and 
in key countries. One need only scan the list 
of the largest bank borrowers in FY 80-
Bra.zil, Colombia, Indonesia, Korea., Mexico, 
the Philippines, Romania, Thailand, Turkey, 
and Yugosla.via--to grasp the importance of 
the Bank to U.S. security by way of its con
tributions to growth and material well
being, and thus to stability in vital regions 
of tho world. 

In June 1979. following two yea.rs of nego
tiations, the Executive Directors of the 
World Bank voted in favor of submitting a 
resolution for a $40 billion increase in the 
capital stock of the Bank to the Board of 
Governors for approval. Of the new stock to 
be subscribed, a. 7.5-percent portion, a.mount
ing to a.pproximaitely $3 billion, is to be paid
in to the Bank. The remaining 92.5 percent 
will be added to the subscribed capital which 
is callable only to meet the obligations of the 
Bank to holders of its securities. The Bank 
ha.s never made a call on its callable capital, 
and any such calls a.re highly unlikely in the 
future.1 

The IBRD capital expansion will approxi
mately double total Bank resources. It was 
designed to permit the Bank to raise its loan 
commitments by about 3- 5 percent annu
ally in real terms through the mid-1980's, al
though higher than expected inflation now 
makes this quite unlikely. The negotiated ex
pansion of Bank lending reflected an inter
national consensus that while the economic 
record for developing countries over the pa.st 
few decades shows clear progress, formidable 
development problems remain. 

Poverty still exists on a large and per
vasive scale and there are serious widespread 
deficiencies in health and nutrition, literacy 

1 A companion resolution increasing the 
authorized capital stock of the Bank by $4.0 
billion, none of which is to be "paid-in", was 
also favorably recommended to the Gover
nors. The purpose of the additional increase 
was to allow each member to subscribe to 250 
shares of callable capital ($30 million). 
Without this provision. the General Capital 
Jncrease would have had the unintended ef
fect of reducing the voting power of the 
sm'l.ller memb~t' c011ntries. It was agreed that 
this second increase would not be used to 
support additional man lending. 

and education, life expectancy, and in the 
overall physical environment. The growth of 
population continues to add to the immense 
problems of unemployment and underem
ployment, and rural to urban migration has 
also fueled a rapid increase in the number 
of urban poor. These serious development 
problems have been severely compounded by 
current world economic conditions. Surging 
energy prices, worldwide inflation, slower 
growth in the industrial countries, and grow
ing constraints on the access of some devel
oping countries to external capital have com
bined to cast a long and serious shadow over 
development prospects for the 1980's. 

Jn respom.;e to these conditions, the Bank 
has sharply increased its lending for agri
culture and basic needs in the poorest devel
oping countries. More recently the United 
States and other developed countries en
couraged the Bank to take major initiatives 
in the energy area; from this initiative, a 
number of proposals have emerged including 
further expansion of existing IBRD programs 
and establishing an energy affiliate with its 
own capital structure. Another initiative has 
been to assist the adjustment process by 
making non-project loans which combine fi
nancing with a set of corrective economic 
actions and policy measures. This program 
will probably have to expand sharply in the 
next few years to help cope with both the 
recycling and increased development prob
lems of the 1980's. 

Donor countries have recognized that to 
the extent that Bank operations contribute 
to sustained economic growth in borrowing 
countries, they also contribute to the health 
of the overall world economic environment 
and the economies of the industrial coun
tries such as the United States. Jn a recent 
two-year period, for example, it was esti
mated that, for each dollar paid into the 
IBRD and the other multilateral develop
ment banks by the United States, our Gross 
National Product increased by three dollars 
as a direct result of bank-financed activity. 

The General Capital Increase was approved 
in January 1980 when favorable votes from 
127 countries with 77 percent of the voting 
power had been received. The vote of the 
United States-with 21.47 percent of the 
vote--was not cast, due to the need to first 
meet U.S. legislative requirements. Subscrip
tions under the GCI will be accepted begin
ning September 30, 1981. 

The U.S. share in the $40 blllion General 
Capital Increase would be $8.78 billion, or 
21.95 percent of the total. This proportion is 
in line with the present U.S. share of the 
IBRD's subscribed capital. It represents a 
significant decline from the 34 percent U.S. 
share in the original subscription to World 
Bank capital in 1945, and is the minimum 
required to maintain the U.S. veto in the 
Bank over Charter amendments. Other coun
tries with large shares of subscriptions in
clude France (5.0 % ), Germany (5.0 % ), 
Japan (5.0 % ), and the United Kingdom 
(7.3 % ). The paid-in portion of the U.S. sub
scription would be $658.3 million. U.S. sub
scription to its full GCI share will provide the 
United States immediately with full voting 
power benefits, but budget outlays will be 
spread out over seven years and entail an
nual outlays of $65.8 million (FY 82) , $84.4 
million (FY 83) , $84.1 million (FY 84), $94.0 
million (FY 85), and $110 million (FY 86, 
87&88). 

Callable capital is guarantee authority for 
bank borrowings in private capital markets. 
The U.S. liability in respect to callable cap
ital stock is highly contingent. The IBRD has 
never made a call on its callable capital and, 
because of the Bank's prudent financial 
management and its large liquid reserves, 
any such calls are highly unlikely in the 
future. Con!!'.ress has already appropriated 
more than $8 billion in callable capital sub
scriptions to the IBRD, none of which has 
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ever resulted in an outlay of U.S. funds , but 
which iS available shoula a call ever be maae. 

In recogrutiun oi the ab!Jve iacturs, lt lS 

proposed that ·u'.S. suuscriptions to ca!lao_le 
capital of $8,179,414,940 be made alter pro
gram limitations on, rather than a.-1propria
tions for, those subscriptions _a.r.e enacted in 
Foreign Assis~ance a.nu neui. ~ea. rro~ra1us A.t>
propna.tions Acts. 

The proposed appropriations treatment of 
U.S. subs..;rlptlons to lBRD callable capna.l 
ls consistent with the provisions of legisla
tion enacted in 1980 (Public Law 96-259) 
which authorized U.S. callable capital sub
scriptions under the Fifth Replenishment 
of the Inter-American Development Bank 
to be ma.de on the basis of program limita
tions in appropriations acts. In two Con
t inuing Resolutions approved by the 96th 
congress for FY 1981, it was also decided 
to provide for this budgetary approach for 
t he treatment of U.S. callable capital sub
scriptions to the multilateral development 
banks. The proposed appropriations treat
ment is essential to allow implementation 
of the President's FY 1982 Budget which 
proposes enactment of program limitations 
in the FY 1982 Foreign Assistance Appro
priations Act for U.S. subscription to calla
ble capital in all the banks. 

Favorable Congressional action on this 
legislation is vital to growing U.S. political, 
economic, and strategic interests in the 
developing world. In helping developing 
countries continue to grow, the Bank makes 
a major contribution to international eco
nomic and political stab1lity. The fact that 
such growth also helps expand demand for 
overseas goods and services is particularly 
important for the United States, for whom 
the developing countries now comprise the 
largest and most rapidly expanding export 
market. The largest Bank borrowers are also 
strategically centered in terms of U.S. se
curity interests. 

U.S. development assistance gets maxi
mum impact when channeled through the 
IBRD because the cost of providing devel
opment assistance ls shared with other coun
tries, because the banks leverage pa.id-in 
contributions from the United States and 
other countries through much larger bor
rowings ln world private capital markets 
backed by "callable" capital, and because 
the banks, through increased purchases of 
U.S. goods and services, return substantial 
economic benefits to the U.S. economy. As 
a result of the GCI, the IBRD wlll-through 
the combination of cost sharing and use of 
callable capital-be able to lend more than 
shty dollars for each dollar pa.id-in by the 
United States. The IBRD ls thus a particu
larly usefw institution for furthering U.S. 
objectives in the developing world in this 
period of budgetary austerity. 

A Special Report of the National Pd.,lsory 
Council on International Monetary and Fi
nancial Policies on the General Capital In
crease of mRD resources wlll be transmitted 
to the Congress separately. 

s. 786 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
TITLE I-INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

ASSOaTATION 
SEC. 101. The Tnternationa.l Development 

Association Act, as a.mended (22 U.S.C. 284 
et sea.). is further amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 

"SEC. 17. (a) The United States Governor 
is hereby authorized to agree on behalf of the 
United States to pay to the As'ro'Ciation 
$3.240,000.000 as the United States contribu
tion to the sixth reulenlshment of the Re
sources of the Assoeia.tion: Provided, how
ever, That any commitment to make such 
contributions sha.11 be made subtect to ob
ta.lning the necessary appropriations. 

" ( b) In order to pay for the United States 
contri.Jutions provide.:i for in this section, 
there is here.Jy authorized to 1Je appropn~ted, 
without fiscal year limitation, l!l;$,:&<t0,ll00,000 
for pa.)ment oy tne becretary of the 
'1reasury.". 
TITLE II-AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

SEc. 201. This Title may be cited as the 
"African Development Ba.Ilk Act". 

SEC. 202. The President is hereby author
ized to accept membership for the United 
States in the African De velopment Bank 
(hereinafter referred to as the "'Bank") pro
vided for by the agreement esta.olishing the 
Bank (hereina.fter referred to as tlhe "agree
ment") deposited in the archives of the 
United Nations. 

SEC. 203. (ia.) The President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, shall 
appoint a governor and an alternate go.ern
nor of the Bank. The term of office for the 
governor and the alternate go vernor shall be 
five yea.rs, subject at any time to termination 
of appointment or to reappointment. The 
go\rernor and alternate governor shall remain 
in office until a successor has been appointed. 

(b) No person sha.11 be entitled to receive 
any salary or other compensation from tJhe 
United States for services as a governor or al
ternate governor, except for reasonable ex
penses to attend meetings of the Board of 
Governors. 

SEc. 204. (a) The governor, or in the gov
ernor's absence the a.Iterna.te governor, on 
the instructions of the President, shall cast 
the votes of the United States for the direc
tor to represent the United States in the 
Bank. 

(b ) The director or alterna te director rep
resenting the United States, if citizens of the 
United States, may, in the discretion of the 
President, receive such compensation, allow
ances, and other benefits as, together with 
those received from the Bank and from the 
Afrioa.n Development Fund, will not exceed 
those authorized for a chief of mission, under 
the Foreign Service Act of 1980. 

SEc. 205. The provisions of section 4 of tbe 
Bretton Woods Agreements Act, as a.mended 
(22 U.S.C. 286b), shall apply with respect to 
the Bank to the same extent as with respect 
to the Tnternational Bank for Reconstruc
tion and Development and the rnterna.tional 
Monetary Fund. Reports with respect to the 
Bank under paragraphs (5) and (6) of sec
tion 4 of the said Act, as a.mended, shall be 
included in the first and subsequent reports 
made thereunder after t-he United States ac
cepts membership in the Bank. 

SEC. 206. (a) Unless a.uthor~ed by law, 
neither the President, nor any person nor 
agency, shall, on behalf of the United 
States-

(a.) subscribe to additional shares of stock 
of the Bank; 

(b) vote for or agree to any amendment 
of the agreement which increases the obli
gations of the United States, or which., 
changes the purpose or functions of the 
Bank; or 

( c) make a loan or provide other financing 
to the Bank, except that funds for technical 
assistance may be provided to the Ea.nk by 
a United States agency created pursuant to 
an Act of Congress which is authorized by 
law to provide funds to international 
organizations. 

SEC. 207. Any Federal Reserve bank which 
is requested to do so by the Bank shall act 
as its depository or as its fiscal a.gent. and 
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System sha.11 su!)ervise and direct the 
carrying out of these functions by the Fed
eral Reserve banks. 

SEc. 208. (a) The President is authorized 
to agree to subscribe on behalf of the United 
States to 29 ,820 shares of the capital stock 
of the Bank : Provided. however, That the 
subscriution shall be effective only to such 
extent -or in such a.mounts as a.re provided 
in advance in appropriations Acts. 

(b) There is hereby authorized to be a.p
propdate\i, witnc.ui; fl.,cal year limitation, 
ior payment by the Secretary of the Trea.,.,ury 
of t he inhial unitect S~ate.; i.ui:>scrip t ion to 
29,8~0 i.hare.s 01 the capital stock of the Af
rican De velopment bank, ~.:S51:1, ·/JJ,070. 

(CJ Any payment or aistnoutions of mon
ies from Lhe Ba.rut to the uruted Scates sha.11 
be covered inoo the Treasury as a miscella
neous receipt. 

SEc. :&09 . .r·or the purposes of any civil ac
tion which may be orought within the 
united Scates., lW> territories or pos.,essions, 
or tne Uommonwealth of Puerto Rico, by or 
again.,t the .t:ian.K in accordance with the 
agreement, the Bank shall be deemed to be 
an innabitant of the Federal judicial district 
in which its principal office within the 
united States or its agent appointed for the 
pur.po.;e of accepting .service or notice of 
service is located, and any such action to 
whioh the Bank shall be a. party sha.11 be 
deemed to a.rise under the laws of the United 
States, and the district courts of the United 
States, including the courts enumerated in 
title 28, section 460, United States Code, 
shall have original jurisdiction of any such 
action. When the Bank is defendant in any 
action in a State court, it may at any time 
before the trial thereof remove the action 
into the appropriate district court of the 
United States by following the procedure for 
remova.I provided in 28 U.ti.C. 1446. 

SEC. 210. The agreement, and particularly 
para.graph 5 of artic1e 49 and articles 50 
through 59, shall have full force and eft ect in 
the United States, its territories and posses
sions, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
upon acceptance of membership by the 
United States in the Bank. The President, at 
the time of deposit of the instrument of ac
ceptance of membership by the United Stat es 
in the Bank, shall also deposit a declaration 
as provided in article 64, paragraph 3, of t he 
agreement that the United States retains for 
itself and its political subdivisions the right 
to tax salaries and emoluments paid by t he 
Bank to United Stat es citizens or nationals. 

SEC. 211. The seventh sentence of para
graph 7 of section 5136 of the Revised Stat
utes of the United States, as amended ( 12 
U.S.C. 24) , is further amended by striking the 
word "or" after the words "the Inter-Ameri
can Development Bank" and inserting a 
comma in lieu thereof, and by inserting after 
the words "the Asian Development Bank" the 
words "or the African Development Bank". 

SEC. 212. (a) Any securities issued by the 
Bank (including any guarantee by the Bank, 
whether or not limited in scope) in connec
tion with raising of funds for inclusion in 
the Bank's ordinary capital resources as de
fined in article 9 of the agreement and any 
securities guaranteed by the Bank as to both 
principal and interest to which the commit
ment in article 7, paragraph 4(a), of the 
agreement is expressly applicable, shall be 
deemed to be exempted securities within the 
meaning of paragraph (a) (2) of section 3 of 
the Act of May 27, 1933, as amended (15 
U.S.C. 77c) , and paragraph (a) (12) of section 
3 of the Act of June 6, 1934, as amended ( 15 
U.S.C. 78c). The Bank shall file with the Se
curities and Exchange Commission such an
nual and other reports with regard to such 
securities as the Commission shall determine 
to be appropriate in view of the special 
character of the Bank and its ouerations and 
necessary in the public interest or for the 
protection of investors. 

(b) The Securities and Exchange Commis
sion, acting in consultation with such agency 
or officer as the President shall designate, is 
authorized to suspend the provisions of sub
section (a.) at any time as to any or all sc;icu
rities issued or guaranteed by the Bank dur
ing the period of such susoension. The Com
mission shall include in its annual reuorts to 
con~ess sucn information es it shall deem 
advisable wi1:h regard to the onel'atlons and 
effect of this section and in connection there-
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with shall include any views submitted for 
such purpose by any a.ssocia.tion of dealers 
registered with the Commission. 

SEC. 213. Section 70l{a) of Public Law 95-
118 (22 U.S.C. 262d) is a.mended by striking 
the word "and" following the words "the 
African Development Fund" and inserting 
the words "and the African Development 
Bank," following the words "the Asian De
velopment Bank". 

SEC. 214. Section 80l(a.) of Public Law 95-
118 (22 U.S.C. 262!) is a.mended by striking 
the word "and" following the words "the 
African Development Fund" and inserting 
the words "and the African Development 
Bank," following the words "the Asian De
velopment Bank". 

SEC. 215. Section 51 of Public Law 91-599, 
as a.mended (22 U.S.C. 276c-2) is further 
amended by striking the word "and" follow
ing the words "the Asian Development Bank" 
and inserting the words "and the African 
Development Bank," following the words "the 
African Development Fund". 
TITLE III-INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR 

RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT 
AND ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 
SEC. 301. Section 27(a.) (2) of the Bretton 

Woods Agreements Act, a.s amended(22 U.S.C. 
2E6e-lf), is further amended by striking 
"That any subscription to additional shares 
shall be made only after the a.mount required 
for such subscription has been appropriated." 
and inserting in lieu thereof "That any sub
scription to additional shares shall be effec
tl ve only to such extent or in such amounts 
as a.re provided in advance in appropriations 
Acts.". 

SEC. 302. Section 22(a) of the Asian Devel
opment Bank Act, as a.mended (22 U.S.C. 
285s), is further a.mended by striking "That 
any subscription to additional shares shall 
be made only after the amount required for 
such subscription has been appropriated." 
and inserting in lieu thereof "That any sub
scription to additional shares shall be effec
tive only to such extent or in such amounts 
as are provided in advance in appropriations 
Acts.". 
TITLE IV-INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOP

MENT BANK AND ASIAN DEVELOPMENT 
BANK 
SEc. 401. The Inter-American Development 

Bank Act, as amended (22 U.S.C. 283 et seq.), 
is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 

"SEC. 30. (a) The United States Governor 
of the Bank is authorized on behalf of the 
United states to contribute to the Fund for 
Special Operations $70,000,000: Provided, 
however, That any commitment to make such 
contribution shall be made subject to ob
taining the necessary appropriations. 

"{b) In order to pay for a portion of the 
increase in the United States subscription 
to the capital stock of the Bank provided 
for in section 29(a.) and for the United 
States contribution to the Fund for Spe
cial Operations provided for in this section, 
there a.re authorized to be appropriated, 
without fiscal year limitation, for payment 
by the Secretary o! the Treasury ( 1) $274,-
920,799 for the United States subscription 
and (2) $70,000,000 for the United States 
contribution to the Fund for Special Oper
ations.". 

SEc. 402. The Asian Develooment Bank 
Act, as a.mended (22 U.S.C. 285 et sea.) , is 
further amended by adding at the end there
of the following new section: 

"SEc. 24. (a) The United States Gover
nor of the Bank ls authori:red to contribute 
on behalf of the United States $66,750.000 to 
the Asian Development Fund, a special fund 
of the Bank: Provided, however, That any 
commitment to make such contribution 
shall be made sub'ect to obtaining the nec
essary a.ooroprla.tions. 

"(b) In order to pay for the United States 
contribution to the Asian Development ·Fund 

provided for in this section, there are au
thorized to be appropriated, without fiscal 
year limitation, ~66,750,000 for payment by 
the Secretary of the Treasury.". 
TITLE V-EFFECTIVE DATE AND AVAIL

ABILITY OF FUNDS 
SEc. 501. This Act shall take effect upon 

enactment, except that funds authorizea to 
be appropriated by any provision contained 
In Tttle IV a.re not available for use or ob
ligation prior to October l, 1981. 

SUMMARY 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

Title I of the bill authorizes the United 
States Governor of the International De
velopment Association (IDA) to agree to 
pay to the Association $3.24 billlon as the 
United States contribution to the Sixth Re
plenishment of the resources of the Asso
ciation. The bill requires any commitment 
to contribute tnese funds to be made sub
ject to obtaining the necessary appropria
tions. The bill also authorizes the appropria
tion of $3.24 billion for payment oy the Sec
retary of the Treasury. 

The provisions of the bill are necessary be
cause ::>ection 5 of the :;.nternatlonal Develop
ment Association Act (P.L. 86-565, a.s amend
ed) provides that authorization from the 
Congress must be obtained for the United 
States Governor to agree to provide financing 
for the Association. Moreover, legislation is 
required in order to authorize the appro
priation of the ne;::essary amounts to enable · 
the United States to contribute to IDA. 

The International Development Associa
tion ls a member of the World Bank Group 
with membership similar to that of the 
World Bank. IDA was established in 1960 at 
the initiative of the United States to pro
vide development financing on highly con
cessional terms to the poorest of the less 
developed countries. These countries con
front encrmous development problems and, 
in addition, have been hard hit by infiatlon, 
rising energy costs, and the economic slow
down in developed countries. IDA loans go 
only to countries with per capita incomes of 
less than $680; moreover, almost 90 percent 
of those loans go to countries with incomes 
of less than $350 per capita.. Over 80 percent 
of IDA's total lending has been to countries 
in South Asia and in Africa south of the 
Sahara., the poorest and most disadvantaged 
regions of the world. 

As of June 30, 1980, IDA had committed 
approximately $20.7 billion in development 
credits. About half of these commitments 
are in agriculture and rural development 
with the rema.inder distributed among other 
sectors suoh as energy, transportation, ur
banization, and water supply and sewerage. 
IDA's lending activities are concentrated on 
projects which, in addition to contributing 
to economic growth and development, also, 
to the maximum extent possible, directly 
assist the poor to become m ore produotive, 
and to assure an equitable distribution of 
basic services to them. This two-pronged ap
proach has been encouraged and supported 
strongly by the United States. 

The Association began discussions in June 
1978 on the Sixth Replenishment of IDA re
sources to finance IDA operations beyond 
June 1980 when it was anticipated that re
sources from IDA's Fifth Replenishment 
would be fully committed. The issue of the 
overall size of the Replenishment was inten
sively reviewed at several IDA VI negotiating 
sessions. Although the Association's manage
ment initially recommended an IDA VI of 
$15 billion, many donor countries-including 
the United States-emphasized the need for 
a more realistic balance between the many 
critical development reouirements of IDA 
recipients and the budgetary constraints of 
donor countries and other considerations. 

An agreement was reached in December 

1979 among 33 donor countries to recom
mend to the Executive Directors a $12 billlon 
Replenishment for a three year period. On 
the basis of current expectations regarding 
global infiation, the $12 billion replenish
ment level will permit IDA to continue lend
ing at roughly the same real rate as in recent 
years. In mid-January 1980, IDA's Executive 
Directors recommended approval of the Re
plenishment to the Board of Governors. The 
Resolution enabling IDA to accept the re
sources under the replenishment was ap
proved by the Governors in March 1980. 
However, the ability of the United States to 
participate-which is necessary to bring the 
replenishment into effect-depends on prior 
Congre.>sional action authorizing and appro
priating funds for that participation. 

The proposed United States contribution 
is 27 percent of the total or $3.24 billion. 
It represents a decline in the United States 
share from 42 percent at the inception of 
IDA and 31 percent in the Fifth Replenish
ment. Other developed countries will provide 
over $7.7 billion with substantial increases 
in the German and Japanese shares. 

The United States contribution to IDA 
VI would be made in three equal annual 
instal!ments of $1,080 million ea.ch, starting 
in FY 81, although the replenishment reso
lution permits stair-stepping of the contri
bution with a minimum first installment of 
the United States of $940 million. Outlays 
would be spread over a ten-to-twelve year 
period. Assuming timely Congressional ap
proval of the required appropriations, the 
outlay effect is expected to be a.bout $20 mil
lion in FY 81 and $100 million in FY 82. 

A draft bill which included provision for 
United States participation in IDA VI was 
transmitted to Congress early in 1980. The 
Senate passed the bill (S. 2422) in June. 
Although favorably reported by the House 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs Com
mittee, the legislation was not considered 
on the House fioor before adjournment of 
the 96th Congress. 

Under the IDA VI replenishment arrange
ments, the replenishment cannot become ef
fective without U.S. participation. With IDA 
V funds already committed and the imple
mentation of IDA VI delayed, all new IDA 
lending had to be suspended last summer 
for lack of funds. As an interim arrange
ment, a. limited a.mount of new lending is 
now being approved financed by $1,519 mil
lion in advance contributions from 14 do
nors. However, the temporary financing from 
this "bridging" arrangement is scheduled 
to expire in February 1981 with IDA lending 
operations once again likely to be suspend
ed. The possibility of additional advance 
contributions appears remote in the absence 
of progress on the proposed legislation by 
the United States. 

IDA is the principal source of external 
assistance for the poorest countries in the 
world. Many of its borrowers a.re located in 
sub-Saha.ran Africa and South Asia and in
clude countries such as Kenya, Sudan, Pak
istan, and Sri Lanka. A cessation of IDA 
lending on March 1 would have serious im
plications for the economies of those coun
tries. Such a development would also have 
serious conseauences for U.S. foreign policy. 
It would disrupt the North-South dialogue 
and damage our relations with other key 
donors who a.re our allies. Not making our 
contribution to JDA IV as a.greed would 
necessarily extend that damage to other 
areas of our relations with the allies. 

For these reasons, continuation of U.S. 
support for IDA is essential. Prompt Con
gressional a.ctlon is critically important 
since, as stated above, TDA VI cannot be
come effective without U.S . participation. 

A Special Report of the National Advisory 
Council on International Mone+.arv a.nd 
Fin<>ndal PoliciP.s on the Sixth RPplenish
ment o! the resources of IDA will be trans
mitted to the Congress separately. 



. 5068 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENA TE March 24, 1981 

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

Title II of the b111 authorizes the President 
to accept U.S. membership in the African 
Development Bank. 

The African Development Bank (AFDB) 
was established in 1964 to make loans on 
near market terms for the economic and 
social development of its fifty African mem
bers individually and through regional co
operation. To meet the challenge of Africa's 
poverty, loans a.re provided primarily to 
strengthen the agricultural sector and to 
finance critically needed infra.structure proj
ects. The Bank's lending activities, like 
those of the World Bank and the other re
gional development banks, a.re fine.need pri
marily through the pa.id-in ca.pita.I subscrip
tions of member countries and borrowings 
in international ca.pita.I markets. 

While the United States and other non
regiona.l countries a.re members of the 
AFDB's concessional loan a.tnlia.te, the Afri
can Development Fund, membership in the 
Bank has to date been restricted to African 
nations. The limited resources of its African 
members have severely restricted the Bank's 
access to the private ca.pita.I markets and 
limited its lending program. As a. result, in 
May 1979, the Governors of the Bank in
vited non-regional countries to join their in
stitution. At that time, resolutions were 
submitted to the African members of the 
Bank which would a.mend the agreement 
establishing the Bank to enable non-African 
countries to become members, provide for' 
a.n increase in the Bank's capital, and set 
forth genera.I rules for admission of non
regional countries. Most non-regional coun
tries are expected to be in a. post tion to 
join the AFDB a.t the Bank's next a.nnua.l 
meeting in Ma.y 1981. 

Non-regional membership will broaden the 
ca.pita.I base of the Bank and increase its 
access to fina.ncia.l resources. The presence 
of non-regions.I countries will enable the 
Ba.nk to borrow greater amounts of private 
capita.I on more fa.vora.ble terms, thereby 
permitting the Bank to contribute more ef
fectively to Africa's development by expand
ing its lending program to a. level more 
commensurate with Africa's needs. 

In conjunction with non-regional mem
bership, the capital of the Bank would be 
increased to $6.3 billion from $1.5 billion, 
with non-regional countries providing $2.1 
billion. The overall increase would be ex
pected to sustain the Bank's lending pro
gram for the next five yea.rs. 

The e.ttached .bHl •authorizes the Presi
dent to accept membership for the United 
St;.aites in the African Development Bank, 
and to agree to subscrlbe 29,820 shares of 
the capital stock of the Bank. The bUl pro
vides that such subscription shall be effec
tive only ito such extent or in such e.tnounts 
a.s a.re provided in advance in appropri.a.tions 
acts. The bill also authorizes the a.pproipria
tion, without fiscal year limitation, of $359.7 
million ·for such subscriptfon. The b11'1 .pro
vides thSlt ithe President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, she.ll a.p
poin1t a. governor and an a.Itern.a.te governor 
of the Bank and the governor, on the instruc
tions of the President, shall cast :the votes 
of <the UnLted States !or the director to rep
resen•t ithe United States in the Bank. 

The proposed U.S. subscrd.ption, rota.ling 
$359.7 mLllion, would represent 5.68 percent 
of the Bank's total ca>pital and 17.04 percent 
of the $2.1 billion non-regional su'bscrip
tion. A U.S-. share of non-regional capital 
of this magnitude ·is roughily equivalent to 
i•ts share of ithe current .replendshment of 
the ·African Development Fund and balances 
our -interest in oost-sha.ring with the in
creased importance of Afraoa In U.S. foreign 
policy. Twenty-five percent of capirt;a.l sub
scriptions would be ipadd-ln with the ·ba!la.nce 
being callable ca.pita.I. Thus, over the next 
five yea.rs, out Of ·the total proposed U.S. 

subscription of $359.7 mlllion, '$89.9 million 
would be for paid-in ca.pi-tal, whdch would 
result in budgetary outlays, and $269.8 mll
lion would ·be for ca.Ha.bole oapilta.l, which 
we propose be proV'lded through iprogira.m 
llmLta.tions ~n .appropriations a.cts. 

U.S. member.ship iin the Bank would be 
a. tangible contribution to ·the cause of 
A'frican development. It would also represent 
highly vislble U.S. suppor·t for a regional in
stitution w'hi·ch is e~eoted to ;play ia. larger 
role ln fu tu.re years. It would sign811 our dn -
oreased po.Utloa.l, economic and strategic in
terests in Afri.ca. and our concern for tbe 
security and well-being of its countries. 

A 'Special Report of ithe 'National !Ad
visory Council on Jn t;.erna:tional Monetary 
and Flnia.ncia.l Policies on United Sta.tes 
members.hip in the Afrlcam. Development 
Bank wlll be transwtted to the Congress 
separa.tel y. 

CALLABLE CAPITAL 

Title III of the blll amends provis!ons of 
the Bretton Woods Agreements Act and the 
Asian Development Bank Act which require 
that appropriations be obtained prior to 
U.S. subscriptions to the 1977 Selective 
Oe.pltal Increase of the International Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) 
and the Serond Capital Increase of the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB). Under these pro
visions, as they now stand, subscriptions to 
callable ca.pita.I stock must be preceded by 
appropriations. Callable capital ls guarantee 
authority for bank borrowings in private 
ca.pita.I markets. The U.S. Ua.bllity in respect 
to callable capital stock ls higlhly contingent. 
None of the multilateral development banks 
has ever ma.de a call on its callwble capital, 
and any such calls are highly unlikely in 
the future. Congress has already appropri
ated $11 blllton in callable capita.I, none of 
whlcb has ever resulted In a.n outlay of U.S. 
funds. 

In recognition of the contingent nature 
of the U.S. subscription to callable capital 
of the IBRD and ADB, it ls intended that 
future subscriptions to IBRD and ADB call
able ca.pita.I be ma.de after program limita
tions on, rather than appropriations for, 
those subscriptions a.re enacted in Foreign 
Assistance and Related Programs Appropria
tions Acts. 

The amendments provide that subscrip
tions to ca.pita.I stock shall be effective "only 
to such extent or in such a.mounts a.s a.re 
provided In advance in appropriation acts." 
Under these amendments, subscriptions to 
IBRD and ADB callable capital stock can be 
ma.de after program limitations on the sub
scriptions a.re enacted in Foreign Assistance 
and Related Programs Appropriations Acts. 
(It is intended to continue to seek appro
priations for subscriptions to IBRD and ADB 
pa.id-in ca.pita.I stock.) 

The proposed amendments would bring 
the statutory terms under which U.S. sub
scriptions to JBRD and ADB callable capita.I 
stock can be made into line with those pro
vided In legislation enacted in 1980 (Public 
Law 96-259) authorizing U.S. subscriptions 
under the Fifth Replenishment of the Jnter
American Development Bank and with those 
provided in Title II of this bill for the initial 
subscriptions to the capital stock of the 
AFDB. Jn continuing resolutions approved 
twice by the 96th Congress for FY 1981 ap
propriations, it was decided to provide for 
this budgetary treatment of U.S. callable 
ca.'"'ita.l subscriptions to these Institutions. 
The proposed amendments a.re essential to 
allow implementation of the President's FY 
1982 Budget which proposes enactment of 
program llmltatlons In the FY 1982 Foreign 
Assistance Appropriations Act for U.S. sub
scriptions to callable capital stock in the 
multilateral development banks, Including 
the IBRD and ADB. 

INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK A.,. .. 

DEVELOPMENT FUND 

Title IV of the bill authorizes the a.ppro
pria.tlon of $274,920,799 in United States 
subscriptions to the capital stock of the 
Inter-American Development Bank (IDB). 
It also authorizes the United States Gov
ernor of the IDB to contribute on behalf of 
the United States $70 000 000 to the Fund for 
Special Operations (FSO), and authorizes 
the appropriation of this $70,000,000 contri
bution. Title IV also authorizes the United 
States Governor of the Asian Development 
Bank (AiDB) to contribute on behalf of the 
United States $66,750,000 to the Asian De
velopment Fund (ADF), a. special fund ad
ministered by the ADB, and authorizes the 
appropriation of this $66,750,000 contribu
tion. 

The proposed legislation would complete 
the authorization for United States partici
pation in the Fifth Replenishment of the 
resources of the IDB and the Second Re
plenishment of the Asian Development Fund. 
The first stage of the authorizing legislation 
wa.c; ena.~ted in June 1980 (P.L. 96-259). 

The Fifth Replenishment increased IDB 
ca.pita.I resources by $7,969 mllllon (exclusive 
of unassigned shares) of which $598 million 
(7.5 percent) was paid-in capital. The share 
of this Increase allocated to the United 
States was $2,749 mllllon-34.5 percent of 
the total-comprieed of $2,f43 mUlion of 
callable capital and $206 milllon of paid-In 
ca.pita.I. For the FSO, the increase amounted 
to $1,7EO million of which the United States' 
share is 40 percent of the total ($700 mil
lion). The Increase in IDB resources was 
characterized by three Important a.dvances
increased cost-sharing by the non-regional 
and aidva.nced developing member countries, 
a further shift in lending emphasis from 
concessional FSO to capital resources, and 
agreement to direct EO percent of total lend
ing to low income groups in recipient 
countries. 

Public Law 96-259 enacted on June 3, 
1980, authori7ed United States subscriptions 
to 227.896 shares of IDB capita.I stock (the 
number of shares provided for the United 
States under the Replenishment) but au
thori7ed the appropriation of only $2,474,-
287,189 instead of $2,749,207,988 to pay for 
the United States subscriptions. Contribu
tions to the FSO in an a.mount of $630 mil
lion were also authorized. This resulted in 
a shortfall of $274.920.799 in the amounts 
nel<"otiated for the United States subscription 
to IDB capital and $70,000.000 for the United 
States contribution to the FSO. President 
Carter and Secretary Miller undertook to 
seek authorizing legislation from the 97th 
Congress for these amounts. (President Car
ter's letter to Congressman Os.vans.ugh 
(D-Nebr.) is annexed to this summary.) 

The IDB Boa.rd of Executive Directors ex
pressed its grave concern with regard to the 
situation and its hope that the legislation 
could be obtained by October 31, 1981. At a. 
special meeting of Governors in August 1980, 
the particlt>a.nts also voiced serious concern 
over the U.S. action and emphasized the im
portance of countries being able to partici
pate in the replenishments a.s negotiated. 

The IDB plays an Important role in the 
economic and social development of La.tin 
America and the Caribbean. Its largest bor
rowers include countries like Bra.zll and 
Mexico which ba.ve Important commercial 
ties to the United States. The Bank ls also 
a critical source of support for the smaller 
economies of Central America. and the Carib
bean. Prompt Congressional consideration 
and approval of this legislation would be a 
concrete commitment to overall United 
States political, economic, and strategic in
terests in this critical region. It would also 
a.void wha.t could be a. contentious renegotia
tion of the Fifth Replenishment. A renego-
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tiation could result in ·the loss of the im
portant achievements the U.S. negotiated 
under the terms of the replenishment and 
in a further disruption in the Bank's lend
ing operations. Favorable action on this legis
lation ls required as soon as possible. 

Public Law 96-259 enacted on June 3, 1980, 
authorized a United States contribution of 
$378,250,000 to the ADF, but left a shortfall 
of $66,750,000 in the United States contribu
tion of $145 m1111on which had been nego
tiated for the Replenishment. 

The proposed b111 for a U.S. contribution of 
$66,750,000 to the ADF will, therefore, com
plete authorization for United States partic
ipation in the Second Replenishment of re
sources of the ADF. The size of the basic 
replenishment agreed to in a July 24, 1978 
resolution adopted by the ADB Board of Gov
ernors is $2.0 b1llion, of wnich the U.S. share 
was $445 million. However, the replenishment 
resolution allows donor countries to make 
supplementary contributions, over and above 
their basic contributions, in order to fac111-
tate a concessional lending program of $2.15 
b1llion over the four-year period 1979-82. 
Certain donor countries (Australia, Austria, 
Germany, Japan, Switzerland and the United 
Kingdom) have made such additional pledges 
to raise the total of basic and supplementary 
contributions to $2.15 billion. The U.S. share 
of this larger amount ls 20.7 percent, which 
compares with Japan's 36.8 percent share. 
· The United States, in replenishment nego
tiations, successfully pursued several con
cerns that had been expressed by the Con
gress. There has been increased cost-sharing 
on the part of other donor countries. There 
have also been significant increases in the 
O.ow of resources to the poorest and least de
veloped member countries in Asia and the 
Pacific, and an increased emphasis on lend
ing for projects Intended to meet the needs 
of the poorest peoples In these countries. 
Among the countries assisted a.re Pakistan, 
Thailand and the Ph1llpplnes. 

After enactment of the legislation author
izing U.S. participation In the Replenishment 
at a level lower than had been anticipated, 
the ADB convened a meeting of the contribu
tor countries to the ADF to consider how to 
deal with the situation in light of the e:r.
haustion of ADF resources and the inabillty 
of the United States to make its contri.bution 
in accordance with the terms negotiated. 
Strong sentiment was expressed by other 
donors that there should not be a realloca
tion of the cost sharing arrangements. 
Questions were raised whether other donors 
should insist on reducing their shares or 
whether a way could be found that would be 
less damaging to the lending program of the 
Bank. 

The key to resolving the impasse was the 
United States commitment to seek authori
zation for the $66,750,000 shortfall as soon 
as possible. However, other donors also 
agreed that if the authorization was not ob
tained by the end of 1981, the other donors 
would review the situation and consult on 
the release of their contributions. 

The lending operations of the ADF are an 
effective way for both spurring development 
in the poorest countries of Asln. and support
ing basic United States foreign policy inter
ests in the region. Ea.ch dollar of the U.S. 
contribution is matched by almost four dol
lars from other donor countries, and when 
the resources contributed bv co-financing 
and mob111zed from the domestic savings of 
the developing countries are included, the 
U.S. contribution is leveraged ten-fold. This 
is a fine examule of multilateral cost-sharing 
which is applied to well-conceived and well
executed development projects. Speedy Con
gressional authorization ls important to 
avoid further disruptions in ADF lending 
and to enable the United States to cimtrib
ute a fair share of the financial resources 
required for a realistic and successful Bank 
program. 

A Special Report of the National Advisory 
Council on International Monetary and Fi
nancial Policies on the Fifth Replenishment 
of the resources of the IDB and the Second 
Replenishment of the Asian Development 
Fund will be transmitted to the vongress 
separately. 

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 
Title V of the bill provides, in accordance 

with the procedural requirements of Se::tion 
402(a) of the Congres.,ional Budget and Im
poundment Control Act of 1974, that funds 
authorized to be appropriated in the bill for 
the Inter-American Development B:ink and 
the Asian Development Fund cannot be used 
or obligated before October 1, 1981. Because 
it is important that contributions to IDA 
and subs::riptions to AFDB oe ma.de in fiscal 
year 1981, a. waiver of the requirements c•f 
Section 402(a) would have to be sought 
with regard to Titles I and II. 

CONCLUSION 
The multilateral development banks are 

widely recognized as pro•en instruments for 
promoting economic growth with equity in 
developing countries. They are well-man
aged anct efficient, with lending operations 
based on the application of economic and 
financial criteria. designed to insure that 
each project is justified in terms of produc
ing tangible benefits. In recent years, these 
lending operations have been focused on 
particularly critical sectors such as energy 
and food production. 

U.S. participation in the multilateral de
velopment banks is cost-effective. We share 
the costs for providing economic assistance 
with other donor countries. For each dollar 
which the United States pays into the banks, 
other countries provide three dollars. In ad
dition, the banks raise more than 90 percent 
of their conventional lending resources from 
borrowings in private capital markets, thus 
reducing budgetary costs for the United 
States and other member countries to a frac
tion of total lending programs. In the case 
of the World Bank, each dollar paid in by 
the United States has resulted In bank lend
ing of more than $50. 

U.S. participation in the multilateral de
velopment banks also provides substantial 
benefits i·or the U.S. economy. In a recent 
two-year period, it was estimated that for 
each dollar paid into thJ banks by the 
United States, our Gross National Product 
lncre:ised by three dollars as a direct result 
of bank-financed activity. 

The Indirect economic benefits are even 
greater because the banl;{s, by encouraging 
economic growth in less developed countries, 
help expand overseas markets for U.S. goods 
and services. Less developed countries now 
comurise the largest and most rapidly ex
panding export market for our goods and 
services. They take nearly thirty percent of 
our total exports, including substantial 
amounts of agricultural products, and pro
vide critically needed raw materhls such as 
chrome, bauxite and manganese. In helping 
less developed countries continue to grow 
and In making a material contribution to in
ternational economic stablllty, the multi
lateral development banks directly suuport 
the most fundamental of U.S. economic self
lnterests. It ls essential that we take action 
to maintain our International credib111ty and 
continue our oarticlpatlon In these Im
portant programs. 

[From the Congressional Record, May 21, 
1980) 
THE WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington, May 20, 1980. 
Hon. JOHN CAVANAUGH, 
House of Representatives, 
Washinrrton D .O. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CAVANAUGH: Thank vou 
for your Jetter re'?Qrding the Multi!atel'al De
velopment Bank legislation. I appreciate your 
concern that the Administration's accept-

a.nee of any reduction in the negotiated re
plenishments for the regional banks would 
create a very bad preceaent. However, I do 
not believe that e. two-step replenishment 
authorization process, in which the Adminis
tration would ask the next Congress to fill 
the m1tial shortfall, constitutes diminished 
American support for these Institutions; nor 
do I accept this as a precedent for World 
Bank and IMP legislation. We will do our 
utmost to assure that the full U.S. shares 
in IDA VI and the IMF quota increase are 
authorized. 

As you know, a. further rejection by the 
House of the U.S. subscriptions to the re
gional banks would be disastrous. Both Sec
retary Miller and I under.stand the risks in
volved with the Conference Report, but after 
wide consultation, we believe It is the best 
approach possible. Therefore, I believe that 
the Conference Report deserves support as 
the best of the options available at this time. 

I hope that ultimately you wm be able to 
support the Conference Report with the ex
plicit understanding that we are not accept
ing less than full funding for our negotiated 
replenishments and that we will do every
thing possible to help you and other bank 
supporters in seeking full funding for IDA 
VI and the IMF. 

lt you cannot support the Conference Re
port, then I hope you will not actl vely op
pose it, because failure of the Conference 
Report this week wlll almost certainly mean 
no regional bank bill or IDA VI legislation 
this year. Although we may not agree on the 
best way to approach ,the problem, I think 
we would both agree that a result of no legis
lation this year would be the worst possible 
outcome. 

Sincerely, 
JIMMY CARTER. 

John, you have been a staunch & coura
geous ally in this fight, & I need you in these 
closing rounds. 

Thanks. 
J. 

TH'E SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 

Washington, March 10, 1981. 
Hon. GEORGE BUSH, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On January 17, two 
draft bills were transmitted to the Congress 
"To provide for continuing participation by 
the United States In the International Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development, and 
for other purposes" and "To provide for con
tinuing participation by the United States 
in the International Development Associa
tion, to provide for United States participa
tion in the African Development Bank, and 
for other purposes." 

The Administration has reviewed this 
draft legislation within the context of pro
jected foreign aid budget levels. The need 
for a tightly disciplined national budget and 
the importance of the multllateral develop
ment banks both to the international eco
nomic system and to overall U.S. Interests 
were carefully assessed. 

As a result of the review, the Administra
tion is requesting prompt and favorable 
Conj?ress!onal action on the two draft au
thorizing bills. The bllls are a high priority 
element of the Administration's foreign eco
nomic assistance program. They are an ln
te1?ral part of our efforts to establlsh a 
stronl:{ and coherent foreign uolicy in part
nership with our allies. Authorization of the 
full amounts reouested ls e<ssential to this 
effort. It will demonstrate the intention to 
reassert U.S. leadership in our international 
relations. In the case of the International 
Develooment Association, authorization of 
the full U.S. contribution ls required before 
the Sixth Reolenishment agreement can be
come effective. It would therefore be ap
preciated If you <'OuJd unc:feiotake t.he neces
sg.rv stens to ass11re t.hat t.hls orooosed leg
islation receives prompt consideration by the 
House. 
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While the overall amounts of the a.uthor
lza.tlon requests for the banks have not been 
changed, U.S. funding for the multlla.tera.1 
banks has not been exempted from the Presi
dent's budget reduction program. The Ad
ministration ls recommending tha.t contribu
tions a.nd subscriptions on the ma.jor ele
ments of the authorization requests be ma.de 
over a. longer period of time tha.n wa.s en
visioned in the budget submitted by the pre
vious Adm1nistra.tion. Specifically, the Ad
ministration is requesting funding for U.S. 
subscriptions to the General Ca.pita.I In
crease of the World Ba.nk over six years (FY 
1982-1987) instead of seeking funding for the 
full subscription in FY 1982. We a.re also 
seeking gra.dua.ted appropriations ($540 mil
lion, $850 million a.nd $1 ,850 million in FY 
1981-83 respectively) for the U.S. contribu
tion to the Sixth Replenishment of the In
terna.tiona.l Development Association in
stead of $1,080 million in each of those 
yea.rs. 

The funding adjustments recommended by 
the Administration will ca.use programming 
problems 1'>r the ba.nks. These adjustments 
a.re necessary, however, to enable the United 
Sta.tes to carry out interna.tiona.lly negoti
ated agreements at the lowest possl-ble cost. 

The omce of Management a.nd Budget has 
advised that the enactment of these legisla.
ti ve proposals would be in accord with the 
program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
R . T. MCNAMAR, 
Acting Secretary.e 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 
'8. 787. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide non
refundable tax credits for investments in 
qualified industrial energy efficiency and 
fuel conversion projects, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 
REFUNDABLE ENERGY CONSERVATION TAX INCEN-

TIVE PROGRAM FOR BUSINESS 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, ear
lier today I had the honor of joining with 
my colleagues Senator WALLOP, Senator 
BOREN, Senator PERCY, and six other 
Senators in cosponsoring the Industrial 
Energy Security Tax Incentive Act of 
1981. I am also introducing today 
legislation entitled "The Energy Pro-

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR 
AMERICAN WORKERS AT ROOSEVELT-CAMPO

BELLO INTERNATIONAL PARK 

• Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
introducting a bill to extend unemploy
ment insurance coverage to the Amer
ican workers at the Roosevelt-Campo
bello International Park. 

The International Park was established 
in 1964 to preserve the summer home of 
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt. 
The park is jointly administered by the 
United States and Canada, campobello 
Island being Canadian territory. Pur
suant to the basic agreement that estab
lished the park, both Canadian and U.S. 
workers are employed by the Park Com
mission. 

The American employees of the Com
mission pay Federal income taxes and 
payroll taxes. They are eligible for old 
age, survivors, and disability insurance 
benefits under the social security system. 
In all respects except one, they are 
treated as any other workers employed 
in U.S. territory. 

The bill I am introducing today would 
adjust that one minor anomaly by treat
ing work for the Park Commission as 
"covered employment" for the purposes 
of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act. 
Passage of this bill would permit the 
State of Maine to extend unemployment 
insurance coverage to these workers. 

The s~tuation that now exists has been 
the subject of extensive discussions be
tween our Treasury Department and the 
Canadian Government. This proposed 
legislation is the Treasury Department's 
suggested solution to the problem. It will 
entail no additional Federal spending 
and places no added regulatory burden 
on any U.S. enterprise or business. 

It would have the effect of making cer
tain that the Canadian and U.S. citizens 
employed by the Park Commission are 
treated alike by their respective govern
ments. 

I urge prompt consideration of this 
measure.• 

ductivity Act of 1981." This legislation By Mr. D'AMATO: 
is basically the same legislation I cospon- s. 789. A bill to amend the Federal 
sored this morning along with Senator Wa.ter Pollution Control Act to provide 
WALLOP. It differs in one important as- that the limitation on the use of grants 
pect. In this legislation I have made the for publicly owned treatment works for 
special investment tax credit for energy treatment, storage, or conveyance of 
conservation refundable. · fiows of industrial users shall not take 

I have long believed that investment effect until November 15, 1984; to the 
tax credits should be refundable be- Committee on Environment and Public 
cause I believe that all firms, regardless Works. 
of their status as taxpayers, should have PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO AMEND CLEAN WATER 

Federal incentives available to them. Es- ACT INDUSTRIAL COST EXCLUSION PROVISIONS 

pecially in an area such as energy con- • Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, today 
servation, it is just as important to the I am pleased to introduce legislation 
Nation that companies that are not mak- which amends the Federal Wa.ter Pollu
ing profits save oil as it is that profit- tion control Act to provide that the lim
making companies save oil. In fact, those itation on the use of grants for publicly 
companies that are not making profits owned treatment works for treatment, 
are probably less likely to be investing storage, conveyance of fiows of industrial 
money in energy conservation improve- users shall not take effect until Novem
ments than those who are making ber 15, 1984. 
profits. In October of last year, Congress 

By Mr. MITCHELL: 
S. 788. A bill to provide unemployment 

insurance coverage for certain U.S. 
workers; to the Committee on Finance. 

amended the Clean Water Act, cha.nging 
the funding formula through which 
municipalities receive appropriations for 
the construction grants program. T.his 
change, which was mandated by Public 

Law 96-483, poses a great threat to the 
goals set forth in the Clean Water Act, 
to rid our Nation's water of harmful pol
lutants through the prohibition of indus
trial discharges into our lakes, rivers, 
and streams. It also poses tremendous 
difficulties for many of our municipali
ties and communities. 

T.he new authorization formula, indus
trial cost exclusion <ICE), rules out the 
Federal Government's 75-percent share 
of the costs of publicly owned treatment 
works for the portion of industrial users 
that contribute more than 50,000 gallons 
per day of sanitary waste. As a result, it 
leaves municipalities with funding and 
completing the enormous task of fulfill
ing the Federal mandates of the Clean 
Water Act. However, because doubts ex
isted with the passage of this legislation, 
the amendment also authorized a study 
by the Environmental Protection Agency 
<EPA) to determine the effects of indus-
trial cost exclusion. This report was de
livered to Congress on March 15, 1981. 

EPA REPORT ON ICE 

The EPA report concludes that ICE 
will be harmful to great numbers of mu
nicipalities and industries. Apparently, 
ICE could cause industries either to close 
permanently or move to other municipal
ities which have suitable publicly owned 
treatment works <POTW's). The loss of 
industries would have serious effects on 
the unemployment problem of many of 
our communities. 

In addition to increased unemploy
ment rates in these communities, resi
dents and industries remaining in these 
cities would have to contribute to the 
construction and maintenance of the 
POTW through increased property taxes. 
While some more prosperous and larger 
communities will be able to fund this 
added burden, most municipalities can
not afford ·these costs, and will see their 
industries move away, tax base decrease, 
and unemployment rise. Two such com
munities adversely affected by ICE are 
Gloversville and Johnstown in New York 
State. 

The city of Gloversville-Johnstown 
Treatment Facility has a population of 
approximately 18,000 persons and the 
city of Johnstown has a population of 
approximately 9,000 persons. Fulton 
County, within which they are located, 
has a total population of approximately 
50,000 persons within the area of 533 
square miles. The economic base of Ful
ton County is almost entirely dependent 
on the manufacturing jobs located with
in the two cities and has been declining 
for many years. 

There are no significant State or Fed
eral installations and no large institu
tional employers. More than half of the 
manufacturing jobs are in the leather 
industry, and these are primarily tan
neries. There are also textile dyeing and 
:finishing plants and miscellaneous indi
vidual factories producing adhesives, 
phonograph records, refrigration equip
ment, and marine hardware. Present rec
ords indicate that most of the 30 fac
tories would exceed the 50,000 gallons 
per day sanitary waste equivalent cut-
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oft. In fact. the primary reason for these 
:firms to be located in Fulton Com1ty is 
the excellent quality and quantity of 
water available for industrial use. 

The Gloversville-Johnstown Jo~nt 
Wastewater Treatment FacUity is cur
rently involved in an upgrading and ex
pansion under the 201 program. To un
derstand the magnitude of the imoact on 
these communities it is necessary to 
compare the Feder.al share before and 
after the passage of Public Law 96-483. 
The cities' consuWng engineers made a 
preliminary cost estimate of $25.000.000 
in the :first quarter of 1979. A Federal 
share at 75 percent of the total would be 
$18,750.000. If just the 17.7 percent of 
domestic use is funded at 75 percent, the 
Federal share woUld be only $3,318,750, 
a difference of $15,431.250. 

According to the mayor of Gloversville, 
Louis Nicolella, the increased cost to the 
citv is an intolerable burden. In a letter 
to me, he states: 

What we have in our community ls a po
tential crisis of overwhelming proportions. 
Could we expect small family-owned cor
porations to commit themselves to waste
treatment allocations of greater dollar value 
than their own physical plant and equip
ment? Yet we would be forced by National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) enforcement to drive them away 
if we chose not to upgrade. Gloversville and 
Johnstown's combined sewer budgets exceed 
$2 million for 1981. Bonding all the non
Federal costs of upgrading at current in
terest rates of 9 % or more will double these 
budgets. We would be particularly likely to 
have a domino effect. If one firm left, the 
costs to the remaining would increase. Grad
ually at first and accelerating with time the 
costs would climb beyond the resources of 
even the strongest firms. 

COSTS AND IMPACT 

Of course, this is just one example in 
New York State. But it is illustrative of 
many of the problems ICE is posing for 
communities throughout the country, as 
the EPA report makes clear. Instead of 
saving money, ICE will cause addltional 
funds to be spent because it requires 
communities with major industries to 
seek alternative :financing for the ca
pacity assigned to industrial users hav
ing flows greater than 50,000 gallons per 
day of equivalent sanitary waste. The 
time necessary to work out these ar
rangements will impose the costs of delay 
upon affected projects. These costs of 
delay include inflation, increased finance 
charges, and higher administrative costs. 

As inflation persists, the absolute cost 
of a project, both the Federal and non
Federal share increase. Localities must 
pay greater :financing charges on the 
larger sums they borrow to pay for their 
portion of the project. In addition, the 
administrative cost of exploring ways to 
finance the affected industrial portion 
and of negotiating new agreements with 
industries will mean an added coot for 
the municipalities. 

What 1are some of the potential im
pacts of ICE on POTW's? If the con
struction cost to pay for the industrial 
share is subsidized by the local communi
ty, there may be an inability to borrow 
funds or high debt service cos~. Should 

the industry decide to self-treat the 
wastewater. the advantages o! economy 
of scale would be lost. And it is obvious 
that if industry shuts down or decreases 
production, there will be a concomitant 
loss of jobs and a decline in the com
munity's tax base. 

There are other problems which the 
EPA report also addresses. Over '70 per
cent of the affected projects are in com
munities smaller than 50,000 persons. 
These figures suggest a rural and small 
city bias in the ICE. 

A number o! municipalities feel that 
application of existing deadlines for in
dustrial flow eligibility would create in
equi1ties between communities with some 
ability to offer low cost trerut;ment of in
dustry while others could not. This is 
a particular concern to communities 
which feel that they would miss the dead
line for eligibility because of slow 
processing of fa.cili'ty plan approvals by 
EPA or state offices. 

The 50,000-gallon-per-day cutoff 
would affect communities unequally. For 
example, under the ICE provision, a com
munity with many small industries, each 
with flow under 50,000 gallons per day, 
could receive funding for all of its in
dustrial flow, while another community 
wi'th only one industry, but above the 
50,000-gallons-per-day limit, would not 
receive funding for its industrial flow, 
even though the total industrial flow jn 
the second community was smaller. 

Communities are also concerned that 
the 50,000·-gallon-per-day limit would re
quire them to treat their industrial users 
inequitably. They feel that they might be 
faced with charging industrial users 
widely different rates when the only dif
ference between them was amount of 
flow. Other communities are concerned 
that some industries would have rela
tively low rates because they would use 
previously completed facilities while 
newer industries in "development" areas 
would be facing higher rates or self
treatment costs. 

EFFECTS OF POSTPONING ICE 

This bill does not off er a solution to the 
problems of funding the construction 
grants program. There seems to be no 
end in sight to this program which has 
already received authorizations of $44 
billion, the largest nonmilitrury public 
works program since the Interstate High
way System. Rather, this proposed legis
lation gives our communities the oppor
tunity to plan properly for the future, 
without having to change their course in 
midstream because the Federal Govern
ment has decided to change the rules in 
the middle of the game. 

I do not advocate a return to industrial 
cost recovery permanently, as this ap
proach has its drawbacks as well. I also 
point out that this bill does not call for 
increased funding for the construction 
grants program. But, I believe that we 
must make the authorizing process a fair 
one. Finally, it provides Congress with 
the opportunity to reauthorize the con
struct~on grantis program later this year 
in order to arrive at an ·adequate program 
for the future. As the EPA report demon-

strates. industrial cost exclusion is not 
the proper resnonse at this time to the 
problem of funding the construction 
grants prog-ram provided for in the Clean 
Water Act.• 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 
S. 790. A bill to amend section 44 of the 

Internal Revenue Corle of 1954 to allow 
a credit against tax for the purchase of 
certain new principal residences. and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 
EMER3ENCY HOME PURCHASE AND INVENTORY 

REDUCTION ACT OF 1981 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President. I am in
troducing todav a bill that would provide 
desperately needed relief to some of 
the Nation's most hard-pressed home
buHders. 

The bill would provide a 5-percent tax 
credit on the purchase price of a quali
fying new home up to a maximum of 
$5,000. 

Qualifying new homes would be those 
that have remained umold in the hous
ing inventory for more than 1 year. 

The bill would immediately help clear 
the unsold housing inventory, which in 
large regions of the country has remained 
at untolerably high levels. 

It would ease the burden of financing 
this inventory at extremely high interest 
rates-a burden that is ra'IJidly driving 
large numbers of homebuilders toward 
bankruptcy. 

The bill would target assistance on 
homebuilders and homebuyers who, 
through no fault of their own, were 
caught by the sudden and unforeseeable 
rise in interest rates. Many of the quali
fying homes were built for prospective 
buyers who subsequently found that Fed
eral tight money policies had forced the 
mortgage payments beyond their ability 
to pay. 

As a result, many homebuilders in 
States like my own State of Michigan 
stand to lose businesses that they had 
built with years of hard work. The reces
sion in our State has reduced the number 
of prospective homebuyers. The continu
ing high interest rates are draining cap
ital from the firms at an extraordinary 
rate. 

Mr. President, study after study has 
found that the boom and bust housing 
cycles do lasting harm to our home con
struction industry and ultimately drive 
up the cost of housing for all Americans. 
Many homebuilders are now facing a 
crisis that is worse than any they have 
seen in the past. This bill will provide 
modest but real relief. 

This bill draws on the precedent of sec
tion 208 of the Tax Reduction Act of 
1975, which was successful in easing the 
housing crisis of 1974 and 1975. Expert 
analysis indicates that the cost would be 
modest in comparison to the benefits. 
About 55,000 units would qualify, and the 
cost is estimated to be less than $180 mil
lion nationwide. 

Since some new construction activity 
would be generated and the operating 
losses of many homebuilders would be 
reduced, there would be significant off
setting revenue gains to the Treasury. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my bill and a copy 
of a section-by-section analysis be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. . 

There being no objection, the bill and 
analysis were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 790 
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 "Emergency 
Home Purchase an<i Inventory Reduction 
Act of 1981 ". 
SEC. 2. CREDIIT FOR P'URCHASE OF NEW PRINCI

PAL RESIDENCE. 
Section 44 of the Internal Revenue Code 

of 1954 (relating to credit for purchase of 
new principal residence) ls amended to read 
as follows: 
"SEC. 44. P'URCHASE OF NEW PRINCIPAL RESI

DENCE. 
"(a.) GENERAL RULE.-In the case of an in

dividual there ls allowed, as a credit against 
the tax imposed by this chapter for the tax
able year, an amount equal to 5 percent of 
the 1purchase price of a new principal resi
dence purchased by the taxpayer. 

"(b) LIMirATIONS.-
"(l) MAXIMUM CREDIT.-The credit allowed 

under subsection (a) may not exceed $5,000. 
"(2) LIMITATION TO ONE RESIDENCE.-The 

credit under this section shall be allowed 
with respect to only one residence of the 
taxpayer. 

"(3) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS.-In the case of a. 
husband and wife who file a joint return 
under section 6013, the amount specified 
under para.graph ( 1) shall apply to the joint 
return. In the case of a. xna.rried individual 
filing a separate return, paragraph ( 1) shall 
be applied by substituting '$2,500' for '$5,000'. 

"(4) CERTAIN OTHER TAXPAYERS.-In the case 
of individuals to whom para.graph (3) does 
not apply who together purchase the same 
new principal residence for use as their prin
cipal residence, the a.mount of the credit al
lowed under subsection (a) shall be allo
cated among such individuals as prescribed 
by the Secretary, but the sum of the amounts 
allowed to such individuals shall not exceed 
$5,000 with respect to that residence. 

" ( 5} :APPLICATION WITH OTHER CREDITS.
The credit allowed by subsection (a) shall 
not exceed the amount of the tax impoaed 
by this chapter for the taxaible year, reduced 
by the sum of the credits allowable under 
sections 33, 37, 38, 40, 41, and 42. 

" ( c) DEFINITIONs.-For purposes of this 
section-

"(l) NEW PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.-The term 
'new principal residence' means a principal 
residence (within the meaning of section 
1034), the original use of which commences 
with the taxpayer, and includes, without be
ing limited to, a single family structure and 
a residential unit in a condominium or co
operative housing project. 

"(2) PURCHASE PRICE.-The term 'purchase 
price' means the total contract price of the 
new principal residence which ls set forth in 
the contract for purchase on the date of the 
ac;:qulsltion thereof. 

"(3) PuRcHASE.-The term 'purchase' 
means any acquisition of property, but ::mly 
lf-

"(A) the property ls not acquired from a. 
person whose relationship to the person ac
quiring it would result in the disallowanoo of 
losses under section 267 or 707(b) (but, ln 
applying section 267 (b) and (c) for pur
poses of this section, paragraph (4) of section 
267(c) shall be treated as providing that the 
family of an individual shall include only his 
spouse, ancestors, and lineal descendants), 
and 

"(B) the basis of the property in the hands 
of the per.;on acquiring it ls not deter
mined-

"(1) in whole or in part by reference to the 
adjusted ba.:>is of such property ln the hands 
of the person from whom acquired, or 

"(11) under section 1014{a) (relating to 
property acquired from a decedent). 

"(d) RECAPTURE FOR CERTAIN DISPOSI
TIONS.-

" ( 1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
para.graphs ( 2) and ( 3) , if the taxpayer dis
poses of property with respect to the pur
chase of which a credit was allowed under 
subsection (a) at any time within 36 months 
after the date on which he acquired it as his 
principal residence, then the tax imposed 
under this chapter for the taxable year in 
which the replacement period under para
graph (2) with respect to the disposition ter
minates is increased by an amount equal to 
the amount allowed as a credit for the pur
chase of such property. 

"(2) ACQUISITION OF NEW RESIDENCE.-If, in 
connection with a disposition described in 
paragraph (1) and within the a.ppllcable pe
riod prescribed in section 1034, the taxpayer 
purchases a new principal residence, then the 
provisions of paragraph ( 1) shall not apply 
and the tax imposed by this chapter for the 
taxable year following the taxable year dur
ing which disposition occurs ls increased by 
an a.mount which bears the same ratio to the 
a.mount allowed as a credit for the purchase 
of the old residence as (A) the adjusted s::i.les 
price of the old residence (within the mean
ing of section 1034), reduced (but not below 
zero) by the taxpayer's cost of purchasing the 
new residence (within the meaning of such 
section) bears to (B) the adjusted sales price 
of the old residence. 

"(3) DEATH OF OWNER; CASUALTY LOSS; IN
VOLUNTARY CONVERSION; ETC.-The provi
sions of paragraph ( 1) shall not apply to-

"(A) a disposition of a residence made on 
account of the death of any lndlvldual hav
ing a. legal or equitable interest therein oc
curring during the 36-month period to 
which reference ls made under such para
graph, 

"(B) a disposition of the old residence 1f 
lt ls substantially or completely destroyed 
by a casualty described in section 165(c) (3) 
or compulsorily and involuntarily converted 
(within the meaning of section 1033(a)), or 

"(C) a disposition pursuant to a settle
ment ln a. divorce or legal separation pro
ceeding where the other spouse retains the 
residence as principal residence. 

" (a) PROPERTY TO WHICH SECTION APPLIES.
" ( 1) IN GENERAL.-The provisions of this 

section shall apply to a new principal resi
dence-

"(A) the construction of which began be
fore February 15, 1980, 

"(B) which ls acquired and occupied by 
the taxpayer after February 15, 1981, and 
before January l, 1983, and 

"(C) which was acquired by the taxpayer 
under a binding contract entered into by 
the taxpayer before January 1, 1982. 

"(2) BINDING CONTRACT.-For purposes of 
this subsection, a contract for the purchase 
of a residence which ls conditioned upon the 
purchaser's obtaining a loan for the pur
chase of the residence (including conditions 
as to the amount or interest rate of such 
loan) ls not considered nonblnding on ac
count of tha.t condition. 

"(3) CERTIFICATION MUST BE ATTACHED TO 
RETURN.-This section does not apply to any 
residence unless there ls attached to the re
turn of tax on which the credit is claimed 
a written certification (which may be in any 
form) signed by the seller of such residence 
that--

.. (A) construction of the residence began 
before February 15, 1980, and 

"(B) the purchase price of the residence 
ls the lowest price at which the residence 
was offered for sale after January 1, 1980. 

For purposes of this paragraph, a written 
certification filed by a taxpayer ls sum
clent whether or not it ls on a form pre
scribed by the Secretary so long as such 
certi!icatlon is signed by the seller and 
conLains the information required under 
this paragraph.". 

SECTION-BY-SECTION· ANALYSIS OF S. 790 
THE EMERGENCY HOME PURCHASE AND 

INVENTORY REDUCTION ACT OF 1981 

The bill ls similar to section 208 of Public 
Law 94-12, the Tax Reduction Act of 1975, 
which was oodlfied as section 11 of the In
ternal Revenue Code. Section 44 allowed a 
credit against Federal income taxes in an 
amount e<.!Ual to five percent of the purchase 
price of a new principal residence purchased 
or constructed by a taxpayer 1f it was ac
quired and occupied between March 12, 1975 
and January 1, 1977. 

Section 1 of the bill declares that it may 
be cited as the "Emergency Home Purohase 
and Inventory Reduction Act of 1981." 

Section 2 of the b1ll would amend section 
44 of the Internal Revenue Code. Subsection 
(a) of the blll would provide for a credit 
against Federal income taxes in an amount 
equal to five percent of the purchase price 
of a new principal residence purchased by 
the taxpayer. Unlike Publlc La.w 94-12, this 
b1ll would not allow the credit for residences 
constructed by the taxpayer. 

Subsection (b) would limit the maximum 
credit to $5,000. The credit would only be al
lowed for one resLdence of the taxpayer, and 
married couples would be llmlted to a $5,000 
credit per couple. I! the couple filed separate 
returns, only a $2,500 credit could be ta.ken 
on ea.ch return. I! unmarried individuals 
jointly purchased a principal residence, the 
Internal Revenue Service would be author
ized to prescribe regulations as to how the 
$5,000 credit would be allowed per residence. 
The credit would not be refundable, and it 
would be a.pplled against income tax Uab111ty 
after the foreign tax credit, the tax credit for 
the elderly, the investment tax credit, the 
work incentive credit, the polltical contri· 
buttons credit, and the section 42 general tax 
credit (which ceased to apply to tax years 
after 1978). 

Subsection (c} would establish the follow
ing definitions. First, "new nrinclpal resi
dence" would mean a principal residence 
(within the meaning of Code section 1034) 
that had never been uc:ed until the taxpayer 
occupied it. The definition would include, 
without bein.g llmited to, sinqle fa.mllv struc
tures and residential units in condominiums 
or cooperative housing projects. 

Second, "purchase price" would mean the 
total contract price of the new principal 
residence which is set forth in the contra.ct 
for purch"l.Se on the date of acquisition. 
Third, the definition of "purchase" ls written 
to prohibit use of the credit by taxpayers 
who acquire their principal residence from 
certain related persons (including spouses, 
ancestors, llneal descendants, certain cor
porations, certain trusts, and certain part
nerships) and by taxpayers who acquire their 
principal residence by gift or inheritance. 

Subsection (d) of the b1ll would provide 
for recapture of the credit 1f the taxpayer 
disposes of the home within three years after 
the date of acquisition. This means that the 
a.mount of the credit would be added to in
come in the year of disposition (sale). There 
are two exceptions to this rule. First, the 
recapture rule would not apply lf the tax
payer purchased a new principal residence 
within 18 months of the disposition of the 
home en which the credit was allowed, pro
viding that the second new principal resi
dence cost more than the flrst was sold for. 
If the second prlncipal residence was less 
exT>ensive than the sales price of the first, 
then part of the credit would be recaptured. 
Second, the recapture rule would not apply 
lf one of the following occurred: death of 
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one of the owners; destruction of the home 
as a. result of a. casualty such as fire, storm, 
etc.; condemnation; or divorce where o ... 1e 
spouse retains the home as a principal resi
dence. 

Subsection ( e) would require that the 
principal residence be constructed before 
February 15, 1980. The taxpayer must 
acquire and occupy the residence after Feb
ruary 15, 1981, and before January l, 1983, 
and the taxpayer must enter a "·binding con
tra.ct" to purchase before January l, 1982. 
A contra.ct conditioned upon the purchaser's 
obtaining financing would not be considered 
nonblndlng for that reason. 

In order to qua.llfy for the credit, the tax
payer would have to furnish a certification 
signed by the seller stating that construction 
of the residence began before February 15, 
1980 and the purchase price of the residence 
was the lowest price at which the residence 
had been offered for sale since January l, 
1980. The form of the certificate ls unimpor
tant providing it ls signed by the seller and 
contains the required lnforma.tion.e 

By Mr. MITCHELL <for himself, 
Mr. MATHIAS, and Mr. HEFLIN) : 

S. 791. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude certain 
service performed on fishing boats from 
coverage for purposes of unemployment 
compensation; to the Committee on 
Finance. 1 

LEGISLATION RELATING TO UNEMPLOYMENT TAX 
FOR MAINE FISHERMEN 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing a bill which, if en
acted, would solve a problem that Maine 
fishermen are having with the unem
ployment tax. 

The current Federal Unemployment 
Tax Act <FUTA) recognizes that crew 
members on many fishing boats cannot 
easily be classified as "employees" 'for 
the purposes of FUTA. FUTA exempts 
all workers on fishing boats except: 
Workers on halibut and salmon com
mercial fishing boats and workers on 
vessels over 10 net tons. Often, com
mercial fishing ventures resemble joint 
ventures more than employer-employee 
situations. The crews are frequently 
"pick up" crews or are family members 
and relatives. 

Since the United States adopted the 
200-mile limit, many fishermen in Maine 
and other States have found it more eco
nomical to move to larger boats. Some 
boats have exceeded the 10-ton limit and 
are consequently facing greater financial 
and administrative burdens due to the 
FUTA tax liability, even though the pro
gram is not well-suited for their situa
tion. Even though the boat owners are 
paying the tax, crew members tend not 
to collect the benefits. 

The proposed solution is to exempt 
crew members from FUT A if they are 
self-employed, as defined for the social 
security tax and for income tax with
holding purposes The criteria for self
emplovrnent require that the worker re
ceive only a share of the catch or a share 
of the proceeds from the sale of the 
catch, and that the crew of the boat be 
fewer than 10 workers. Under current 
law, if crew members meet those condi
tions, boat owners do not have to with
hold income or social security taxes. 
Under the bill, if the crew members met 
these conditions, the boat owner would 
not have to pay FUTA taxes. The bill 

would not repeal the two existing cri
teria; rather, it would add a new excep
tion to FUTA that fishing vessels could 
use. This is done to avoid inadvertently 
denying some other fishing. vessels the 
use of the current exception. 

The measure I am introducing today 
has two advantages. First, it lifts what is 
clearly an inappropriate unemployment 
tax burden from the fishing vessel owner 
or operators in Maine and other States. 
Second, it promotes uniformity by apply
ing the same criteria for self-employ
ment for FUTA, social security, and in
come tax withholding. 

By Mr. MELCHER <for himself, 
Mr. BURDICK, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. 
MATSUNAGA, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
DoMENICI, and Mr. DECONCINI): 

S. 792. To promote the development of 
native American culture and art; to the 
Select Committee on Indian Affairs. 

NATIVE AMERICAN CULTURE AND ART 

. DEVELOPMENT 

• Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, during 
the 96th Congress, I introduced S. 2166, 
a bill for the preservation and develop
ment of native American art an<i cul
ture. The Select Committee on Indian 
A1Iairs held several hearings on that 
legislation, including a field hearing in 
Santa Fe, N. Mex. The hearings brought 
to light a number of issues which 
required clarification before the com
mittee could act on the bill. However, 
due to the committee's busy agenda, final 
action on S. 2166 was postponed. 

Today, I am introducing another ver
sion of the native American art and cul
ture bill. This legislation incorporates 
many of the suggestions made by Indian 
as well as non-Indian witnesses during 
the committee hearings in 1980, and 
provides for the establishment of a 
national institute through which Indian 
art and culture will be preserved, revital
ized and disseminated. 

Mr. President, the artistic and cultural 
heritage of this Nation has been influ
enced by many societies, peoples, and 
countries. Yet, the United States has 
only one genuinely native art form and 
cultural heritage and that is derived 
from the Indian people. For many years 
the cultural and artistic expression of 
Indian people has been eroded to both 
their detriment and that of the entire 
Nation. Such erosion must stop. 

The unique aspects of American Indian 
culture and artistic contributions must 
be treated with great concern and sensi
tivity. To do otherwise would threaten 
the very existence of many Indian insti
tutions and diminish greatly the artistic 
and cultural richness of our Nation. I 
believe the legislation I am introducing 
demonstrates the Nation's sensitivity to 
the cultural, artistic, and humanistic 
expression by its native peoples. 

Mr. President, current Federal initia
tives in the area of Indian art and cul
ture are fragmented and inadequate. BY. 
establishing a national cultural and ar
tistic institution capable of serving the 
entire Indian community and the Nation, 
we will be creating not only a focal point 
for the recognition of Indian art and cul
ture, but also a vehicle through which 

Indian· people can communicate and 
share their feelings and perceptions with 
each other and with non-Indians. The 
resulting enhancement and preservation 
of this Nation's native art and culture 
will have a fundamental influence in 
raising the level of self-realization of the 
American people. 

'l'he establ.lshment of an institute en
compassing the art and culture of Indian 
people is not a new concept but, I believe, 
it is one whose time has come. The Sen
ate Special Subcommittee on Indian 
Education in its 1969 report, "Indian 
Education: A National Tragedy-A Na
tional Challenge," recommended the 
creation of such an institute and em
phasized that--

The information such an institute could 
disseminate, as well as the research which it 
would conduct, would greatly increase publlc 
knowledge and understanding of the Amer
ican Indian {Senate Report 91-501, p. 126.) 

Twelve years have passed since the 
Senate received that recommendation. 
With the introduction of this bill, the 
Senate will finally have the opportunity 
to consider this proposal. 

Mr. President, the Institute of Native 
Am;;;J.· .. ca.n .rt.ri and t;ulture Development 
is described in the bill I am introducing 
today in relatively broad terms. The leg
islation is primarily designed to establish 
a structure through which the Federal 
Governm~nt c~m support. foster, and en
courage the development of Indian art 
a.1u. 1.;u1ture. I am hopeful that extensive 
hearings on the bill will provide a clearer 
focus of the Institute's direction and 
long-term objectives. 
· Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

s. 792 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
..Act may •be cited as the "Native American 
Culoture '8.nd Art Development Act". 

FINDINGS 

SEC. 2. The Congress finds and declares 
that-

( 1) ,A mer lean Yndlian al"t and culture has 
contributed greatly to the artistic and cU'l
tural richness of the Nation; 

(2) American IJ:nd·l'8.n a.rt and culture oc
cupies a unique posi.tlon in American his
tn-·· ... ..., "~'"'"' "'lr only na.tlve airt forrn -a.nd 
cultural herita.ge; 

l 3) the en.nan cement <and preservation 
or thils Nation's na.tive a.rt and culture has 
a. fundamental infiuence on the American 
people; 

(4) '8.lthough the encoura.gement and sup
po!'l; of' -ndta.n '8.1'ts a.nd crafts -are prtma.rtly 
a matter for prlvaite, local, e.nd Tndlan :lnltla.
tlve, it is eilso ·an a.pproprlaite matter of con
cern to the Federal Government; 

(5) it ls appropriate and necessary for 
the Federal Government to support research 
and scholar.ship in Indian al"t and culture 
and to complement programs for the ad
vancement of Indl.a.n a.rt and culture .by 
trlba.l, private, and .public agencies and or
g.i.niza.tions; 

(6) current Federal inltla.tives dn the area 
of Indian art and culture a.re fMgmented and 
in·adequa.te; and 

(7) 1n order to coordinaite to the Fed
eral Government's effol"t to preserve, sup
por·t, revLtalize, the d1ssem1n'81te Indle.n art 
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and culture, it is desirable rto esta.bUsh a 
national institute of Na:tive America.n Cul
ture e.nd Arts Development. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 3. As used in ·this Act-- " 
(1) The term "·.ndian a.rt e.nd culture in

cludeo, bUJt is not limited to, the tra.di
tion-al and oontempor.a.ry expressions of Na
t ive American language, hi.:;.to.ry, .customs, 
belief, music, a.rch1tecture, dr.a.ma, d·a.nce, 
r i·tuaJs, and craf>ts. 

(2) The term "..:nstit ute" means the In
stitute of Native American Culture and Arts 
Development estaJblished by this Act. 

(3) The term "Indian for Native Ameri
can" means any 1peroon who is ia. member of 
an 'Indian •tribe or ~s e. Naitive Ha.wall.an. 

(4) The term "Indian tribe" means any 
tribe, band, nation, or other organized 
g.roup or communit y of l ndil.a.ns, including 
any Alaska Naitive village pursuant to ithe 
Alaska Native Cl'&ims Settlement Act, 
which is recognized as eligi ble for special 
programs and ser>vices provided by t he United 
S!Jaltes to Indl.a.ns because of t heir status a.s 
Indiana. 

(5) The term "Niatdve Hawaile.n" means 
any descendaillt of ·a person who, :prior to 
1778, wias a n<Bitlve of t he Ha.wiailan ~slands. 

(6) The term "Secretary" means the Secre
tary of the Interior. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF INSTITUTE 

SEC. 4. There is established the Institute of 
Native American Culture and Arts Develop
ment, which shall be under the direction and 
control of a Board of Trustees (hereinafter 
referred to in this Act as the "Board") estab
lished in accordance with section 5. 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

SEc. 5 (a) The Board shall be composed of 
18 members as follows: 

(1) twelve members appointed by the 
President of the United States from among 
individuals from private life who are Native 
Americans widely recognized in the field of 
Indian art and culture; 

(2) Secretary of the Interior (or his desig
nee); 

(3) Secretary of Education (or his desig
nee); 

( 4) Secretary of the Smithsonian Institu
tion (or his designee) ; 

(5) Chairman, National Endowment of the 
Arts (or his designee) ; 

(6) Chairman, National Fndowment o! the 
Humanities (or his designee); and 

(7) Librarian of Congress (or his designee) . 
The President of the Institute shall serve as 
an ex officio member of the Board. 

(b) In ma.king appointments pursuant to 
paragraph (1) of subsection (a), the Presi
dent of the United States shall-

( l) consult With the Indian tribes and the 
various organizations of Native Americans; 
and 

(2) give due consideration to the appoint
ment of individuals who wm provide appro
priaite regional and tribal representation on 
the Board. 

( c) The term of office of each member of 
the Board appointed pursuant to paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a) shall be six years, ex
cept that of such members first appointed, 
four shall serve for a term of two years, four 
for a term of four years, and four for a term 
of six years, as designated by the President 
as of the time of appointment. Any member 
of the Board appointed to fill a vacancy oc
curring prior to the expiration of the term 
to which his predecessor was appointed shall 
be appointed for the remainder of the term. 
No member of the Board appointed pursuant 
to paragraph (1) of subsection (a) shall be 
eligible to serve in excess of two consecutive 
terms, but may continue to serve until his 
successor is appointed. 

(d) The President of the United States 
shall designate the initial Chairman and 
Vice Chairman of the Board from among the 

members of the Board appointed pursuant 
to paragraph ( 1) of subsection (a) . Such 
Chairman and Vice Chairman so designated 
shall serve for twelve calendar months. The 
Chairman and Vice Chairman shall there
after be elected by the members of the Board 
appointed pursuant to paragraph (1) of sub
section (a) and shall serve for terms of two 
years. In the case of a vacancy in the office 
of Chairman or Vice Chairman, such vacancy 
shall be filled by the members of the Board 
appointed pursuant to paragraph (1) of sub
section (a) and the member filling such 
vacancy shall serve for the remainder of the 
unexpired term. 

( e) Unless otherwise provided by the by
laws of the Institute, a majority of the 
members of the Board shall constitute a 
quorum. . 

(f) The Board is authorized-
(1) to formulate the policy of the In

stitute; 
(2) to make such bylaws, rules, and regu

lations as it deems necessary for the admin
istration of its functions under this Act, in
cluding the organization and procedure of 
the Board; 

( 3) to obtain the services of experts and 
consultants in accordance with the provi
sions of section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code, and to accept and utilize the services 
of voluntary and noncompensated personnel 
and reimburse them for travel expenses, in
cluding per diem, as authorized by section 
5703 of title 5, United States Code; 

(4) to solicit , accept, and dispose of gifts, 
bequests, devises of money, securities, and 
other properties of whatever character, for 
the benefit of the Institute; 

( 5) to receive grants from, and enter into 
contracts and other arrangements with, Fed
eral, State, or local governments, public and 
private agencies, organizations, and institu
tions, and individuals; 

(6) to acquire, hold, maintain, use, operate, 
and dispose of such real property, including 
improvements thereon, personal property, 
equipment, and other items, as may be neces
sary to enable the Board to carry out the 
purposes of this Act; and 

(7) notwithstanding section 3618 of the 
Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 487) , or any simi
lar provision of law, to use any funds or prop
erty received by the Tnstitute to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 

(g) Members of the Board appointed pur
suant to paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of 
this section shall, for each day they are en
gaged in the performance of the duties under 
this Act, receive compensation at the rate of 
$125 per day, including traveltime. All mem
bers of the Board, while so serving away from 
their homes or regular places of business, 
shall be allowed travel expenses, including 
per diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized 
by section 5703 of title 5, United States Code, 
for persons in Government service employed 
intermittently. 

PRESIDENT; EMPLOYEES 

SEC. 6. (a) The Board slJall appoint a Presi
dent of the Institute. The President of the 
Institute shall serve as the chief executive 
officer of the Institute. Subject to the direc
tion of the Board and the general supervision 
of the Chairman, the President of the Insti
tute shall have the responsibility for carry
ing out the policies and functions of the 
Tnstitute, e.nd shall have authority over all 
personnel and activities of the Institute. 

(b) ~e President of the Tnstitute shall be 
comoensated at an annual rate not to ex
ceed- that prescribed for GS-18 of the Gen
eral Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(c) The President of the Institute, with 
the a!Jproval of the Board, shall have the 
authority to appoint and fix the com">•'m
S!l.tion and cJuties of such officers and em
ployees as may be necessary for the efficient 
administration of the Institute. Such ap-

pointments and compensation may be made 
without regard to the provisions of title 5, 
United States Code, governing appointments 
in the competitive service, and chapter 51 
and subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE INSTITUTE 

SEc. 7. (a) There shall be established 
within the Institute-

( 1) a Center for Culture and Art Studies 
to be administered by a director (appointed 
by the President of the Institute, with the 
approval of the Board), which shall include, 
but not be limitej to , Departments of Arts 
and Sciences, Visual Arts, Performing Arts, 
Language, and Literature; 

(2) a Center for Native American Scholars 
to be administered by a director (appointed 
by the President of the Institute, with the 
approval of the Board), which shall include, 
but not be limited to, research programs, 
fellowship programs, and publications; 

(3) a Center for Cultural Exchange, ad
ministered by a director (appointed by the 
President of the Institute, with the approval 
of the Board), which shall include an inter
American Indian program, marketing and 
promotion of Indian crafts, promotion of 
Indian art, exhibits and shows; and 

(4) a Museum of Indian Arts, adminis
tered by a director (.appointed by the Presi
dent of the Institute, with the approval of 
the Board) , which shall include, but not be 
limited to, the acquisition of Indian art and 
the curation and exhibition of Indian a.rt. 

(b) In addition to the centers and pro
grams described in subsection (a), the In
stitute shall develop such programs and cen
ters as the Board determines a.re necessary 
to-

(1) foster research and scholarship in In
dian a.rt and culture; 

(2) complement existing tribal programs 
for the advancement of Indian art and cul
ture; and 

(3) coordinate efforts to preserve, support, 
revitalize and disseminate Indian art and 
culture. 

(c) The Institute shall catalog the items 
relating to Indian art and culture whioh are 
available in museums, archives, libraries and 
other collections within the United States. 

TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS 

SEc. 8. (a) There are transferred to the In
stitute and the Institute shall perform the 
functions of-

(1) the Institute of American Indian Arts 
established by the Secretary of the Interior 
in 1962; and 

(2) the Indian Arts and Crafts Board 
established by the Act entitled "An Act to 
promote the development of Indian arts 
and crafts and to create a board to assist 
therein, and for other purposes", approved 
August 27, 1935 (49 Stat. 891). 

(b) (1) All personnel, liabilities, contracts, 
personal property, and records as are deter
mined by the Director of the Office of Man
agement and Budget to be employed, held, 
or used primarily in connection with any 
function transferred under the provisions of 
this Act, are transferred to the Institute. 

(2) Personnel engaged in functions trans
ferred by this Act shall be transferred in ac
cordance with applicable laws and regula
tions relating to the transfer of functions, 
except that such transfer shall be without 
reduction in classification or compensation 
for one year after such transfer. 

(c) All laws and regulations relating to the 
Institute of American Indian Arts and the 
Indian Arts and Crafts Board transferred to 
the Institute by this Act shall, insofar as 
such laws and regulations are applicable, re
main in full force and etrect. With respect to 
such transfers, reference in any other Fed
eral law to the Institute of American Indian 
Arts and the Indian Arts and Crafts Board, 
or any officer so transferred in connection 
therewith, shall be deemed to mean the 
Institute. 
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ANNUAL REPORT 

SEC. 9. The President o! the Institute shall 
submit an annual report to the Congress 
and to the Board concerning the status of 
the Institute during the twelve calendar 
months preceding the date of the report. 
Such report shall include, among other 
matters, a detailed statement of all private 
and public funds, gifts, and other items o! 
a monetary value received by the Institute 
during such twelve-month period and the 
disposition thereof as well as any recom
mendations !or improving the Institute. 

HEADQUARTERS 

SEC. 10. A!ter a period of consult:ation with 
the Indian tribes and various organizations 
o! Native Americans, the Board, in conjunc
tion with the Secretary, shall designate an 
existing facmty which is under the jurisdic
tion o! the Secretary as the hoodquarters of 
the Institute. The Secretary is authorized to 
trans!er the real property and any improve
ments thereon which comprise such facmty 
to the Institute. 

ADVISORY COMMITl'EE 

SEC. 11. (a) The President o! the Institute 
shall establish an Advisory Committee which 
shall make recommendations to the Boo.rd 
on any matters relating to the Institute. 

(b) (1) The Advisory Committee shall be 
composed o! students of the Institute and 
parents o! such students appointed by the 
President o! the Institute. 

(2) The number of members o! the Ad
visory Committee and the terms of service o! 
such members shall be determined by the 
President of the Institute. 

(3) In making appointments to the Ad
visory Committee, the President of the In
stitute shall consider individuals who w111 
provide appropriate representation o! the 
students o! the Institute and the parents o! 
such students. 

(c) The Advisory Committee shall elect a 
Chairman and shall have the authority to 
make any necessary rules regarding the pro
cedures o! the Advisory Committee. 

COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER ACTS 

SEC. 12. The Institute shall comply with 
the provisions of the American Indian Relig
ious Freedom Act (92 Stat. 469) and the 
Archeological Resources Protection Act (93 
Stat. 721). 

AUTHORIZATION 

SEC. 13. There are authorized to be appro
priated, for the fiscal year beginning Octo
ber l, 1981, the sum o! $4,000,000 to carry 
out the purposes o! this Act, and !or each 
fiscal year thereafter, such sum as may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes o! this 
Act.e 

By Mr. DOMENIC!: 
S. 793. A bill to facilitate collection of 

defaulted loans under the U.S. Govern
ment direct and guaranteed loan pro
grams to individuals, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Governmen
tal Affairs. 

DEB'l' COLLECTION AND MANAGEMENT 

• Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, the 
most glaring sign of fiscal irresponsibility 
is laxity in collecting and managing 
debts. The Federal Government is guilty 
of this form of mismanagement. 

The Boston Herald American in a re
cent article elucidated the magnitude of 
the problem. I ask unanimous consent 
that the article "Deadbeats Among Us" 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

DEADBEATS AMONG Us 
Because the federal government has an ap

. parently never-ending source of money from 
taxes, and borrowing, or printing, it seems no 
more concerned over defaulted debts owed 
the US Treasury than it ls over an average 
multi-billion-dollar deficit. Little etfort is 
being made to collect b1llions of dollars owed 
to Uncle Sam by all too many citizens who 
have no conscience when it comes to repay
ing the government. 

As the Reagan administration takes a bead 
on reducing the deficit, the waste, and the 
needless spending, it should lose no time in 
going after delinquent debtors. For example, 
the General Accounting Office recently dis
covered 14,000 audit reports gathering dust 
that showed at lea.st $4 billion due and recov
erable from contractors and grantees who 
misspent government funds. 

According to the Otl:lce of Management and 
Budget, a staggering $175 billion is owed the 
government, of which $47 billion ls currently 
due, and $25 billion is long overdue. A recent 
OMB report estimates debt losses as high a.s 
$9 billion. The losses from defaulted loans 
would pay all the operating costs of the Jus
tice and State Department, the Congre55 and 
stm leave $500 million le!t over. 

Surprisingly, the Internal Revenue Service, 
which most taxpayers regard as the ravaging 
tiger of all bill collectors, is owed almost $16 
b11lion. Of this huge sum, the IRS is actively 
seeking recovery of less than $4 billion. 

The Department of Housing a.nd Urban 
Development has 55,000 delinquencies in its 
loan programs. The GAO recently found 5_8 
percent of those whom the Veterans Adminis
tration had written otf as bad debts were, in 
fact, sutl:lciently affluent to have paid in full. 
Myriad farm and student loan programs are 
awash with uncollected receivables. 

Washington is so careless as a lender that 
many of its loan programs have come to be 
outright giveaways. 
With the national debt standing at almost 

one trillion dollars, it is preposterous for 
Washington to lend out money at very low 
interest rates that it must first borrow at 
very high interest rates and then carelessly 
!orget about collections. The little-noticed 
rip-otf o! taxpayers from bad debts has gone 
on far too long and, we repeat, should become 
one of the first orders of business for the 
Reagan administration. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, while 
I understand that debts owed the Federal 
Government may represent a gold mine 
with no gold, in that these debts are 
largely uncollectable, the perception that 
the Government is not concerned with 
collecting its debts only engenders indi
viduals to avoid payment of these obli
gations. 

The legislation I introduce today does 
three things to require good sound busi
ness procedure be used by the Govern
ment in managing its debts. First it would 
require that various agencies report to 
the Budget Committee debts outstanding 
to the United States including uncol
lected balances and payments 90 days or 
more in arrears. This will provide the 
Congress with an accurate accounting of 
debts due. It will also allow for the or
derly writing off of debts determined to 
be uncollectable and establish a track 
record for agencies as to which, if any, 
are making loans, anti what percentages 
are being defaulted on. 

Second, it would require the Federal 
Government to disclose to consumer re
porting agencies those indlviduals who 
have defaulted on Federal loans. Indi-

viduals will then have their overall credit 
rating reflect their obligations to the 
Federal Uovernment. Today an individ
ual can have a strong credit rating yet 
be in default to the Government. 

The last portion of this bill would al
low the head of a Federal agency to col
lect moneys in default on a Federal obli
gation from a Federal employee by de
duction from his pay of installment pay
ments. 

Mr. President, the time has come when 
the Federal Government must act re
sponsibly in not only spending money, 
but also in collecting debts.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 20 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, the Sen
ator from Wyoming <Mr. SIMPSON), was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 20, a bill to 
amend title 18 of the United States Code 
to prohibit the robbery of a controlled 
substance from a pharmacy. 

s. 46 

At the request Of Mr. THURMOND, the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 46, a bill 
to amend title 5 of the United States 
Code to permit present and former civil
ian employees of the Government to 
receive civil service annuity credit for 
retirement purpases for periods of mili
tary service to the United States as was 
covered by social security, regardless of 
eligibility for social security benefits. 

s. 144 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the Sen
ator from California <Mr. HAYAKAWA) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 144, a 
bill to encourage exports by facilitating 
the formation and operation of export 
trading companies, export trade associ
ations, and the expansion of export 
trade services generally. 

s. 186 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the Sen
ator from Florida <Mr. CHILES) , was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 186, a blll 
to provide financial assistance to the 
States to undertake comprehensive crim
inal Justice construction programs to 
improve the criminal Justice system of 
the States, to provide that the Secretary 
of the Treasury is authorized to make 
interest subsidy payments on criminal 
justice facility construction bonds, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 307 

At the request of Mr. CocHRAN, the 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 307, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 to exempt from the windfall profit 
tax oil produced from interests held by 
or for residential child care agencies. 

s. 388 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the Sena
tor from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 388, a bill to reinstate 
the tax treatment with respect to an
nutty contra:ts with reserves based on a 
segregated asset account as they existed 
prior to issuance of Revenue Ruling 
77-85. 
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s. 432 

As the request of Mr. MATHIAS, the 
Senator from Washington <Mr. GORTON), 
the Senator from Illinois <Mr. DIXON), 
and the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE) were added as cosponsors of S. 
432 a bill to establish a Commission on 
the' International Application of Anti
trust Laws. 

s. 725 

At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the Sen
ator from Utah <Mr. HATCH) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 725, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with 
respect to the treatment of certain shale 
property for the purposes of the energy 
investment credit. 

s. 7150 

At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the Sen
ator fram Arizona <Mr. GOLDWATER) and 
the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. KAS
TEN) were added as cosponsors of S. 750, 
a bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 to provide nonrefundable 
tax credits for investments in qualified 
industrial energy e:tnciency and fuel con
version projects, and for other purposes. 

s. 75'6 

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 
SenaJtor from West Virginia <Mr. RAN
DOLPH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
756, a bill to amend Military Selective 
Service Act to provide for the reinstitu
tion of the registration and classification 
of persons under such act and to rein
state 1the authority of the President to 
induct persons involuntarily into the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

SENATE .JOINT RESOLUTION 29 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the Sena
tor from Delaware <Mr. ROTH), the 
Senator from Kentucky <Mr. HUDDLE
STON) , the Senator from Montana <Mr. 
BAucus), and the Senator from Utah 
<Mr. HATCH) were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Joint Resolution 29, a joint 
resolution to authorize and request the 
President to issue a proclamation desig
naJting the calendar week beginning with 
the first Sunday in June of each year as 
"Nat ional Garden Week." 

SENATE .JOINT RESOLUTION 31 

At the request Of Mr. GOLDWATER, the 
Senator from South carolina <Mr. THuR
MOND), the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. SCHMITT), the Senator from Arizona 
<Mr. DECONCINI), and the Senator from 
Kansas <Mr. DOLE) were added as co-
sponsors of Senrute Joint Resolution 31, a 
joint resolution to establish procedures 
regarding the termination of, or with
drawal from, treaties of military alli
ance, defense, or national security by the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 17 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, the Sen
at.or from Nebraska <Mr. ZORINSKY) 
was added as a cosponsor of Senate Res
olution 17, a resolution conc-erning revi
sion of the monetary P<>licies of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 87 

At the request Of Mr. HEINZ, the Sen
ator from Arkansas <Mr. BUMPERS) was 

added as a cosponsor of Senate Resolu
tion 87, a resolution expressing the sense 
of the Senate that the Congress not en
act legislation to tax social security 
benefits, and for other purposes. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVEL

OPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 

Mr. COCHRAN. The Subcommittee on 
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re
lated Agencies of the Committee on Ap
propriations will be holding hearings 
with nondepartmental and congressional 
witnesses on Monday, March 30, and 
Wednesday, April 1, 1981, from 1 :30 p.m. 
until 4 :30 p.m. At that time we shall re
ceive testimony on matters pertaining 
to the fiscal year 1982 Agriculture appro
priations bill. 

Recommendations pertaining to budg
etary priorities or expenditure reduc
tions are welcome. They may be provided 
in writing or by testifying at the hear
ings. 

Those who wish to testify may con
tact Ms. Irma Hanneman of the subcom
mittee staff on 224-7240 to arrange for 
the time. 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 

AND FORESTRY 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I advise 
the Senate that the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry has 
scheduled confirmation hearings on 
Seeley Lodwick, John B. Crowell, Jr., 
and William Lesher, all of whom have 
been nominated for positions at the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. The hearings 
will be held on Tuesday, March 31, at 9 
a.m. in room 324, Russell Building. 

Mr. Lodwick has been nominated for 
the position of Under Secretary for In
ternational Affairs and Commodity Pro
grams; Mr. Crowell for the position of 
Assistant Secretary for Natural Re
sources and Environment; and Mr. 
Lesher for the position of Assistant 
Secretary for Economics. 

Anyone wishing further information 
should contact John McCarthy or Denise 
Alexander of the Agriculture Committee 
staff at 224-2035. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND MINERAL 

RESOURCES 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public, that the over
sight hearing on the strategic minerals 
and materials policy of the United States 
originally scheduled for Tuesday, March 
31, has been changed to Wednesday, 
April 1 at 9: 30 a.m. in room 3110 of the 
Dirksen Senate O:tnce Building. 

Testimony will be received from the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

For further information regarding 
this hearing, you may wish to contact 
Mr. Bob Terrell at 224-3086. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY REGULATION 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the inf orma-

tion of the Senate and the public, the 
scheduling of a public hearing before 
the Subcommittee on Energy Regulation. 

The hearing is scheduled for Thurs
day, April 2, 1981, beginning at 9 a.m. 
in room 3110 of the Dirksen Senate O:tnce 
Building. The subject of the hearing is 
the Department of Energy authorization 
for fiscal year 1982 for the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, the 
omce of Conservation and Solar Energy 
(building energy performance stand
ards and appliance standards pro
grams) and the Economic Regulatory 
Administration. 

Testimony will be received from 
administration witnesses. 

For further information regarding 
the hearing, you may wish to contact 
Mr. Howard Useem or Marilyn Burk
hardt at 224-5205. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY REGULATION 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the inf or
mation of the Senate and the public, 
the scheduling of public hearings before 
the Subcommittee on Energy Regulation. 

The hearings are scheduled for 
Wednesday, April 22 and Thursday, 
April 23, 1981, beginning at 10 a.m. in 
room 3110 of the Dirksen Senate O:tnce 
Building to consider amendments to the 
Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act. 

Those wishing to testify or who wish 
to submit written statements for the 
hearing record should write to the 

Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, Subcommittee on Energy 
Regulation, room 3104, Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510. 

For further information regarding the 
hearings, you may wish to contact Mr. 
Howard Useem or Ms. Marilyn Burk
hardt at 224-5205. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

A NATIONAL OUTRAGE: DRUNKEN 
DRIVERS KILL 26,000 EACH YEAR 

• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would like 
to share with my colleagues an excellent 
article which appeared in the Washing
ton Post on Sunday, March 22. The arti
cle, entitled, "A National Outrage: 
Drunken Drivers Kill 26,000 Each Year," 
is a grim reminder of the loss of hu
man life which occurs on our Nation's 
highways each and every day. Until we 
decide to act, drinking and driving will 
continue to be an accepted part of our 
daily lives. 

I believe that we are not powerless to 
stop the needless slaughter on our high
ways, and have introduced legislation <S. 
671) to attack the drunk driver problem 
through uniform, mandatory criminal 
sanctions. Drunk driving is a problem 
that is truly national in scope, and de
serves the attention of every Member of 
Congress. 

I urge my colleagues to take a moment 
and examine the tragic extent of this 
problem, as vividly described .in the 
Washington Post article, and consider the 
need for a sensible solution. Mr. Presi-
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dent, I ask that the text of the Washing
ton Post article be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
"A NATIONAL 0UTRAGE.''-DRUNKEN DRIVERS 

KILL 26,000 EACH YEAR 
(By Joseph D. Whitaker) 

It's been three yea.rs now since carol and 
Doug Weiger received the v.tsit that haunts 
them rto this day. Your son, the pollce officer 
said, has b_een hit by a car. 

Ha.If an hour later, their son was dead. A 
year later, the Weigers learned that the man 
who kllled him had pleaded gull.ty to a 
drunken dri vlng dha.rge-en.d had .been fined 
$600. . 

Today the Weigers a.re angry-angry at the 
sentence that they assa.11 as obscenely lenient 
and angry tha.t what happened to 16-yea.r-old 
Peter Lewis Weiger has happened to so many 
thousands of America's sons and daughters. 

Nearly 70 persons a day-about 1 every 23 
Ininutes-are kllled in drunken era.shes-the 
nation's single greatest klller of people under 
34, according to the National Hfghwa.y Traffic 
Safety Adininistration. 

Nearly 26,000 persons die in the United 
Staites each year in drunken driving inci
dents-the nation's leading cause of high way 
deaths. 

Over the last decade, more than 250,000 
Americans have died because of drunken 
drivers on U.S. highways, more than four 
times the number of Americans kllled during 
a deca.de of fighting in the Vietnam War. 

The more than 1 Inlllion crippling and 
other serious injuries attributable to drunken 
driving cause econom1c losses estimated at 
more than $5 bllllon a year in this country. 

One or every two Americans will be in
volved in an alcohol-related auto crash in his 
or her lifetime. 

On a Saturday night, one in 10 drivers on 
America's streets and highways will be legally 
drunk. 

While only one out of every 2,000 drunken 
drivers will be arrested-and far fewer will 
ever receive stUf punishment for their 
crlme--an estima.ted one out of every 100 
babies born this yearr will die in a crash with 
s drunken driver. 

~·The drunk-driving problem in this coun
try has reached epldeinic proportions," said 
John Moulden, a research psychologist with 
the National Highway Traffic Safety Adinin
lstratlon. "It's a national outrage that even 
when thousands of people are being kllled 
each year by drunk drivers, our society con
tinues to accept drinking and driving as a 
nonnal p&.l't of dally llfe." 

Peter Welger, a popular sophomore at 
Thomas J. Wootton Senior High School in 
Rockvllle, Md., was walking down a. winding 
country rOad on the night of Oct. 8, 1977, 
when a neighbor in a pickup truck ran over 
him and kept going. The driver of a car 
following the truck copied the tag number 
and the driver was promptly arrested. 

The Welgers rushed to Suburban Hospital 
in Bethesda, expecting to find their son badly 
injured, but alive. Instead, a doctor told 
them Peter had died of massive head injuries 
shortly after he reached the hospital His 
battered body had already been ta.ken ~ the 
hospital morgue. 

Now, every time a fire engine or a.mbula.nce 
passes their home, the Weigers-who have a 
13-year-old daughter and a 21-year-old son
say they relive the night of Peter's death 

"We think about Peter and we look aro~nd 
for the other kids just to be sure they're 
safe," said Carol Welger. "We couldn't bear to 
lose another chlld." 

"He really was a great kid," Douglas Wel
ger said. "He loved people. He enjoyed loud 
music, parties and girls. He was a 4-H Club 
member and a Boy Scout. It makes me angry 
every time I think that someone took my 
child's llfe." 

What has left the Weigers even more bitter 
and distressed, they sa.y, ls the sentence 
meted out to the driver, their former neigh
bor Edgar Garfield Rogers. 

The outcome: According to court records, 
Rogers pleaded guilty in Montgomery 
County District Court to driving while im
pa.lred by alcohol and to hit and run, and was 
fined a total of $610. 

"There were 1.3 mlllion drunk-driving ar
rests in the United States last year," said 
Moulden of the national highway agency. 
"The few sta.tlstics available show that not 
many drunk drivers ever receive serious pun
ishment for their crime. 

"A lot of prosecutors, judges and jurors put 
a low priority on drunk-driving cases," he 
said. "When they see a drunk driver, in a 
lot of ways they tend to see themselves and 
take the phUosophical view that, 'But for 
the grace of God, there go I.' " 

Last year, 950 drivers were arrested on 
drunken-drh'ing charges in Montgomery 
County. A total of 1,001 cases-including 41 
cases unresolved in 1979-went to court. 

In court, 574 drivers were found guilty. 
Judges gave 189 drivers "probation before 
judgment," a device in Maryland state law 
that permits judges to place a person on 
probation and erase all records of the original 
charge. Sixty-six drivers were tried by jury 
and 42 of these were found guilty. The state's 
attorney <!if.missed 130 cases. 

"I'm dissatisfied with the sentence3 judges 
hand out in general," said Montgomery 
County State's Attorney Andrew Sonner. 
"But I think overcrowded jalls have given 
judges a legitimate reason to lock up fewer 
drunk drivers. Five years ago, 100 percent of 
our convicted armed robbers were sent to 
state prisons. Now at least 40 percent of 
them must be sent to th.e county detention 
center." 

Judge Robert S. Heise of Anne Arundel 
County District Court said penalties placed 
on drunken drivers often a.re too harsh, and 
that he rarely finds it necessary to impose 
jall terins in such cases. 

"The philosophy of some people ls that you 
have to make the punishment flt the crime," 
he said. "But that's the wrong way to look at 
drurk drivers. These are social drinkers who 
went a Httle overboard. They're not alco
holics or criminals. Most of the time they've 
done nothing dangerous, but have merely 
violated a law." 

Judge Heise said there is not much evi
dence that a. jail term is appropriate punish
ment for a drunken driver, even for alcohol
related fatalities. 

"I just feel that some of these people (con
victed of drunken-driving deathsj have al
ready suffered more than I could impose on 
them," Heise said. "Besides that, the state 
prison system has told me thev're over
crowded l\Ild that 'I shouldn't send them any
one else. When I have to choose between 
sending an armed bank robber or a drunk 
driver to jall, I think it's more important to 
send the robber." 

Barbara Gilman, 18, was driving home from 
a church picnic on Aug. 19, 1979, when her 
car was hit on a curve near her Upper Marl
boro home and forced o1f the road. She died 
instantly. The other driver was not injured. 

Just a month before her death, Gilman
the youngest of 12 children-had been at a 
family reunion with her parents. Shortly be
fore that, she had participated 'n an older 
sister's WC:ddlng. 

"Barbara loved ·sports. She enjoyed music 
and played the French horn,'' remembers her 
mother, Emily Gilman. "Her death has left 
a big vacuum in our lives. It's tough to ad
just to what's happened. 

"I am not bitter or angry. You have to try 
to accept the wm of God,'' she said. "But it 
seems like the drunk drivers get o1f so easily. 
They just go back out and hurt somebody 
else." 

The outcome: According to court records, 
the police found beer cans in the other 
driver's car and charged him with driving 
under the influence of alcohol, passing in 
a no-passing lane and automobile man
slaughter. As ls his right, the driver re
fused to take tests that would have estab
lished the alcohol content in his blood. Hu 
was acquitted of drunken driving and the 
charge of lllegal passing, but was convicted 
of vehicular manslaughter and was sen
tenced to three years in prison-18 months 
of which were suspended, according to the 
court records. 

The District of Columbia-distinguished 
as the capital of the United States-also 
has the dubious distinction of having the 
second highest level of liquor consumption 
in the country. 

In 1979, Washingtonians and their guests 
drank 5.95 gallons of alcohol for every man, 
woman and child in the city, according to 
the Dlstllled Spirits Council of the United 
States. That was second only to Nevada's 
rate of 6.25 gallons per person. 

District police arrested 3,439 drivers on 
drunken-driving charges last year, and there 
were 46 alcohol-related traffic deaths in the 
city, which has one of the nation's toughest 
law enforcement programs aga.lnst drunken 
driving. 

The D.C. corporation counsel took 3,395 
cases to court. Of that number, 411 drivers 
pleaded guUty to driving while under the 
influence of alcohol. Fifty-four went to trial 
on drunken-driving charges. Thi~y-flve of 
those were convicted and 19 were acquitted. 
In 477 cases, all charges were dismissed. 

In about 1,500 cases, those charged with 
driving under the influence of alcohol were 
allowed to plead guilty to the less serious 
charge of reckless driving. 

Of eight negligent hoiniclde cases-most 
of them alcohol-related-handled by the 
U.S. Attorney's Ofllce in the District last 
year, two were found guilty by jury, two 
cases are awaiting trial and four drivers 
pleaded guilty. 

Among the drivers who have pleaded 
guilty to negligent hoiniclde in D.C. ls Les
ter Lee Mackey Jr., a former Marine charged 
in the death on Dec. 22, 1979, of 63-year-old 
Earl S. Mathews. 

Mackey, 36, said he remembers driving 
down 11th Street NW. near Rhode Island 
Avenue when he saw a man several blocks 
away step o1f the curb and start to cross 
the street at an angle. 

"I had decided to speed up and hurry 
on by the man when all of a sudden he 
turned and ran straight into my lane of 
traffic.'' Mackey said. "When he ran to my 
side of tre street, I knew I would have to 
hLt him. There was no way I could stop.'' 

Mathews, a resident of Northwest Wash
ington, was k1lled immediately. 

"I had drank a little whiskev and. a few 
beers, but I wasn't drunk," said Mackey, a 
Vietnam veteran, who added that he was dis
abled in 1978 when a stranger shot him in 
the back and injured his spine. "I feel with
in myself there was nothing I could have 
done to avoid the accident except not be 
there. 

"I try not to think about [the fatal acci
dent] that much," said Mackey, who works 
part time as a hair stylist. "I've seen a lot of 
people die in Vietnam and even on the 
streets of Washington. All I can say ls God 
forgive me." 

The outcome: Mackey, who said he lobbed 
the can of beer he'd been drinking out of 
the car seconds before police arrived at the 
scene, was originally charged with involun
tary manslaughter. He pleaded guilty on Jan. 
11, 1980, to the les"er charge of negligent 
homicide. He was sentenced to six months in 
ja.11. The jaU term was suspended and 
Mackey was placed on two years' proba
tion. 
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Charles and Irma Jacobsen of Arlington, 

Va.., had celebrated George Washington's 
birthday last month by going on an early 
morning shopping trip. When they returned 
home that afternoon, she begun preparing 
dinner while he disappeared into the base
ment. 

Moments later, a car careened across the 
Jacobsen's front lawn, mowed down a row of 
azaleas, uprooted a pine tree, knocked down 
a. brick wall before coming to rest on top 
of the Jacobsens' car. 

"I heard an awful crash. I ran to the win
dow and saw the man's car had knocked 
down the brick wall," said Irma Jacobsen, 
a. native of Italy who married her husband 
there seven years ago. "I started calling my 
nusband. I thought he was stm in the base
ment. I wanted him to come up and help 
me call an ambulance because I thought the 
driver may have been hurt." 

She was stlll looking for her husband 
when she went outside where neighbors had 
gathered on her driveway. 

"Someone shouted, 'Mrs. Jacobsen, your 
husband ls over here.' I thought my husband 
was behind the car helping an injured per
son," she said. "I took a look and saw that 
he had been crushed in the accident." 

Six hours later, Charles P. Jacobsen IV, 33, 
died at the hospital from internal bleeding. 

The outcome: According to Arlington 
County court records, the driver, Walter 
John Anholt, has pleaded guilty to driving 
while intoxicated and ls a.waiting an April 6 
trial on a charge of involuntary manslaugh
ter. 

Arlington County recorded 1,965 drunken
drivlng arrests and three alcohol-related 
deaths last year. A conviction rate of more 
than 80 percent was achieved primarily by 
reducing drunken-driving charges to lesser 
offenses. 

The Fairfax County General District Court 
•processed 4,725 drunken-driving cases in 
1980. About 200 of those were dismissed, and 
4,527 defendants were convicted on guilty 
pleas or jury verdicts. Jail terms-although 
largely suspended in most cases-were meted 
out in 1,368 cases. 

Both Fairfax and Arlington counties re
solve most of their drunken-driving cases by 
allowing most of the offending drivers to en
roll in the Alcohol Safety Action Program 
(ASAP), an eight-month program of treat
ment and education. After the driver success
fully completes the program, the drunken
drlvlng charge ls automatically reduced to 
the less serious reckless-driving charge. 

Fairfax County Commonwealth's Attorney 
Robert F. Horan said ideally be would like to 
see drunken drivers who klll someone with 
their automobile convicted of manslaughter. 
"But it ls almost impossible for us to get a 
manslaughter conviction when the incident 
involves alcohol," Horan said. "We must con
vince a jury that the driver's behavior ex
emplified a w1llful, wan ton and reckless dis
regard for human life. And it's rare that we 
a.re successful with that approach to the 
prosecution." 

Most often, Horan said, alcohol-related 
cases that otherwise would be considered 
ma.nslaughters--ca.rrying a penalty of one 
month to five yea.rs in state prison-are re
duced to reckless driving, a charge that 
carries a lesser penalty. That penalty, Horan 
said, can range up to one year in c01.1nty jail, 
but judges rarely impose the maximum. 

John R. Pierce, a. former employe of The 
Washington Post, and his wife and daughter 
were driving home from a New Year's Eve 
party in upper Northwest Washington dur
ing the early morning hours of last Jan. 1. 
At one moment, Pierce was making a. left 
turn from Wisconsin Avenue onto Woodley 
Road. Seconds later, he was scrambling from 
the wreckage of his mangled automobile. Hls 
daughter Bar'>ara, had been serio•Jsly in
jured. His wife, Jean, a Washington Post em
ploye, had been kllled almost instantly. 

A 16-year-old driver-who was also return
ing from a party-had sped through a red 
light and struck the Pierces' car broadside. 
'I'ne youth escaped injury in the crash. 

"I'd seen the headlights coming a. block 
away," said Pierce, 71, of Northwest Wash
ington. "My natural instinct was that [the 
on-coming driver] would stop. Someone in 
the car said, 'He's coming awfully fast.' Next 
thing I knew, we'd been hit." 

1t was particularly ironic, Pierce said, that 
his wife was killed by an automobile. "Over 
the years, a number of our friends had been 
killed in automobile accidents, (and] Jean 
had developed a real fear of the automobile 
as an instrument of destruction. When we 
used to walk c!own the street, she would be 
afraid to step off the curb to cross the street. 
She'd ask me, 'How do you know the cars are 
going to stop?' 

"I would jokingly tell her, 'You can't stand 
on the corner all of your life,' and we would 
cross the street together." 

The outcome: The youth was originally 
charged with drunken driving, speeding and 
running a red light. The drunken-driving 
charge was dismissed after blood alcohol tests 
showed he had a .08 blood-alcohol level
two points below the city's legal limit of 
.10. 

D.C. Superior Court sources said negli
gent homicide charges against the youth were 
were reduced in juvenile court to reckless 
driving, to which the youth pleaded guilty. 
He was placed on probation. The speeding 
and red light charges are both civil charges 
that can be resolved with the payment of a 
fine. 

In a.U but two states, a person ls consid
ered legally drunk when his or her blood
alcohol content registers .10 percent. To 
achieve this limit, a 150-pound man would 
have to consume four one-ounce shots of 
100-proof liquor or drink four 12-ounce 
beers in one hour, according to the D!stllled 
Spirits Council of the United States. This 
level, local medical omcials said, is sumciently 
'high to eliminate social drinkers. 

Laws in Maryland and Mississippi allow a 
blood-alcohol content of .15 percent, which 
amounts to six shots of liquor or six 12-ounce 
beers in on hour for a man who weighs 150 
pounds. 

ReV'islons in the drunken-driving laws 
under consideration by Maryland legislators 
would lower the legally permissible blood
alcohol level to .10. 

Legislation introduced recently on the fed
eral level by Sen. Claiborne Pell (D-R.I.), and 
Rep. Michael D. Barnes (D-Md.), would make 
a 10-day jail term mandatory for drunken 
drivers convicted of the offense two or more 
times within five years. A repeat offender 
would also lose his or her driver's license 
for a mandatory one year. 

Last July 12 had been an exciting day of 
fishing in the Chesapeake Bay for Tommy 
Sexton, 15, a.nd two other youths. As Sexton 
drove home with his neighbors and their 
father, a car swerved a.cross the center line 
and colllded with theirs. The driver at fault 
was not hurt. The two youths and their 
father escaped with only minor injuries. But 
Tommy Sexton was k1lled. 

"You feel a lot of outrage when something 
like this happens. You wish there was some 
way you could strike back,'' said his father, 
Thomas Sexton. "He was such a kind kid. He 
lo,•ed to go fishing. But he didn't have the 
heart to k111 the fish. He'd always throw 
them back.'' 

"We consider that our son died as the 
result of a senseless crime," added Dottie 
Sexton. The Sextons also have a daughter, 12, 
and a son, 7. "In this instance, we do not feel 
that the criminal has been fairly punished 
for what he did." 

The outcome: A month after his son's 
death, Thomas Sexton, who lives in Bowie, 
Md., sat in Calvert County District Court and 

watched a judge pronounce sentence on two 
men in two separate cases. 

The fir~t man, charged with stealing a 
pickup truck, was sentenced to two years in 
the county jall. 

The second was David W1111am Watkins, 
Jr., who hit the car in which Tommy Sexton 
was riding. He pleaded guilty to a charge of 
homicide by motor vehicle while intoxicated. 
Watkins was sentenced to two years in 
prison, with all the jall time suspended. The 
judge then ordered Watkins to pay a. $1,000 
nne, of which $800 was suspended. 

Watkins paid the $200 and was placed on 
two years' probation, court records show. 

"I think the biggest outrage ls that the 
courts seem to place a much higher priority 
on a loss of personal property than they do 
on the loss of human life when it comes to 
drunk-driving cases,'' said Dottle Sexton, 
fighting back the tears as she talks. 

"We stm cry when we think about what's 
happened to our son. We look at his school 
pictures often. One of the hardest things to 
accept is that his (picture] wlll never 
change. We haven't touched his room-but 
we know he won't be back. "e 

ARE WE WASTING BRAINS? 
e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, how 
can the Nation make best use of the tal
ents and experience of Government offi
cials atter they leave public oftice? 

How can we continue to benefit from 
their thinking and from the knowledge 
they have accumulated through years of 
public service? 

How can we, at the same time, honor 
these outstanding mEn and women for 
their contributions to our Republic? 

Flora Lewis, in a column in the March 
13, 1981, issue of the New York Times, 
proposes an "Academy for National Pol
icy, to which.a fixed number, say 40 .or 50, 
of the most eminent former public serv
ants would be named for life." 

They would receive no pay and have no 
authority beyon~ that of acknowledged in
tellect, but membership itself would be a 
high award. It would give a kind of Ameri
can Nobel status, but a. non-monetary prize 
of great distinction. 

Ms. Lewis has fieshed out in some de
tail an idea that someone puts forward tn 
more general terms every now and then. 
It happens to be a concept that I have 
personally been mulling over. and dis
cussing with others, through the recent 
winter. I do not know if the formula 
Flora Lewis suggests is the most feasi
ble. But her proposals-and the concept 
generally-deserve widespread attention 
and serious consideration. 

For that reason, I ac;k that Ms. Lewis' 
article be reprinted at the conclusion of 
mv remarks. 

I hope my colleagues will !!'ive me their 
reactions and suggestions. I also pl~m to 
seek the views of some eminent Ameri
cans. among them some who might well 
qualify for such an "Academy for Na
tional Policy." 

We need a constant infiux of fresh 
faces and new ideas in Government. But 
we cut the links to the wisdom and ex
perience of the past at our Nation's peril. 

For good government, we need a bal
ance of both the new and the old, the 
pioneer and the pragmatist. people with 
ideas and people who have learned how 
to trans! orm ideas into practical, etrec
tive action. 
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Ms. Lewis' column makes stimulating 
reading. 

The article follows : 
AN EcONOMY OF BRAINS 

(By Flora Lewis) 
The reshufiling of tenants in Government 

offices is nearly completed now, until the 
next time. The former Washington ins a.re 
out. 

Now that it's accomplished, a moment has 
come to refiect on the extravagant human 
wastage. Many years of experience and ex
pertise gained in the only possible way, learn
ing from mistakes, are shut off and virtually 
thrown away. 

Some of the people whom the voters have 
pushed a.side go into business and the dense 
Washington set of lawyers and lobbyists, a 
reminder that the American system has 
scarcely any way of conferring high honor 
outside of power or money. Others go into 
academia and think tanks, a reminder that 
we have no other forum in which to tap the 
insights of the outs. 

Most other countries get better service from 
their elder and not-so-old but former states
men. There really should be a way of avoid
ing this brain disposal process. Of course, 
the U.S. cannot imitate Britain's House of 
Lords with its powers and titles, nor would 
it suit to copy France's Academy. 

But a.n American manner of recognizing 
especially valued service could be combined 
with an American system of conserving wis
dom, and the time to establish it is at the 
start of a new administration. 

A lot more people in high positions are 
aware of the problem than is genera.Uy 
known. Quietly, behind scenes, a.t lea.st a few 
of the top Reagan team have been calling up 
predecessors for advice. They don't neces
sarily take it, but they ask because the smart 
ones know there a.re always booby traps in a 
new job that can be a.voided with foreknowl
edge. 

It would be perfectly foosible to set up an 
institution to use discarded experience and 
to honor outstanding merit at the same time. 
An idea that appeals to me is the foundation 
of an Academy for National Policy, to which 
a fixed number, say 40 or 50, of the most 
eminent former public servants would be 
named for Ute. 

They would receive no pay and have no 
authority beyond that of acknowledged in
tellect, but membership itself would be a. · 
high a.ward. It would give a kind of Ameri
can Nobel status, but a non-monetary prize 
of great distinction. 

And it would provide a platform tor debate 
and discussion of the gravest issues, with 
both total independence and assured atten
tion. Members would have no constituency 
but their own conscience. So they would be 
under no pressure to sway with fashionable 
notions and emotions. The function is 
largely performed now by TV and press com
mentators. But ours is a different kind of ex
perience and we really a.ren •t the best placed 
for the role. 

The sole responsibHlty of aoa.demy mem
bers would be ro live up to their reeognized 
st.iandlng. To ~hieve the d·igni.ty it needs, 
it.his ia.cademy should be a. .public, not a pri
vate group, with no outside ties. Th.at means 
establishment .and support from Congress. 

Members should be nominated by the 
President and elected 1by Congress, which 
would also appropriate the minimal funds 
needed .to provide meeting rooms and a. small 
a.clm:inistraitti ve st.a.tr. 

Since the a.c.a.demy would be a public in
stitution but extl"a.-omci'al, s'hielded from the 
pressures of power, members who return to 
Government would be expected to resign so 
a.s not to compromise its status. It would 
be up to them to organize their meetiings 
and decide what they should consider. 

Nobody would hrave to accept their views, 
but they would constiotute a. pool of respected 
people who could be callled upon to take 
pa.r>t in special commissions of overwhelming 
national importance, such a.s ·the Warren 
Commission ·after the assassination of Presi
dent Kenned,. or the commission that inves
tigaited ·the Pearl Harbor disaster in World 
War II. 

In a way, it was this felt need to provide 
some institutional tempering of the passions 
released by democracy that led the found•ing 
fathers to establish the Senate in its cur
rent form. J'.n those days senators were elected 
indirectly, not by popular vote, a.nd its very 
subs.tantial powers made that change wise 
and necessary. 

Still, i·ts absorption into practical politics 
has left a. vacuum of ·the authority of pure 
refie~ion. The search for moral 11.ntellectual 
guidance is a compulsive human urge, rising 
tangibly a.gain in this country. Such an 
academy would not displace a.ny of the other 
founts of thought, the pulpi•ts, the univer
sities, the research centers, but it could give 
a point of reference for the swirJing argu
ments that dizzy us. 

J.t isn't hard to think of people who deserve 
to ·be in 1't. Nor would it ma.tter how many 
a.g:ree with those who a.re chosen. They 
should provide a. broad spectrum of opinion, 
from both major parties .and nonpartisans. 

How useful it mig'h t be to hear Henry 
Kissinger and George Ball and William Ful
bright and Harold Brown and Clark Clifford 
and, yes, Gen. William Westmoreland, and 
former Ambassador Anne Arni.strong argu
ing among themselves but in front of the 
rest of us on how to face the questions of 
El Salvador, the Americas and East-West 
relations. They no longer owe .any.thing to 
anyone, but they've learned a lot about how 
and why things go wrong. 

Information comes in fioods now, but we 
haven't installed a way to use the bra.ins 
with the ca.pa.city to filoter and distill Lt.e 

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION 
PROPOSED ARMS SALES 

• Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, section 36 
(b) of the Arms Export Control Act re
quires that Congress receive advance 
notification of proposed arms sales under 
that act in excess of $25 million or, in the 
case of major defense equipment as de
fined in the act, those in excess of $7 mil
lion. Upon receipt of such notification, 
the Congress has 30 calendar days during 
which the sale may be prohibited by 
means of a concurrent resolution. The 
provision stipulates that, in the Senate, 
the notification of a proposed sale shall 
be sent to the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

Pursuant to an informal understand
ing, the Department of Defense has 
agreed to provide the committee with a 
preliminary notification 20 days before 
transmittal of the omcial notification. 
I ask that the omcial notification will be 
printed in the RECORD in accordance with 
previous practice. 

I wish to inform Members of the Sen
ate that such notifications have been re
ceived-one on March 11 and three on 
March 12, 1981. 

Interested senators may inquire as to 
the details of this preliminary notifica
tion at the omce of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, room 4229, Dirksen 
Building. 

The notification follows: 
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DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., March 11, 1981. 

Dr. HANS BINNENDIJK, 
Professional Staff Member, Committee on 

Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Washing
ton, D.C. 

DEAR DR. BINNENDIJK: By letter dated 
18 February 1976, the Director, Defense Secu
rity Assistance Agency, indicated that you 
would be advised of possible transmittals to 
Congress of information as required by Sec
tion 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. 
At the instruction of the Department of 
State, I wish to provide the following advance 
notification. 

The Department of State is considering an 
offer to a NATO country tentatively estimated 
to cost in excess of $25 million. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST GRAVES, 

Lieutenant General, USA, Director. 

DEFENSE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., March 12, 1981. 
Dr. HANS BINNENDIJK, 
Professional Staff Member, Committee on 

Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Wash
ington, D.C. 

DEAR DR. BINNENDIJK: By letter dated 
18 February 1976, the Director, Defense Se
curtty Assistance Agency, indicated that you 
would be advised of possible transmittals to 
Congress of information as required by Sec
tion 36(b) of the A.Tms Export Conitrol Aot. 
At the instruction of the Depa.rtmen.t of 
State, I wish to provide the following advance 
notification. 

The Department of State is oonsidering an 
offer to a Middle Eastern country tentatively 
estimated to cost in excess of $25 million. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST GRAVES, 

Lieutenant General, USA, Director. 

DEFENSE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., March 12, 1981. 
Dr. HANS BINNENDIJK, 
Professional Staff Member, Committee on 

Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Wash
ington, D.C. 

DEAR DR. BINNENDIJK: By letter d&ted 
18 F®rua.ry 1976, the Director, Defense Se
curity A.s.5ista.n.ce Agency, indicated that you 
would be advised of possible transmittals to 
Congress of informaition as required by Sec
tion 36(b) of ·the Arms Export Control Aot. 
At the instruction of the Depa.rtmenit of 
State, I wish to pTovide the following edva.nce 
notification. 

The Depart,ment or State is oonsldering e.n 
offer to a NATO country !or major defense 
equipment tentatively estimated to cost in 
excess of $7 m1.Uion. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST GRAVES, 

Lieutenant General, USA, Director. 

DEFENSE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., March 12, 1981. 
Dr. HANS BINNENDIJK, 
Professional Staff Member, Committee on 

Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, D.C. · 

DEAR bR. BINNENDIJK: By letter dated 
18 February 1976, the Director, Defense Se
curity Assistance Agency, indicated that you 
would be advised of possible transmittals to 
Congress of information as required by Sec
tion 36 ( b) of the Arms Export Coll'trol Aot. 
At the instruction of the Department of 
State, I wish to provide the following advance 
notification. 
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. The Department of State ls considering e.n 
offer to an Amertca.n Republic tentaltively 
estimated to cost in excess of $25 million. 

Sin.cerely, 
ERNEST ORA VES, 

Lieutenant General, USA, Director.e 

PROPOSED ARMS SALES 
e Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, section 36 
(b) of the Arms Export Control Act re
quires that Congress receive advance no
tification of proposed arms sales under 
that act in excess of $25 million or. in 
the case of major defense equipment as 
defined in the act, those in excess of $7 
miillon. Upon such notification, the Con
gress has 30 calendar days during which 
the sale may be prohibited by means of 
a concurrent resolution. The provision 
stipulates that, in the senate, the noti
fication of a proposed sale shall be sent 
to the chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. 

In keeping with my intention to see 
that such information is available to the 
full Senate, I ask to have printed in. the 
RECORD at this point the notifications 
which I have received. 

The notifications follow: 
DEFENSE SECURITY 

AsSISTANCE AGENCY, 
Washington, D .C., March 6, 1981. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re
porting requirements of Section 36 (b) of the 
Arms Export Control Act we a.re forwarding 
herewith Tra.nsmitta.l No. 81-27, concerning 
the Department of the Air Force's proposed 
Letter of Offer to Turkey for defense articles 
a.nd services estimated to cost $33 m1111on. 
Shortly after this letter is delivered to your 
office, we plan to noti!y the news media.. 

You wm also find attached a certification 
a.s required by Section 620C (d) of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, a.s a.mended, that 
this action is consistent with Section 620C 
(b) of that statute. 

Sincerely, 
ERICH F. VON MARBOD, 

Acting Director. 

[Transmittal No. 81-27] 
NOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LET!'ER OJ' 

OFFER PuRSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE 
ARMs ExPORT CoNTRoL Acr 
(i) Pros.pective purchaser: Turkey. 
(11) Tota.I estimated value: 

(Mimons) 
Major Defense Equipment•---------- $ 0 
Other ------------------------------ 33 

Total ------------------------ 33 
•As included in the U.S. Munitions List, a 

part of the In terna tiona.l Trame in Arms 
Regulations (!TAR). 

(Ul) Description of articles or services 
offered: 

Cooperative logistics supply support for 
follow-on spa.res and supplies ln support of 
C-130H, F-4E, F/RF-5A, F-lOOC/D/F, F/RF-
1040, T-33, T-37C, and T-38 aircraft. and 
other systems and subsystems of U.S. manu
facture. 

(iv) Mlllta.ry department: Air Force 
(KBG). 

(v) Sales commission, fee, etc., paid, offered 
or a.greed to be paid: None. 

(vl) Sensitivity of technol<>I?}' contained 
in the defense articles or defense services 
proposed to be sold: None. 

(vil) Section 28 report: Included ln re
port for quarter ending 31 December 1980. 

(v111) Date report delivered to Congress: 
March 3, 1981. 

POLICY JUSTIFICATION 
Turkey-cooperative logistics supply sup

port arrangement: 
The Government of Turkey has requested 

the purchase of follow-on spares and sup
plies ln support of lts U.S. origin aircraft 
a.nd other systems and subsystems of U.S. 
manufacture a.t a.n estimated value of $33 
milllon. 

This sale will contribute to the foreign 
policy a.nd national security objectives of 
the United States by improving the mllltary 
ca.pa.bllltles of Turkey; furthering NATO ra.
tiona.llza.tlon, sta.nda.rdiza.tion, a.nd inter
opera.blllty; a.nd enhancing the defenses of 
the Western Ame.nee. 

This cooperative logistics supply support 
arrangement ls necessary to maintain the 
flow of spa.re parts to support U.S. origin air
craft a.nd other systems a.nd subsystems. It 
will not affect the regional military bale.nee. 

Procurement of these items a.nd services 
will be from the many contractors who pro
vide similar items a.nd services to the U.S. 
forces. 

Implementation of this sale will not re
quire the assignment of any additional U.S. 
Government or contractor personnel to 
Turkey. 

There will be no adverse impact on U.S. 
defense readiness as a. result of this sale. 

UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR POLITICAL AFFAms, 

Washington, D.C. 
Pursuant to Section 620C(d) of the For

eign Assistance Act of 1961, a.s a.mended, a.nd 
the authority vested in me by section l(a) 
(1) of the Department of State Delegation of 
Authority No. 145, I hereby certify that the 
provision of spare parts for milltary air
craft to the Government of Turkey is con
sistent with the principles contained in 
Section 620C (b) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, a.s amended. 

This certification will be ma.de part of the 
certl!lcation of the Congress under section 
36 (b) of the Arms Export Control Act re
garding the proposed sale of the above
na.med articles and ls based on the justifi
cation accompanying said certification, and 
of which such justification constitutes a. full 
expla.na.tlon. 

DAVID D. NEWSOM .• 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ANNUAL 
REPORT ON CHEMICAL WARFARE 
AND BIOLOGICAL RESEARCH PRO
GRAMS 

• Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, as re
quired by law, the Department of De
fense has submitted to the Senate a re
port on funds obligated in the chemical 
warfare and biological defense research 
programs during fiscal year 1980. 

The length of this particular report 
is such that, in order to save the expense 
of printing, I will not ask that the full 
report be placed into the REcoRn. Rather, 
it is avaHable for review in the offices 
of the Committee on Armed 8ervices, 
and those interested in seeing the report 
may do so by contacting the committee 
staff.• 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION 
GRANT PROGRAM 

o Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
urban development action grant program 
is one of the most innovative and success
ful urban programs the Federal Govern-

ment has made available to distressed 
communities. Its concept is simple-to 
provide the funds necessary to make pri
vate investment attractive in economi
cally troubled areas. In embodying this 
concept, the program takes a most con
servative approach. It relies heavily on 
the private sector. It requires that the 
private funds committed to a project go 
to work before the Federal contribution 
is drawn down. It targets its benefits on 
the neediest of communities and neigh
borhoods. It accords wide leeway to local
ities to fashion their own UDAG pro
grams. 

The program has compiled an ex
traordinary record. Up to January 
1981, UDAG has awarded about 1,000 
projects in large and small distressed 
communities, created or retained 470,000 
jobs, and generated over $11.5 billion in 
private investment. A number of studies 
and reviews, such as those conducted by 
the Urban Land Institute, the House Ap
propriat!ons Committee surveys and in
vestigations staff, and the Princeton 
Urban and Regional Research Center 
have attested to the program's value, and 
the public's vigorous opposition to the 
President's recommendation to reduce, 
revise, and ultimately eliminate the pro
gram reveals the program's wide popu
larity. 

In my home State of New Jersey, I 
have seen ftrsthand how the program 
has provided new hope to communities 
faced with the steady loss of jobs and the 
erosion of tax bases. From neighborhood 
rehabilitation projects in Newark and 
Bayonne, to major commercial and in
dustrial expansion in New Brunswick, 
Perth Amboy, and Morristown, the pro
gram has worked. It has pumped the life
blood of private investment into dying 
neighborhoods and downtown areas, 
stimulating an economic revival that 
these areas had once thought impossible. 

Mr. President, since the administration 
first announced its intention to cut back 
the program's funds and fold it into the 
community development block grant pro
gram, I have received numerous tele
phone calls and letters of protest from 
local officials and others. They cannot 
understand why a program of such obvi
ous merit, a program that works so well, 
would be marched oft' to the chopping 
block. Frankly, I cannot understand it, 
either. If the budget reduction exercise 
in which the Congress is now engaged is 
designed in part to foster more efficient, 
effective government, the attack on 
UDAG hardly advances that purpose. 

Mr. President, I ask that several news
paper editorials along with several com
munications I have received urging sup
port for the UDAG program be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
[From the Princeton Weekly Bulletin) 
PROFESSOR STUDIES UDAG EFFECTIVENESS 
The Urban Development Action Grant 

Program seems to have been spa.red the Rea
gan a.dministra.tlon's budget axe so fa.r be
cause of pressure brought to bear by big-city 
mayors, says Assistant Professor of Polltlcs 
a.nd Public Affairs Jerry A. Webma.n, who 
recently completed a study on the program. 

The UD ~G program has channeled federal 
money designed to encourage private invest
ment to the cities that need it most, Web-
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man concluded in his study, which is con
tained in a report published by the Princeton 

. Urban and Regional Research Center. The 
report, entitled The Urban Development Ac
tion Grant Program : Papers and Conference 
Proceedings on lts First Two Years of Opera
tion, was edited by Webman and Richard P. 
Nathan, director of the center. 

l n addition to Webman's pa.per, the 
PURRC report also contains a statistical 
profile of the UDAG program in its first two 
years and a transcript of a national confer
ence on UDAG held here in November 1979. 
The conference brought together officials 
from the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (which administers 
UDAG), and state and local governments, 
as well as public policy researchers and rep
resentatives of the private investment 
community. 

The UDAG program was designed to pro
vide funds to local governments for public 
improvements that are necessary before pri
vate development projects can go forward , 
and for subsidies to private investors. 

Enacted in October 1977, six months be
fore President Carter announced his pro
posals for a national urban policy, the pro
gram bad an annual budget of $400 million 
in 1978 and 1979. The striking differences 
between the UDAG program and the earlier 
urban renewal program, terminated in 1974, 
are pointed out in Webman's report. Instead 
of clearing land and hoping private develop
ers would bid to use it, Webman explains, 
UDAG funds projects that investors have 
already a.greed to develop once physical or 
financial obstacles have been cleared away 
with government help. 

Using data supplied by HUD, Webman 
found that "the more distressed cities win 
more grants, and their grants tend to be as 
large as less distressed cities. The combined 
effect is that UDAG funds are concentrated 
to a significant degree on the nation 's most 
severely distressed cities." 

Nathan commented that UDAG is "one or' 
the nation's most valuable programs for 
helping cities revitalize their local econ
omies." The program has been administered 
by a small group of "results-oriented man
agers," Na.than added, and is "tough, tight 
and effective." 

Webman referred to case studies or eight 
UDAG projects in five New Jersey cities in 
examining the question of whether the help 
provided by UDAG grants was enough to 
steer private investment to places where it 
might otherwise not have occurred. He con
cluded: 

"The kinds of places where commercial 
and industrial UD..AG proJects are locating 
a.re very similar to the kinds of places where 
commercial and industrial firms are ma.king 
unsubsidized investments. But this fact does 
not mean that businesses benefitting from 
UDAG a.id a.re getting windfalls for doing 
what they would have done anyway. rnstead, 
what seems to be bao?Jening is that action 
grants may 1n1luence the location of invest
ments, but will do so within the bounds of 
dominant nationwide patterns of economic 
de11elonment ." 

UDAG ls not big enough to reverse the 
trends that have seen a decllne in manufac
turing in many older central cities. esoocially 
those in the Northeast and Midwest, Webma.n 
observes. But, he adds, it bas helped many 
cities to build on their continued strenqtbs 
in the commercial and professional seetors 
of their economies 

"UDAG worked. for two reasons " says 
Webma.n. "One, because it was c~ntrally 
administered by people in Washington who 
knew what they were doing and could select 
among potential projects. Two, because the 
money wa.s concentrated, going to projects 
that needed it most rather than being spread 
a.round." The program wm almost certainly 

be reorganized, Webman adds, and its future 
success wrn depend on how faithful it 
remains to its original concept of channeling 
fuudc; where they will do the most good. 

"It appears now that UDAG may be com
bined with the Community Development 
Block Grant Program, with probably some 
reduction in funding," Webman predicts. 
"Something like UDAG is going to continue, 
although it might have a different name and 
be administered slightly differently. If they 
really run the program very differently," he 
states, "they might a.s well not run it at all." 

IRVINGTON, N.J ., 
February 9, 1981. 

Hon. HARRISON WILLIAMS, 
U.S. Senator, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D .C. 
DEAR SENATOR: Attached is a. copy of a 

letter I sent to the President of the United 
States, Mr. Martin Anderson a.nd Mr. David 
Stockman relative to the Urban Development 
Action Grant Program. 

I would appreciate it very much 1f you too 
would use your inftuence so tba.t Irvington, 
New Jersey would be one of the recipients 
of "full funding," for 1981 a.nd 1982. 

Sincerely you rs, 
ROBERT H. MILLER, 

Mayor. 

HOBOKEN, N.J., 
February 6, 1981 . 

Hon. HARRISON WILLIAMS, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: Enclosed ls a 

draft copy of a te!e~ra.m sent to President 
Ronald Reagan, Domestic Affairs Assistant 
Martin Anderson, a.nd OMB Director David 
Stockman urging the continued funding of 
the Urban Development Action Grant Pro
gram at current fiscal levels. As Mayor of 
a distressed industrial city, I cannot em
phasize enough the importance of the UDAG 
program to the City's economic revitalization. 

For Hoboken, a $300,000 UDAG grant for 
the Universal Folding Box Company has 
resulted in the retention and creation of 
nearly 200 permanent private industrial jobs 
and in the investment of more than $1.8 
million in private capital. A second UDAG 
grant, recently a.warded to the City, has also 
raised hopes in a downtrodden neighborhood 
for the rebab111ta.tion of at least 30 homes 
and 12 commercial enterprises. 

Without the full continuation of the 
UDAG program, I fear that Hoboken and the 
other urban areas of New Jersey will suffer 
irreparable damage to their economic via
b1Uty. As Mayor, I am fully a.ware of your 
prior record of commitment and assistance 
to the cities of New Jersey and the Nation 
and your support for the UDAG program is 
crucial a.t this time. 

If there is any way in which I or my staff 
can be of assistance to you in the struggle 
to keep critical urban programs like the 
UDAG program intact, please do not hesitate 
to call upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
STEVE CAPPIELLO, 

Mayor. 

CITY OF TRENTON, 
Trenton, N.J., February 19, 1981. 

Hon. HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, Jr., 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLLIAMS: It is our under
standing that the Administration is propos
ing to cut off funding for the Urban Develop
ment Action Grant Program for the balance 
of this fiscal year. Such an abrupt funding 
cutoff would prevent a very important, long 
planned project in Trenton from coming to 
fruition. This project, called the Chambers-

burg Shopping Center, includes the construc
tion of a.n Acme Supermarket a.nd a K-Mart 
store on a site which had been declared 
blighted by the Cit y. 

The blight designation of the City was 
later challenged in Court. The City wa.s suc
cessful , however, in figh t ing this legal chal
lenge. Now, after considerable expense and 
much delay, the City is anxious to proceed 
with implementation of the project which 
will only be possible with the Urban Develop
ment Action Grant. We had anticipated an
nouncement of the Grant in April of this 
year. 

The City had also submitted an Urban De
velopment Action Grant application to lower 
interest costs to homeowners borrowing 
fun ds from private lending institutions for 
energy saving improvements. This proposal 
will also be put in jeopardy if UDAG funds 
are cut off at this time. 

We had hoped that the UDAG Program. 
with it s emphasis on private sector develop
ment and job creation would have enjoyed 
the support of the new Administration. It 
also happens to be one of the least bureau
cratic federal programs, a.nd very little of 
program funds are used to administer the 
program either federally or locally. · 

We would hope that you would carefully 
review the merits of the UDAG program and, 
out of special consideration for import ant 
pending projects in Trenton, support the 
continuation of the program to at least allow 
for funding of projects in the current fiscal 
year. 

Very truly yours, 
Eugene E. Kalinowski, President; Car

m en J". Arment!, Councilman at Large; 
Anthony P. Carabelli, East Ward Coun
cilman; James E. Mitchell, North Ward 
Coun cilman; Gerard S . Naples, Coun
cilman at Large, Jennye W. Stubble
field, West Ward Councilwoman; Jo
seph F . Yuhas, South Ward Council
man. 

FEBRUARY 6, 1981. 
Hon. RONALD w. REAGAN, 
President of the United States, White House, 

Washington, D .C. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As Mayor of an older 

industrial city, I strongly recommend full 
funding of the Urban Development Action 
Grant Program at current fiscal levels for 
both fisool 1981 and 1982. 

In my community, UDAG has been crucial 
in enabling private industrial expansion a.nd 
retention efforts by manufacturing firms. 
These efforts have resulted in new perma
nent private sector jobs and a strengthened 
industrial production oopaci ty in Irvington. 
Without UDAG, which offers unique prac
tical incentive for private investment, there 
would be a substantial threat to my city's 
economic and industrial base. 

Respectfully, 
ROBERT H. Mn.LEK, 

Mayor. 

NEWARK EcONOllrlIC 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, 
Newark, N.J., February 11, 1981. 

Hon. HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, Jr .. 
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: Enclosed please 

find a summary of U.D.A.G. projects in New
ark a.nd a copy of a telegram that was sent 
to President Reagan. 

The program is an important e.djunct to 
the City of Newark's revitalization a.nd any 
assistance tba.t you can give us in retaining 
this program will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALFRED L. FAIELLA, 

Executtve Dtrector. 
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President RoNALD w. REAGAN, 
White House, Pennsylvania Avenue, Wash

ington, D.C. 
PRESIDENT RONALD w. REAGAN: I would like 

to encourage you to retain the Urban Devel
opment Action Grant Program as part of 
your economic recovery plan for the nation. 

U.D.A.G. participation has been crucial 
garnering private sector investments for 
Newark. Without that help, none of the ten 
funded U.D.A.G. projects in our City could 
have been possible. We view the continuation 
of the U.D.A.G. program as vital to our 
developing the necessary base for Newark's 
economic recovery. 

It is my recommendation that U.D.A.G. be 
continued in its present form and e.t the cur
rent funded levels. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH A. GmsoN, 

Mayor, City of Newark. 

NEWARK ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, 
Newark, N.J., February 6, 1980. 

Felise, Murphy and Company (B-79-AA-
34-0130) : A U.D.A.G. of $107,000 enabled 
the making of a twenty year, 3% sub
ordinated loan for the rennovation and re
habilitation of 100,000 s.f. of light industrial 
space. Prior to the rehabllltation, this build
ing was vacant for over ten years. 

The project received a private commit
ment of $327,000 and generated 80 construc
tion jobs. It is expected that upon full oc
cupancy, 220 new permanent jobs will be 
created and $10,000 in new taxes. 

RAR developers (B-79- AA-34-0129): 
U.D.A.G. contributed $1 ,000,000 for the 
acquisition of 1,200,000 s.f. of floor space 
for the creation of an industrial park. With 
this help, the Developers secured an addi
tional private commitment of $4,800,000 
thereby successfully rehabilitating 519 ,000 
s .f . of space and the creation of at least 
57,000 s.f. of new construction. 

Alllng Street (B-79-AA-34-0126) : Receiv
ing $438,974 from U.D.A.G. , $2 ,100,000 of 
private financing was leveraged in the con
version and rehabllitation of 49 ,500 s .f. of 
vacant industrial space into a first class 
modern office building in Newark's Central 
Business District. 

This project created 31 construction jobs, 
228 new permanent jobs and wlll generate 
$40,176 annually as new taxes to the City. 
The building has also become an attractive 
addition to the City. 

New community corporation (B-79-AA-
34-0135) : $200,000 of U.D.A.G. assistance 
brought $900,000 in private commitments 
and an 18,500 s.f. day care center and office 
building for the management company of 
nearby housing projects. 

Actual project costs are near $2 ,000,000 
and has to date created 35 construction jobs. 
It ls anticipated that 49 new permanent jobs 
will be created as well as $5,000 in new taxes. 
The project will also house valuable com
munity services to an area in the midst of a 
recovery from outright devestation. 

One Washington Park (B-80-AA-34-0124): 
This project will be Newark's first major of
fice building constructed in nearly a decade. 
The building will be 418,000 s .f. and wm be 
built at an estimated $36,000,000 including 
$10,000,000 of U.D.A.G. assistance. 

New Permanent employment is expected to 
result in 665 jobs and the development wm 
bring the City $557,327 In new taxes. The 
project wm be a big step in Newark's meet
ing the rising demand for prime office space 
in the City. 

University Shopping Plaza (B-79-AA-34-
0136) : U.D.A.G. wm contribute $450,000 to a 

private commitment of $1,900,000 for the con
struction of a 50,000 s .f . shopping center in 
Newark's Central Ward. 

As a result of this injection, a 35,000 s.f. 
supermarket will service a neighborhood in 
dire need of these services. The project will 
also create 60 new permanent jobs and 
$36,000 in new taxes annually. 

Snyfax (B-79-AA-34-0136) : $290,000 from 
U.D.A.G. will allow an existing firm to expand 
its operations in a modern 37,500 s .f. light 
manufacturing plant in Newark's Meadow
lands. The project was carried out at a cost 
in excess of $2,100,000. 

As a result, 50 construction jobs were 
created and an estimated 45 new permanent 
jobs w111 also be generated. The development 
will mean $29,600 in new taxes to the City 
as well. 

Schnall (B-78-AA-34-1015) : Neighboring 
Synfax, Schnall benefitted from $296,000 
U.D.A.G. used for acquisition of property and 
a construction loan. Combined with private 
commitments of $2,000,000, this chicken 
paclfaglng firm will be able to move into a 
modern and attractive light manufacturing 
building to meet its expanding needs. 

The building will be approximately 32,000 
s.f. and should bring to the City 70 new per
manent jobs and $29,600 in new taxes. 

Neighborhood improvement program I (B-
78-AA-3i:-0108): Thie; program combined 
$1 ,000,000 from U.D.A.G. and $4,000,010 of pri
vate investments to assist 521 fammes with 
their housing needs. 

The rehablUtation of existing housing al
lowed residents to maintain their present 
residences, stabilize their neighborhood and 
reverse the neighborhood's trend of decline. 
The majority of the benefit from the program 
benefits low and moderate income fam111es . 
Also a benefit received were the 257 construc
tion jobs generated. 

Neighborhood improvement program II 
(B-80-AA-34-0133): This phase will further 
the successful work accomplished in NIP I 
with the help of $2 ,235,194 from U.D.A.G. and 
a private commitment of $10,000,0000. It ls 
estimated that this phase will bring Newark 
$1,600,000 in annual new taxes. 

PRESTON K . MEARS, 
Chatham, N.J., February 7, 1981. 

Fon. FrA~RISON WILLIAMS , 
U .S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: According to the 
newspapers one of Mr. Stockman's t arvets for 
elimination is the Urban Development Ac
tion Grants pro~ of H .U.D. We feel that 
this proposed elimination ls a terrible m is
ta~e and hope you wlll do all t hat you can 
to protect the program. 

All of us are against sin and waste but 
this particular program is highly virtuous 
and particularly free of waste and extrava
gance. To the contrary it is one of tt>e most 
productive and cost effective programs ever 
devised in t he Federal Government. 

As you know, under this program a. rela
tively smaJI Federal g-rant tri!?i:rers private 
sector investment many, many times J?"reater. 
The results are subst.antial pt"ivate capital 
investment, immediate increa.sed construc
tion trades emTllovment. est abUi::hment of 
new or expanded business enterprises. with 
more permanent local employment--a.11 wlt.h 
the concomitant benefit s associated with 
productive private enterprise. And at the 
same time recovering blighted urban areas! 

We know that most, if not all , of the tar
gets for proposed cuts will have their own 
stroni~ defenners and that reductions in Fed
eral expenditures having been promised by 
Mr. Reagan wlll ensue. We .fust want you to 
know that we feel the UDAG program ls one 

of the very best to have ever come out of 
Washington and should be strengthened
not weakened. We do hope you agree and 
wm work for its continued success. 

UDAG ls not a give-away-it is a get
gotng! 

Sincerely yours, 
lvJ.A!UON AND PRESTON MEARS. 

MAYORS AGREE THAT UDAG MUST REMAIN 
(By Lee Alexander and Richard Carver) 
The Times editorial of Feb. 5, "Are Urban 

Action Grants Expendable?" makes assump
tions that are misguided and dangerous for 
cities. 

l<·lrst, your distinction between the Urban 
De velopment Action Grant program and "di
rect help for distressed people and distressed 
cities" is false. 

UDAG directly provides jobs for people 
and tax dollars for cities. It ls probably more 
efficient at doing that than any other single 
Federal program. Since April 1978, when the 
program began, $1.9 b1111on in action grants 
have alrectly created $11.6 blllion in private 
investment commitments, have generated or 
retained 463,218 jobs, including 286,887 new 
permanent jobs, and have added $324 million 
a year in new property or other local tax 
revenues. 

Second, substituting · community develop
ment block grant funds for UDAG funds to 
trigger private investment ls not, under 
current regulations, as easy as you suggest. 

Even if the regulations are changed, the 
money would be spread so thinly across the 
country under the block grant formula that 
it would be difficult to put together in any 
one city enough funds to attract significant 
private investment. We would also have to 
spend almost a fifth of our community devel
opment funds, already committed to other 
efforts, to make up for the loss of the UDAG 
appropriation. This would inevitably mean 
sacrifices in housing, neighborhood devel
opment and other essential projects that 
would be as destructive to our cities as UDAG 
has been beneficial. 

Third, your suggestion that action grants 
be "exchanged" for enterprise zones is 111-
consldered. 

Action grants could play a critical role in 
making the enterprise zone concept work, be
cause they provide actual capital, not just 
incentives, to stimulate Investment in cities. 
The two ideas belong together. In addition, 
it wlll be some time before a workable enter
prise zone plan ls presented to Congress by 
the Administration, and even more before 
one ls passed. To k111 UDAG in the meantime 
would crlople public-private investment 
partnerships in cities around tre country 
and t urn back the momentum of economic 
cieveloument which ls our only real hope for 
the future. 

Fourth, your inference that in cutting the 
budget we must choose among action grants, 
general revenue sharing and food stamps ls 
disturbing. 

Th ere are differences between Democratic 
and Reuublican mavors on some urban aid 
programs. But action grants, revenue sharing 
and a ti~htlv administered food st9mp pro
gram are among those on wMch there ls a 
bipartisan, <'ross-count.rv consensus. None of 
t.hem should be candidates for elimination. 
We must bear the cost of fighting inflation, 
but we need not dismantle the oroductlve re
sources of our cities nor st.rlke blows at the 
trulv needv amon~ us. UDAG ls tmuortant 
because it nrovldes 1ncent.1ves for inner-city 
priv·ate commercial development--a major 
goal of the Reagan Administration. 
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[From the Baltimore (Md.) News American, 
Feb. 5, 1981] 

URBAN ACTION GRANTS: THE CRUELEST CUT 

OP ALL 

One of the Rea.ga.n administration's early 
surprises is budget director David Stock
ma.n's plan to eliminate a.n urban develop
ment program that has pumped $1.9 billion 
into distressed cities a.cross the country and 
has helped Baltimore become the renascent 
city it is today. It is no surprise that Mr. 
Stockman ls looking to achieve the tax cuts 
Ronald Reagan promised during his cam
paign, but it is a. surprise that the four-yea.r
old Urban Development Action Grant 
( UDAG) program could be getting the a.x. 

UDAG, one of the most succe~sful urban 
programs of the Carter presidency, has gen
erated $7 in private investment for every $1 
that the federal government has a.warded. 
UDAG funds, by the way, usually a.re pa.id 
hack to the government, with interest. 

Baltimore is a. good case of UDAG's suc
cess. An investment of $47.4 million here has 
:~timula.ted nearly ha.If a. billion dollars from 
private sources, and that does not count the 
t"loole effect UDAG money creates. For ex
"mple, construction of the Hyatt Regency 
'Hotel in the Inner Harbor was financed in 
rart by $10 million in UDAG money. That 
'"•otel a.lone is a. substantial boon to the city, 
lmt the other development it has spawned 
l.m't even addressed by federal statisticians. 
"Who knows how much construction of the 
Hyatt had to do with Rouse's decision to 
build Ha.rborpla.ce?" says David Cordish, the 
Ba.ltimorea.n who has run UDAG for several 
yea.rs. 

The program's record ha.s prompted some 
officials in Washington to wonder a.loud why 
this of a.11 programs has been earmarked for 
extinction. "What's shocking is that UDAG is 
very conservative," Mr. Cordish says. "It's 
such a. Republica.n-ty·pe program. It requires 
a. lot of private investment. 

UDAG is certainly in line with the kind of 
stimulation President Reagan has endorsed 
for ailing urban areas; indeed, it squares 
nicely with his notion of establishing urban 
"enterprise zones" where the federal govern
ment would encourage private investment. 
The bipartisan support UDAG has received 
in Congress has been little less than phe
nomena.I-as it should be, considering the 
$12 billion in private investment it has gar
nered nationwide, and during a. recessionary 
period, too. 

So why is it being cut? The administra
tion's answer is misleading. Mr. Stockman 
argues that benefits under UDAG would not 
be lost in any case, because its funds would 
be distributed through Community Develop
ment Block Grants (CDBG). Word in Wash
ington, however, is that Mr. Stockman favors 
cutting that program as well-and by a.s 
much a.s 10 to 25 percent. And a.s good a.s 
the CDBG program is, even with its current 
budget it would only have provided Balti
more with a.n extra. $3 to $4 million-instead 
of the $17.4 million it got-had the UDAG 
program been merged with it from the start. 

Yet there is reason for optimism. Because 
UDAG funds were authorized by Congress for 
the current fiscal year as well a.s the next, the 
Reagan administration must go be.ck to Capi
tol Hill if it hopes to eliminate the program. 
Unless everyone on the Hill is crazy with 
budget-cutting fever-and we do mean 
crazy-our guess is that UDAG wm 
survive.e 

JAMES DOWNEY'S ARTICLES IN THE 
mISH TIMES ON NORTHERN mE
LAND 

• ~r. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in a 
series of four articles last month in the 

Irish Times of Dublin, Mr. James Dow
ney, deputy editor of the newspaper, 
analyzed some of the most important 
aspects of the conflict in Northern Ire
land and the implications of the recent 
meeting in Dublin between Prime Minis
ter Haughey of Ireland and Prime Min
ister Thatcher of Great Britain. 

In these articles, entitled "A View 
From the Summit," Mr. Downey dis
cusses the meeting between the Prime 
Minister and subsequent developments, 
including the Irish Government's role, 
British attitudes toward Ireland, t.~~~ 
question of Irish neutrality, and the role 
of the Protestant community in North
ern Ireland. 

Mr. President, I believe that all of us 
who are concerned about the cause of 
peace and an end to the v:olence in 
Northern Ireland will find these articles 
of interest, and I ask that they be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The articles follow: 
(From the Irish Times, Feb. 23, 1981] 

THE ANGLO-IRI3H DIMENSION 

(By James Downey) 
For the British Government in the latter 

part of 1980, Mr. Charles Haughey was the 
right man in the right place at the right 
time. 

The British, in their attitudes towards 
Ireland, tend to oscillate between cynicism 
and self-delusion. One of their milder and 
briefer phases of self-delusion was ending; 
they were ready to take a new course which, 
if not exactly cynical, would be based on a 
cool and hard-headed appraisal of their own 
interests and of what was possible of 
achievement. And Mr. Haughey, as they 
knew, was more than prepared for them. 

Again and a.gain during the '70's, the 
British had attempted, with varying degrees 
of effort, sincerity and ima.gination, to bring 
a.bout an "internal settlement" in Northern 
Ireland. The major initiatives-there were 
minor ones as well-were the suppression vf 
the Stormont Parliament by Mr. Edward 
Heath; the Sunningdale conference and its 
creation, the power-sharing Executive; and 
Mr. Merlyn Rees's Constitutional Conven
tion. In 1980 the Humphrey Atkins initia
tive ma.de a fourth. 

UNIONIST REFUSAL 

Like all the others, the Atkins proposals 
perished on the rock of Unionist refusal to 
allow Catholics a snare in government. But 
unlike several of the others-notably the 
collapse of the Executive and the failure of 
the Constitutional Convention-they wer \! 
not followed by a period of dismay and in
action. This time there was something to put 
in their place. 

For several years the British had been 
urged (by people ranging from Mr. John 
Hume to Sir John Peck the former Amba.s
·sa.dor in Dublin, to im?orta.nt figures in the 
establishment in London) to change and 
widen the context in which a Northern Ire
land settlement was being considered: to 
move it out of the artificial and stultifying 
Procrustean bed of the six counties. 

OTHER WAYS 

The commonest proposal for a changing 
of the context was that they should with
draw the guarantee to the Unionists that 
Northern Ireland could not cease to be a 
part of the United Kingdom without the 
consent of a majority within Northern Ire
land. But there were other ways in which 
the problem could be approached. One was 
to take the interests, sometimes common, 
sometimes divergent, of the two islands-or, 

as the British preferred, of the Governments 
of the United Kingdom and the Irish Re
public. Another was to consider the implica
tions (a.gain involving interests which were 
sometimes common and sometimes diver
gent) of our common membership since 
1973 of the European Community. 

Merely to restate the question in such 
terms carried large implications. What stood 
in the way of better and more profitable re
lations between the Governments and peo
ples of the two islands? The answer, for the 
Unionists, had to be stark. 

If there was no majority leader in the 
North with whom the British could do busi
ness, what of Dublin? Mr. Haughey's acces
sion to power at the end of 1979 had ca.used 
misgivings in London, where a more "repub
lican" line was feared. These misgivings re
vived a few months later during the "Donlon 
affair," when Mr. Haughey unsuccessfully 
tried to move the Ambassador in Washing
ton to the United Nations. It wa.s not so much 
that the British saw the move as an attempt 
to change policy as that they viewed it as a 
clumsy piece of mishandling. But by then 
Anglo-Irish relations had already gained a 
new footing, firm enough for the Donlon 
affair to cause little more than a hiccup. 

CLEAR IDEA 

Much, though by no means all, of the 
credit for that situation belongs to Mr. 
Haughey. If you are lucky in your timing, 
and have a reasonably clear idea of where 
you are going and how you mean to set a.bout 

. it, a great deal can be achieved in politics. 
The new Ta.oiseach had both the luck and 
the clear idea 

The timing ·could hardly have been better. 
Mr. Haughey had made clear his view that 
Northern Ireland was finished as an entity, 
but he had done nothing to impede the 
Atkins initiative. By the time the British had 
taken the Rev. Ian Paisley "up the mountain" 
and found he was not prepared to pay the 
price they asked for the "kingdoms and 
cities" they showed him, Mr. Haughey had 
his proposals ready for a change in the con
text. 

He had also prepared his ground in two 
important ways. When he came to office, the 
British had feared a slackening in co-opera
tion between their security forces and ours. 
The fear was groundless. For the most obvi
ous reasons, no Taoiseach can afford to di
minish Border security co-operation. Be
sides, under both the Cosgrave and Lynch 
Governments, liaison-for example, at the 
personal and technological levels-had been 
so developed and made so intimate that by 
December 1979 the process would have been 
all but impossible to reverse. Nevertheless, 
the British were both delighted and sur
prised when they found that co-operation 
was being not only maintained but im
proved; and in the event, llaison and sood 
relations have not been damaged even in the 
face of the worst border murder campaign 
that has been seen during the present 
troubles. 

NOT SOULMATES 

Secondly, the Taoisea.ch took pa.ins to 
study the character and convictions of the 
British Prime Minister so as to set about 
establlshing a good personal and political re
lationship with her. In this he succeeded, 
though the relationship is by no means as 
warm and close as is sometimes thought. Mr. 
Haughey and Mrs. Thatcher a.re not soul
mates, nor do they share a common philoso
phy on Ireland or very much else. They a.re 
tough politicians who believe they can work 
together for their joint benefit. They a.re 
not free of suspicion of each other, and their 
good relations do not preclude the possibility 
of serious misunderstandings. But they are 
good enough to have survived a great deal of 
threat and strain in the last few weeks. 
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Thus armed, Mr. Haughey wa.s able to ap
proach- the Dublin Castle meeting on De
cember 8th with confidence. He left the 
castle, it is not too much to sa.y, in triumph. 
It ha.s been said that ha.d it not been for 
the exaggerated reaction of Mr. Pa.isley-a.nd 
to a lesser extent of other Unionist person
alities-the meeting a.nd its outcome would 
have been seen as matters of much less im
ports.nee than the Ta.oisea.ch would have 
wished. The terms of the communique do not 
bear out that view. 

Certainly some parts of the communique 
a.re obscure, perhaps even worrying. The 
much-deba.ted-a.nd much misunderstood
phra.se, "institutional structures", is a. good 
example. It is known that Irish and British 
officials studied in a.dva.nce the terms of the 
institutional arrangements that exist for 
close Fra.nco-Germa.n cooperation a.nd con
sultation. But France a.nd West Germany a.re, 
roughly speaking, equals; Ireland and 
Brita.in a.re very fa.r from equal. It is easy 
enough to imagine Anglo-Irish institu
tional a.rra.ngements which would be dom
inated by Britain. 

But the key phrase wa.s "tota.lity of rela
tionships within the two islands". It is not 
a. phrase which admits much room for argu
ment, much nicety of interpretation. The 
word "tota.lity"-inserted, it is said, by the 
British a.nd not the Irish side-was in itself 
a. major success for Mr. Haughey. 

Ta.king the terms of the communique 
a.long with the weight of the British dele
gation in Dublin, and the British abandon
ment of any further attempts a.t a.n "inter
nal settlement" in the North, it would be 
perverse to interpret the Dublin Castle meet
ing a.s anything but a. significant new de
parture. The context ha.d been changed, a.nd 
with a. vengeance. 

WHAT HOPES? 

When Mr. Haughey met Mrs. Thatcher in 
Dublin Castle-and when their respective 
officials met both previously a.nd subsequent
ly-what did ea.ch side hope to gain from 
the talks? And how clear wa.s ea.ch side a.bout 
the objectives? 

At one level, things were fairly stra.lght
forwa.rd. The deslrab111ty of better, friend
lier, more relaxed a.nd norms.I relations be
tween the Irish a.nd British Governments 
a.nd peoples is self-evident. Improving trade 
a.nd economic cooperation between Ireland 
a.nd Brita.in a.nd between North a.nd South 
ls equally so. (If Northern Ireland, regard
less of its constitutional status, were a. 
peaceful a.res., attracting investment a.nd 
genera.ting wealth, Brita.in would save 
money a.nd the Republic would make prof
its.) That British citizens living in the Re
public may not vote in general elections, 
unlike their Irish counterparts in Britain, ls 
unjust a.nd absurd-though some of the 
problems stem from the difficulty of find
ing out who is or is not a British citizen. 

JOINT POLICIES 

As to security coopera.tion, the general sat
isfaction being proclaimed with the present 
position cannot hide the fact tha.t massive 
long-term problems remain, which must 
soone.r or la.ter be discussed between the two 
Governments. 

At a.nother level, it ma.kes excellent sense 
for the two Governments to work together 
on the difficulties a.nd opportunities pre
sented by our common EEC membership: to 
devise joint policies where the two countries' 
interests a.re seen as convergent, to ease the 
difficulties where they manifestly are not, as 
ls noto·riously the case with the Common Ag
riculture Policy. 

But what a.re the ultimate objectives of 
the process that includes the Prime Min
isterial meetings, a.nd the joint studies by of
flcia.ls from the two sides? And to what ex
tent is there agreement on what these should 
be? 

The answer is easy where Mr. Haughey is 
concerned-and where the officials of the 
Ta.oisea.ch's Department a.nd the Department 
of Foreign Affairs a.re concerned. The objec
tive is a united, or more precisely a federal, 
Ireland. Of this, more hereafter; meanwhile, 
the Taoisea.ch is gratified at what he sees 
as his success in raising discussion to the 
"higher plane" about which the greater part 
of the Dublin political and omcial world-in
cluding highly-placed sympathisers of his 
own-were extremely skeptical only a few 
months ago. 

[From the Irish Times, Feb. 24, 1981) 
BRITAIN WANTS Our-BUT NOT So FAST 

(By James Downey) 
On the British side, matters are a little 

more complete than in Dublin, for reasons 
that have much to do with the personality of 
Mrs. Thatcher herself. 

By now there can hardly be much doubt in 
the minds of objective onlookers that the 
majority view (or the majority amorphous 
feeling) of the public, and far more impor
tant, of the establishment, is in favour of 
disengagement and eventually of some 
form of united Ireland. This has been 
stated time and again by Dr. Garret Fitz
Gera.ld who, both as Foreign Minister and as 
leader of Fine Gael, has probably been given 
more and stronger indications of the feeling 
than any other Irish politician. The vlew
coupled nowadays with expressions of the 
regs.rd in which Mr. Haughey ls held-is con
stantly ma.de obvious to anyone who has 
des.lings with British politicians and omcia.ls. 
It emerges from a perusal of such organs of 
the establishment as the Economist and the 
Financial Times. It has probably been 
strengthened by the recent showings of Irish 
history programmes on television. 

There a.re important exceptions. Although 
the last two Labour Prime Ministers were in 
favour of Irish unity-Mr. James Callaghan 
much more equivocally than Sir Harold 
Wilson-some Irish omcials a.re deeply sus
picious of the Labour Party. 

Support for the Irish cause has been 
stronger on the right and left wings of the 
Labour Party than in the centre. The left, 
under Mr. Tony Benn, have come out In 
favour of troop withdrawal-but Mr. Benn 
is not well liked or understood in Ireland. 
The right, or social democra.ts--sometimes 
denounced by Mr. Merlyn Rees as "Gladston
ian" or "AsqUithia.n" Liberals-favour unity 
but not dramatic unilateral action. If they 
split from the party and succeed in ma.king 
an a.ma.nee with the Liberal Party, they will 
be much cultivated by the Irish. 

THE CENTRE 

The centre arouse deep suspicions in the 
Republic. Their a.ma.nee with the Unionists 
in the last parl18iment-promoted by the 
then Prime Minister, Mr. Callaghan, and the 
present party leader, Mr. Michael Foot-still 
rankles. Both Mr. Rees and Mr. Roy Mason, 
during their terms as Northern Ireland Sec
retary, were considered much too pro-Union
ist; and Mr. Rees caused offence by making 
it clear to Irish politicians that he did not 
believe them to be serious about unity 
(though his view is shared by a good many 
people in Ireland) . Some of their colleagues 
are felt not to be entirely free from a tinge of 
old-fashioned anti-Catholicism. 

On the Conservative side, support for Irish 
unity has been gaining ground ever since the 
Heath Government in the early '70s reversed 
its original policies and accepted Dublin as a 
partner in the search for a Northern Ireland 
settlement. The historical links between the 
Conservatives and the Unionists have been 
enormously wea~ened, though not yet en
tirely broken. Powerful members of the 
present Cabinet have let it be known that 

they view a united Ireland as the desirable, 
if not the only, wtimate solution. 

But there is still a Unionist wing in the 
Tory Party. lt may not consist of the most 
prominent or articulate people, and the 
quixotic Unionism of the Catholic MP Mr. 
John Biggs-Davison is the exception, not 
the rule; but there is a gut-feeling which 
may have to be rec!rnned with. 

STRAIGHT LINES 

None of this is a problem at all comparable 
to that of Mrs. Thatcher's own personal at
tachment to the Union. It is real, and her as
surances to Mr. Paisley and others on the 
constitutional status of Northern Ireland are 
perfectly genuine. In Merrion Street a feeling 
exists that her intell1gence is not matched by 
her imagination; that she thinks too much in 
straight lines. 

Partly because of Mrs. Thatcher's Union
ism, partly because a demand for the abro
gation of the constitutional gua.ra.ntee is not 
at present seen as practical politics, it is 
accepted in Dublin that the footwork must 
be exceptiona.lly neat. Accordingly, the view 
is presented that the "higher plane"-the re
mova.l of the problem from the six-county 
to the Anglo-Irish context, represents not an 
abrogation but (as one highly-placed source 
puts it) "a supersession" of the guarantee. 

In omcial quarters in London, one easily 
finds people who share that view. Where they 
disagree with Dublin, it is likelier to be on 
the timescale than the substance. In Merrion 
Street the word is "full steam ahead," but 
in Whitehall people talk of the work of a 
generation. One comment, characteristic 
enough, was: "If the Provisional IRA just 
went away qUietly-but unfortunately they 
won't--:-and if everybody in Dublin sang 
dumb, you could have a united Ireland by 
the end of the century." 

DONE ENOUGH 

And another: "Haughey doesn't have to 
achieve unity or anything close to it, does 
he? He's started this thing going, it's under 
way now. To be the man who started the 
fina.l push, that's enough to give him his 
place in history." 

Tha.t, of course, is not how Mr. Haughey 
sees things. He is a man with great faith in 
himself (and very little in other Irish poli
ticians) . He wants the talks to achieve a lot, 
and quite soon. He also wants to be re-elected, 
and he hopes they will help him to win a 
general election. He will not want to play as 
long a ga.me as the British would like. 

But in any case the reaction of the Rev. 
Ian Paisley could have the effect of taking 
the timescale out of both his and Mrs. 
Thatcher's hands, a.nd drastically shortening 
it. 

BRITISH BETRAY AL 

The theme of British betrayal is no new 
tune for Loyalist politicians. It has been 
heard a good many times in history, and in 
recent times it has often been played by Mr. 
Paisley himself. Self-reliance, the Godo! our 
Fathers, keeping our powder dry, acceptance 
of the verdict of the British people if they 
wish to expel Northern Ireland from the 
United Kingdom; we have heard it a.11 before. 

But the Dublin Castle talks gave it a new 
plausib111ty, greatly reinforced by Mrs. 
Thatcher's refusa.l to make a statement in 
tho House of Commons. That refusal was 
eagerly seized on by Mr. Paisley, with a batch 
of headline-grabbing consequences: the new 
Covenant, the march.es and rallies, the drill
ing on the Antrim hillside, the suspension 
from Parliament. 

The reasons for his tactics and timing a.re 
obvious, not to say blatant. Mr. Paisley wants 
to become the undisputed Unionist and 
Protestant leader. He is already half way 
there. A success in the local elections in May 
will bring him even closer to the goal. The 
Unionists are disunited and badly led. They 
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are split between devolutionists and integra
tionists, and with dev9lution effectively off 
the agenda they look likely to be pushed 
more and more into the integration comer. 
That would leave them in a hopeless posi
tion, even if Mr. Paisley were not around to 
keep things on the boil. 

And keeping things on the boil is just 
what he is best at. He has every interest in 
raising the political heat, in maintaining and 
deepening the Unionist divisions. Without 
him the local elections would be, like all 
Northern elections, a referendum on the 
union, he plans to make them, instead, a 
referendum on who is to lead the 
Protestants. 

OPPORTUNITY 

We shall hear more, much more, of Mr. 
Paisley. But first the question must be 
asked: "Why did the British present him 
with such an opportunity, which they must 
have known he would seize?" 

Several reasons have been advanced to ex
plain why Mrs. Thatcher refused a House of 
Commons statement. One is the oassion on 
the Irish side for confidentiality-under
standable in view of the way previous Trish 
leaders, notably Mr. Jack Lynch, suffered 
from British "leaks". Another is t he dist rust 
in which Mr. Michael Foot is held, for widely 
differing reasons, on both sides. The Irish 
dislike him for his dealings with the Union
ists in the last Parliament, while Mrs. 
Thatcher is said to regard him a.s "a raving 
Bolshie" . It may appear strange if she can
not tell the difference between this venerable 
parliamentarian and the wilder fringes of the 
Labour left, but after all she ha.s said a.s 
much about Mrs. Shirley Williams, no less. 

Are these sufficient explanations for Mrs. 
Thatcher's coyness? They seem feeble 
enough. It is not surprising that Mr. Paisley 
should conclude that people are keeping 
quiet because they have something to hide. 

Of course, in the immortal words of Ms. 
Mandy Rice-Davies, "he would, wouldn't he?" 
But is he right? 

SECRECY 

One does not have to accept the terms in 
which Mr. Paisley poses the argument: to 
suspect betrayals, sellouts, dishonourable 
secret dealings. Thf.'re are, however, matters 
of direct import, as well a.s long-term impli
cation, involved in the talks which both 
Governments would naturally wish to keep 
confidential. 

For one thing, the phrase "totality of rela
tionships" surely has to mean that the con
stitutional future of Northern Ireland can 
at some stage be open for discussion. How
ever genuine Mrs. Thatcher may be in her 
assurances on the guarant ee to the Union
ists, one can readily understand why she 
would not wish to be drawn too far on this 
point. 

More specifically, there are two areas which 
have been the sub1ect of constant specula
tion both before and since the Dublin Castle 
meeting, and which, if they contain any sub
stance, would claim the highest possible 
priority for secrecy. 

The first concerns the shape of future 
relationships between Ireland-the whole or 
the parts-and the United Kingdom. The 
joint study groups are considering Anglo
Irish "institutional structures". What does 
that mean? 

JOINT BODIES 

What it does not mean, Dublin insists with 
greatest firmness, is the reintegration of the 
United Kingdom, or Ireland's rejoining the 
Commonwealth, or a Confederation of the 
British Isles with (as has been proposed un
der one scheme) the capital on the Isle of 
Man. What it could mean, and is certainly 
up for discussion, is the creation of joint 
governmental and/or official bodies to over
see important areas of common interest, of 
which the most crucial and sensitive is secu-

rity. If agreement were reached on this point, 
some people would see the creation of an 
Anglo-::rish Council, to oversee not just that 
but all matters of common concern, as a 
logical step. 

The second question is that of the possi
bility of a defence pact between Ireland and 
Britain. This ls inseparable from the general 
question of Irish neutrality, and the argu
m-:-nt about defen::e pacts in recent weeks 
has reopened the general debate on neutral
ity. It is a topic full of confusion and mis
apprehensions. 

(NOTE: Following the meeting between the 
Taoisea.ch and the British Prime Minister 
Mrs. Margaret Thatcher in Dublin on De
cember 8th 1980, a communique was re
leased. That part of the communique's text 
dealing with Anglo-Irish relations ls restated 
below. 

... 4. The Taoiseach and the Prime Minister 
agreed that the economic, social and politi
cal interests of the people of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and the Republic are inextricably 
linked, but that the full development of 
these links has been put under strain by 
division and dissent in Northern Ireland. In 
that context, they accepted the need to bring 
forward policies and proposals to achieve 
peace, reconciliation and stability; and to 
improve relations between the people of the 
two countries. 

5. They considered that the best prospects 
of attaining these objectives was the further 
development of the unique relationship be
tween the two countries. 

6. They accordingly decided to devote their 
next meeting in London during the coming 
year to special consideration of the totality 
of relationships within these islands. For 
this purpose they have commissioned joint 
studies covering a range of issues including 
possible new institutional structures, citi
zenship rights, security matters, economic 
cooperation and measures to encourage 
mutual understanding. 

7. The Taoiseach and Prime Minister re
called the statements issued on behalf of 
their Governments on December 4th about 
the situation in the H-Blocks, and reiterated 
the hope that the statement made by the 
Secretary of State for Northern Ireland on 
December 4th would provide the basis on 
which the issues could be resolved. 

8. The discussions were regarded by both 
sides as extremely constructive and signifi
cant.") 

[From the Irish Times, Feb. 2-5 , 1981) 
A BENEVOLENT NEUTRALITY 

(By James Downey) 
Ireland, to state the case bluntly, ls not a 

neutral country. The Government stlll pays 
some lip service to our refusal to join NATO 
because of Britain's presence in the North, 
but neither it nor its neutralist opponents 
see that factor as having much relevance 
nowadays. 

What does have relevance is the ghastliness 
of nuclear war and its consequences. Is Ire
land to allow itself, or any part of it, to be 
involved directly or indirectly in such a war, 
or are we to use our influence in Europe in 
the interest of lowering East-West tension 
generally, and particularly in the interest of 
lowering troop and armament levels? 

Public opinion, and the political parties, 
a.re deeply divided on how we should ap
proach the question. There ls a. clear ma
jority against the stationing of nuclear 
weapons-or nuclear installations of any 
kind-on Irish soil; but there the consensus 
begins and ends. 

On the left, there is a. small minority in 
favour of our abandoning all contact with 
the Western Alliance, leaving the EEC and 
joining the Non-aligned Movement. Mr. Sean 
MacBride-who sup~orted Common Market 
entry-does not go as far as that. He believes 

that we should use, not the European Com
munity but the Council of Europe as the 
vehicle for pushing for a. European line in 
favour of disarmament and independence 
from the power blocs. In recent years he has 
unsuccessfully urged the Department of For
eign Affairs to support initiatives pressed by 
European count ries , like Switzerland and 
Austria, which are not members of any alli
ance but equally not members of the Non
aligned Movement. 

INDEPENDENT ATTITUDE 

Fine Ga.el , by contrast, see the European 
Community (in which we have a voice on 
the Cominission, in the Council of Ministers 
and in the European Parliament) as the ve
hicle for such action. They believe t hat Ire
land can give a lead to the other small mem
bers of the EEC which would encourage them 
to press the French and Germans towards a 
more independent attitude and oppose the 
bellicosity and excessively pro-American 
s tance of the British. A smiliar line, roughly 
s:_Jeaking, would be favoured by the Labour 
leadership. 

Fiann.a Fall's view is altogether more hard
nosed-and more pessiinistic. Mr. Brian Leni
han (vox Lenihan, vox Haughey) has lately 
restated policy as follows: we would take 
action if the territory of a fellow-member of 
the Community were attacked, we would be 
prepared to join a military alliance in the 
event of European union. This, said Mr. Leni-
han, was a hypothetical case·. · 

That was an understatement. Multilateral 
defence alliances simply do not arise at pres
ent. The attitude of the Fianna Fail Govern
ment to Irish political policy in Europe is 
more to the point . And the present Govern
ment see nothing to be gained by the ap
proach of either Mr. MacBride or Dr. Garret 
FitzGerald. They thing realpolitik will pre
vail, and that there is little Ireland can do 
about it. 

This summary of party attitudes, however, 
has not ta.ken into ac<:ount the important di
visions which exist in all the main parties 
on the subject. The Labour Left , for exam
ple, would like Ireland to leave the EEC and 
join the Non-aligned Movement. In Fianna 
Fail there is a considerable pro-neutrality 
faction, whose opposition to defence alliances 
is based on idealistic grounds; opposition to 
nuclear weapons, or maintenance of the his
torical de Valera-Aiken line, or both. 

But it is Fine Gael who are the most 
illlteresting case. This party prob::11bly con
tains the highest proportion of people who 
favour the total abandonment of neutra.Iity 
and Joining the Western Alliance (a. view 
also held ·by some powerful members of the 
extra.pa.rUamentia.ry establishment in Dub
lin) . But it also conita.ins passionate tradi
tiorual natiorualists a.nd neutralists, of whom 
the most notable is perhaps Mr. Ritchie 
Ryan. · 

For some time, Mr. Rya.n has been un
happy aibout what a. number of people see 
as e7idence that Ireland has been drawn 
increasingly into some form of unofficial par
ticipation in the Western Alliance. To sup
port them, there have been a greait ma.ny 
stmW.S in the wind. Although Ireland is the 
only EEC country which is not a member of 
NATO, our representatives take part in EEC 
politio:il co-operation. The Government sup
po:rte<l the ineffective Olympics boycott and 
sa.not.ions against Iran. Ireland has been con
sulted a.bout NATO decisions. 

Over a period, the neutra.list.s had seen 
what they believed to be signs that Irish 
officials now rega.rded us as members of the 
Western Allie.nee in all but name. The issUe 
came into the open when Mr. Ryan was 
ohided by an Irish diplomftlt for stiaiting whe.t 
he understood to be the traditional a.nd 
a.ocepted neurtralist view-and reacted 
angrily. 

The incident helped to revive the neu
trality debate. It also helped to unite Fine 
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Gael, publicly at least in a way favourable 
to the neuti-aUsts. Matters were much accel
erated when rumourn became current of the 
poss1b111ty of an Anglo-Irish defence pa.ct 
arising out of the Haughey-Thatcher meet
ings Ln Dublin Oa,s.tle and previously in Lon
don, or out of the joint studies. By condemn
ing "secret deals". Dr. FltzGerald appears to 
be taking a more neutralist position than 
Fianna. F'a.11, the pa.rty 1ihat invented 
neutra.li ty. 

Defe:o.ce arrangements, bilateral a.nd multl
latei-al, a.re stm in the melting-pot. But 1f 
there ls sulbstance in the specula.tion a.bout a 
bilateral pa.ct there ls certainly a compell1ng 
reason for Mr. Haughy and Mrs. Thatcher 
to keep their discussions confidential for the 
time being. 

MORAL QUESTION 

Neutrality ls -a mooal, as well as ·a pra.ctlca.l, 
question. In the nuclear 1'lige a.nd for a coun
try as relatively small and powerless as Ire
land 1 t ls more a. moral than a. pra.ctlcal 
question. 

A bUateral pact, on the other hand, has 
more to do with tactics than principle. And 
it also belongs more in the context of an 
ultimate Anglo-Irish settlement than in that 
of Ml Irish a.pproach to European and world 
affairs-though the two cannot be separa.ted. 

CONCESSIONS 

Although the subject has been little an
alysed, it has lo::ig been taken for granted 
that as part of the cre-a.tlon of a united or 
federal Ireland-involving a. transfer of sov
ereignty-far-re-aching concessions must be 
ma.de to the Unlonlst.s. There has been even 
less discussion of whia.t com:esslons might 
have to be made to the British, but at the 
very lea.st they would have to be assured 
that whatever new constitutional arra.nge
ments were made .1n Ireland could pooe no 
threat to them in the context of defence. 

The possible form of the gua.ra.nitee ls 
obscure. There would be intense opposition 
in Ireland to the siting of nuclear missiles 
in the North, even while it remains pa.rt of 
the United Kingdom. There would be grave 
unease, to put it no more strongly, a.bout 
the prOSipect of the stationing of foreign 
armed forees on Irish son. But it is fairly 
safe to say that a substa.nJtlal majority of 
the Flannia Fa.11 and Fine Gael parties 
(though not of the Laibour Party) would see 
no ideological objection to entering into a. 
bilateral defence agreement 1f Brirtaln de
manded it as p81l"t of an a.cceptia.ble settle
ment. 

Is this now, or it ls likely to be later, a 
Brltl~h demand? And ls it an important card 
in the Irish pack? The British are them
selves far from unanimous on Ireland's 
strategic value. One defence expert in Lon
don dismissed the whole question, hllateral 
and multilateral, as "lrrelevent". He took 
the hypothetical case not of a nuclear war 
but of e. situation of greatly heightened 
tension in Central Europe brought about by 
a Russian invasion of Pola.nd--or, very much 
worse, Yugoslavia. In that case, he said, what 
would matter would not be the Western 
Approaches but the position "at the sharp 
end", in Germany. And in any case, the 
Irish, whether or not they were members of 
any alliance, would simply have to do as 
they were told. (It would have been enjoy
able to hear de Valera's response to com
ments like these.) 

A very different view was advanced by Mr. 
Michael Mates in a.n interview on RTE; he 
considered the Anglo-Irish defence question 
very important indeed. And Mr. Mates, al
though he ls only a back-bencher, ls one of 
the best-informed and most lnftuentia~ Tory 
MPs where Ireland ls concerned-more so, 
prob;i.bly, than most Cabinet Ministers. It ls 
llkely that his opinion is much closer to 
Mrs. Thatcher's than that of the defence 
expert quoted above. 

The obvious conclusion is that there ls a 
significant Irish card to play. But in the last 
few weeks rumours reached Fine Gael
rumours which were current in some knowl
edgeable quarters outside the Dall-that the 
card was being played, not at the end of the 
game but at the beginning: that the ques
tion of a bllateral pact had already been 
raised, and not by the British but by the 
Irish side. 

BELLICOSE STANC·~ 

Since Mrs. Thatcher ls famed for her in
terest in defence-or, to put it more bluntly, 
!or her belllcose pro-American and anti
Russlan stance--they concluded that Mr. 
Haughey must have counted 011 the defence 
issue to attract her. If so, they believe ths.t 
he made a. tactical error, ln that a defence 
agreement should come. if at all, at the 
very end of the long process towards an 
Anglo-Irish and Nort!l-South settlement, 
and not before. 

They may well be rlgh t in this belief. They 
are, however, almost certainly wrong in 
thinking that they can turn tlle argument 
to domestic political advanhge. It is hard 
to assess to what extent "t-he national ques
tion" can sway the next general election, 
but it ls certainly going to be a factor, and 
a factor highly advantageous to Fianna 
Fall. It is very much to oe doubted whether 
the onslaught on Fianna Fall on the "secret 
deal" line can offset that advantage greatly, 
i! at all. 

Meanwhile, a question which bears some 
relation to that of defence and neutrality, 
but ls even more germane to the problem 
of a stable and satisfactory -;;ettlement, is not 
being debated at all in public-though it is 
one of the major issues on the agenda of 
the Anglo-Irish joint studies. This is the 
issue of internal security. 

ACCEPTABLE LEVEL 

Before the recent increase in the rate of 
murders and a.ttempted murders, the British 
might be said to have achieved what the la.te 
Reginald Maulding, in e. notorious phrase, 
called "-an acceptable level of violence" 
(amended by one British official to "an ac
cepted level of violence"). But in spite of 
some internal Northern security successes, 
and the improvement in cross-border coop
ernition which so gratifies the British, only 
the most complacent or callous coUld call 
the situation sa.tlsfa.ctory. 

It may be tolerable for the British. r.t is 
not tolerable for the harassed and lntiml
jate:i. Cat holics in the North's ghettoes. It 
is not tolerable !or the Border Protestants 
who live in dally and nightly fear of their 
lives. It ls not tolerable for the Republic, 
which spends far too much on security and 
stm sees policemen shot. 

Afl this ls bad enough. Wha.t of a sltua.tion 
in which the British hiad withdrawn their 
troops and handed over responslblllty to 
some other authority? 

AMNESTY 

Whether that authority resided in Dublin 
or Belfast, it ls beyond question that the 
existing security forces in the island would 
not be sufficient. Few doubt that an inde
pendent North, or even an attempt at an in
dependent North, woUld come rapidly to 
catastrophe. Twenty-Six County Governments 
have done much, and the Government of a. 
united or federal Ireland could do very much 
more, to put down IRA violence. Jn the best 
case, the Provlslone.l IRA could be faced with 
a. simple choice: to fold their tents and steal 
quietly away (in which case the British and 
the Unionists woUld have to be persuaded to 
relrutroduce the word "amnesty" into their 
vocabulary) or to be suppressed with consid
erable ruthlessness. But the biggest problem 
now, as historically, ls not IRA violence. It 
1s the threat, or immlnent posslblUty, of 
Pl'otestan.t violence. 

SECURITY FORCES 

Since 1969-when the RUC were tempo
rarily disarmed, the "B" Specie.Is a.bolished, 
and the Ulster Defence Regiment set up
very little serious and effective consideration 
has been given to the question of the future 
shape of security forces in the North. The 
UDR a.re 11 ttle more efficient and no more 
acceptable to the catholics than the "B" 
Specials were. The RUC have made progress, 
but not enough. Some brave souls in the 
SDLP (the source of most serious political 
thinking in Northern Ireland) a.re prepared 
to murmur another naughty word, "mllltia."; 
but experience is discouraging. And in the 
context of a. change of sovereignty, the prob
lem would necessarily be far more a.cute. 

Yet ·the problem must be faced-or rather, 
not merely faced but solved. After Unionist 
intransigence, the difficulty of effective se
curity arrangements is the greatest obstacle 
in the way of a. settlement. One could put it 
another way: If Unionist obduracy creates 
the security problem (and if the Unionist 
position rests ultimately on the threat of 
Protestant violence) both must be settled 
together. 

An Anglo-Irish councll, whether it con
fined itself to security or took in other topics 
as well, could usefUlly tackle this tangled 
question. 

[From the Irish Times, Feb. 26, 1981] 
A PROTESTANT PARLIAMENT FOR A CATHOLIC 

PEOPLE 

(By James Downey) 
Supposing-and it is a very large supposi

tion-that the two Governments can 
agree on the constituents of the Anglo-Irish 
and North-South problem, and from there 
go on to proposals for political and security 
arrangements consonant with their individ
ual and common interests, what of the peo
ple most c:osely involved? What of the in
terests of the "double minority", the North
ern Protestants and the Northern Catholics? 
And is Mr. Paisley's increasing power a help, 
or a. hindrance, to a settlement? 

For several years-and not merely since 
his success in the Euro-election of 1979-
many pollticla.ns in the North and the Re
publlc have been convinced that Mr. Paisley 
must emerge as what he himself claims to 
be, the undisputed leader of the Northern 
Protestants. 

Some may deplore his success, and sigh 
for a few more John Robbs, another Brta.n 
Faulkner, or a lead from the trade union 
movement. But they know this ls wishful 
thinking. 

Others greet the prospect of Mr. Paisley's 
rise to pre-eminence with equanimity. These 
include, most significantly, Mr. Haughey 
and Mr. John Hume. 

REACTION 

The Anglo-Irish talks have already, as 
planned, changed the context in which a. 
settlement of the Northern question has to 
be attempted. Mr. Paisley's violent reaction 
changes it even more dramatically. If he 
really ls convinced, and can convince his 
followers, that a British betrayal ls in pros
pect-and if he emerges the winner of the 
May local elections-the conditions, in this 
view, will exist for a. North-South rap
prochement in which the long-condemned 
constitutional guarantee wlll be, to all in
tents and purposes, irrelevant. 

But the SDI,P, at any rate, know that the 
situation contains as much danger as op
portunity. 

Mr. Paisley ls a consummately skillful 
politician. His followers regard him as a. 
model of consistency, although he has in 
fact shifted his ground several times in his 
career. (At varl -:: us times, for example, he 
has flirted with the ideas of integration with 
Britain and of "voluntary", power-sharing.) 
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The logic of his present position-claiming 
that the Prostestants are being pushed out 
of the United Kingdom, but will have noth
ing to do with the Republic-is that he must 
go for independence fer Northern Ireland. 
But he is by no means fully committed to 
independence. He has tried to leave himself 
room for manoeuvre-a sidestep back to
wards Britain, or perhaps a sidestep towards 
the Republic? 

PRIVATE ARMIES 

He is not a man to hide his light under a 
bushel. He loses no opportunity to em
phasise the "muscle" at his command: his 
power, for instance, to subvert the security 
forces. And part of his tactics lately has 
been to frighten his adversaries by threaten
ing violence, and demonstrating that he has 
Protestant private armies at his disposal. 

That power should not be underestimated. 
His 500 hillside men, brandishing their fire
arms certificates, may have seemed more 
comic than menacing. They are not the ones 
who matter. 

There is already a pro-independence po
litical party in Northern Ireland, and a pro
independence armed force; and they are one 
and the same. No matter that the people 
who do the talking call themselves the New 
Ulster Political Research Group, and the 
people who do the killing call themselves 
the Ulster Freedom Fighters. They are both 
"wholly owned subsidiaries" of the Ulster 
Defence Association. 

The position of the UDA is full of para
doxes. Its leaders (though not the rank
and-file or sympathisers) tend to dislike 
and distrust Mr. Paisley. In their independ
ent Ulster, they offer elaborate guaran
tees--but not power sharing-to the Cath
olics. More, they envisage a coming together 
of their State and the Republic in some sort 
of confederation "in a generation or two" (a. 
timescale that finds a curious echo in some 
SDLP quarters). 

They say they have nothing against Cath
olics in general, and they manifestly enjoy 
talking to Southerners. Unlike Mr. Paisley, 
they favour closer North-South co-operation, 
and they see nothing sinister 1n the Anglo
Irlsh talks. 

Yet they also say privately that if "Big 
Ian" achieves the position he seeks as the 
unchallenged Protestant leader, they can en
visage themselves being obliged to provide 
the physical force to establish him as Prime 
Minister of "their" independent mater. In 
other words, they can envisage outright civil 
war, with themselves as the Protestant 
storm-troopers. 

Can Mr. Paisley, the UDA, and others, be 
prevented from setting out on this road to 
nowhere? Mr. Haughey and the SDLP are 
optimistic; they believe that, instead, Mr. 
Paisley can be involved at an appronrlate 
time in the process of peaceful settleinent. 
But here all parties, and especially Mr. 
Haughey, face an acute problem of timing. 

The Tao1seach may wish-does wish-to 
proc~ed very much faster than the British 
with their "work of a generation" view. But 
with Mr. Paisley setting the pace, events 
could soon move much too fast for comfort. 

Eventually an Irish Government must get 
down to negotiations with, and offers to, the 
Unionists. Mr. Haughey, of course, would like 
that government to be led by himself. But 
he might have liked the joint studies to be 
considerably advanced before making a firm 
approach. He must also take into account 
the dates of his own general election, and of 
his next meeting with Mrs. Thatcher (prob
ably in mid-summer) . 

Now, however, he must consider making a 
direct approach to Mr. Paisley if the latter 
enjoys his expected success In the May elec
tions. He could do this privately-though it 
ls a delicate business, in which he would be 

hampered by a severe shortage of lines of 
communication-or he could consider mak
ing a public offer to the Unionist population 
and their leaders which, in addition to an 
invitation to talks, might include making 
clear, in more specific terms than hitherto, 
what is "on the table" for them in a federal 
Ireland. 

COWARDLY 

For a. federal Ireland is definitely what is 
in question. Many 1n the Republic-and not 
a few in the North, including some Protes
tants--regret that. To them the federal op
tion ls too much like a cowardly "cop-out", 
too much like a proposal for two sectarian 
States, too open to "Irish solutions to Irish 
problems." 

Federalism would, they believe, very 
largely be a negation of real Republicanism, 
which alms at the creation of an open, plu
ralist, united Ireland in which the best of the 
differing traditions on the island would 
mingle; in which diversity would be a source 
of strength. 

But it ls accepted, albeit often reluctantly, 
by most Dublin politicians who have studied 
the q~estlou. that in practical terms Dub
lin's offer to the Unionists would have to 
include their own local assembly and admin
istration, disposing of very substantial 
powers. 

Jlssuming that such an offer were ma.de 
and accepted, where would that leave the 
Northern Catholics? An Anglo-Irish Council, 
as well as overseeing satisfactory security ar
rangements, could also act as guarantor of 
civil liberties for both Protestants and Catho-
11cs. But how could the SDLP-who have 
hitherto insisted on full power-sharing for 
Catholics at the top level-accept what looks 
so much 11ke a return to Protestant domina
tion in the six-county area? 

Some prominent SDLP members have con
sidered the question, have come up with an 
answer that could be regarded as extremely 
bleak, or amazingly generous, or both. 

They say that in return for a tranfer of 
sovereignty, they would consider a federal 
system in which the North remained under 
Protestant domination "for a generation or 
more." 

Their argument runs something Uke this: 
With the British presence removed, the IRA 
would be dieprived of their raison d'etre, and 
the Protestants would gradually lose their 
fears of their Catholic neighbours and of the 
South. Besides, the Protestants, in addition 
to enjoying their own local assembly and ad
ministration, would participate in all-!reland 
institutions, and over a period their notorious 
"siege menta11ty", having nothing to feed on, 
would disappear. 

The way would then be open for a much 
closer coming-together of the two parts of 
the island, based on openness and equa11ty 
and free of suspicion and misunderstanding. 
E ;entually a truly united and plura11st Ire
land would replace the federal system. 

That s::enario sounds not merely generous, 
but over-optimistic and even quixotic. The 
avera.:;e Northern Catho11c might feel that he 
has little enough to gain by it. And how 
would the average Northern Protestant take 
to it? Would bigotry based on fear really 
wither away, even in two generations? 

As to the Protestants, how long would they 
take to learn generosity, even in circum
stances that permitted them to be generous? 
As to the Catho11cs, is it enough to say that 
they would have gained what a majority of 
the Irish people wish: first unity of a sort, 
later a genuine unity? 

Perhaps not. But magnanimity on the part 
of the Catho11cs-who have come throu.,.h the 
fire, and who are in some ways closer t; their 
Protestant neighbours than they are to the 
rest of us-could ~et an example that might 
catch on. They might act as a bridge be-

tween the former Unionists and the rest of 
the island. 

lt has often been held that the ex-Union
ists would run the united Ireland of the 
fuLurc. That idea wa.s disputed several years 
ago by Mr. Auslln Currie of the SDLP. It was 
the Northern Catholics, he said, who would 
do the ru11ning. He just might be right.e 

THE ANNIVERSARY OF ARCHBISHOP 
ROMERO'S DEATH 

e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a 
moment of great sadness in which we 
remember the assassination a year ago 
today of Archbishop Oscar A. Romero of 
San Salvador. As we review the ensuing 
year since Archbishop Romero was bru
tally murdered while offering Mass in a 
hospital chapel, we have witnessed even 
more senseless killing in El Salvador, and 
even more calculated terror and brutality 
against those dedicated to principles of 
justice and equality. 

Only a few months ago, American re
ligious missionaries and labor leaders 
were murdered in El Salvador. These 
tragedies have been compounded by the 
absence of a thorough and complete in
vestigation of their deaths and definitive 
stepg to bring those responsible to justice. 

Thousands of other killings have taken 
place in El Salvador, killings of men and 
women guilty of nothing more than legi
timate aspirations for life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness denied them by 
an oligarchy and its henchmen seeking 
to maintain an unjust social order. 

Churches in El Salvador have paid 
with the blood of priests and ministers, 
sisters and lay workers for standing up 
for the people and for their basic human 
rights. 

What was apparent a year ago is even 
clearer today: That American policy 
toward El Salvador is tragically mistaken 
in its provision of unconditioned military 
assistance to that country. Outside mili
tary intervention from any quarter is not 
going to redress the fundamental prob
lems of El Salvador. As Archbishop Ro
mero prophetically foresaw, outside arms 
supplies only make the situation worse. 
When Archbishop Romero wrote Presi
dent Carter on February 17, 1980, to pro
test the possibility of military assistance 
to the junta, he also was protesting the 
possibility of U.S. advisers training the 
.Salvadoran army. Thirteen months later, 
we are confronted with the provisions of 
grenades, ammunition, rifles, mortars, 
machine guns, and helicopters, as well 
as advisers, to that same army. 

Archbishop Romero knew that he 
might be killed for his courageous stand 
in defense of his people. The threats 
against him had come all too frequently. 
Yet he believed that no other course was 
available to him as a bishop of the 
church and as a citizen of El Salvador. 
Before he was mu~dered, Archibishop 
Romero said: 

As a Salvadoran, I am obliged by divine 
law to give my life for those I love, for the 
entire Salvadoran people, including those 
Salvadorans who threaten to assassinate me. 
If trey sbould go so far as to carry out their 
threats, I want you to know that I now offer 
my blood to God for justice and the resur
rection of El Salvador. 
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As we commemorate Archbishop Ro
mero's life and his witness for his people, 
all Americans should ponder deeply the 
present course of the American policy 
toward El Salvador. Let us heed his 
authentic voice crying out for an end to 
the killing. Let us join in working for 
peace and reconciliation in a country too 
long torn by violence and destruction.• 

THE RECEIPT OF THE THIRD AN
NUAL REPORT ON THE FAIR DEBT 
COLLECTION PRACTICES ACT, 
MARCH 24, 1981 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as 

the President pro tempore of the Sen
ate, I have received the third annual re
port on section 815 of the Fair Debt 
Collection Practices Act of 1977. This re
port, which has been submitted by the 
Federal Trade Commission, is available 
in my office for review by my col
leagues. 

U.N. UNIT ERRED IN REPORT ON 
PALESTINIAN BODIES 

• Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I wish to 
bring to my colleagues' attention a recent 
Associated Press report stating that the 
United Nations unit apparently erred in 
reporting that Israeli forces had blown 
up the bodies of five dead Pallestinian 
guerrillas. I am pleased that ·this matter 
has been clarified, for despite the many 
problems that exist in the Middle East, 
this kind of activity certainly does not 
accurately characterize the Israelis in 
any way. 

So I was particularly pleased when 
this article appeared, and want to ex
press my appreciation to Mr. Arthur Baer 
of Coatesville, Pa., who has brought this 
artiC'le to my attention. Mr. President, I 
ask that the article appear at this point 
in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
WALDHEIM SAYS U.N. UNIT ERRED IN REPORT 

ON PALESTINIAN BODIES 
UNITED NATIONS.-U.N. Secretary-General 

Kurt Waldheim admitted yesterday that 
Dutch U.N. peacekeeping troops had erred in 
reporting that Israeli forces had blown up 
the 1bodies of five Palestinian guerrillas killed 
in southern Lebanon on Christmas Day. 

Waldheim said in a statement issued here 
that a three-man military board of inquiry he 
au"'ointed Jast month had "not found evi
dence to support the account" given to the 
press by the U.N. Interim Force in Lebanon 
(UNIFIL). 

The secretary-general, who arrived tn New 
Delhi, India, yesterday to attend a conference 
of the nonaligned movement, sa!d the board 
had unanimously agreed that "UNIF!L sol
diers had no intention of deliberately making 
incorrect statements." 

Waldheim added a note of censure saying 
he "deeply regrets that UNIFIL issued' a press 
bulletin (on Dec. 31) containtn~ an incorrect 
statement of the facts and wishes the re.cord 
to be corrected, tn keeping with the standards 
of integrity and objectivity that must charac
terize the peacekeeping efforts of the United 
Nations." 

The Israeli mission to the United Nations 
issued a statement saying it was pleased to 
note that, in the U.N. renort of inquiry "Is
raeli's position has been fully vindicated." 

The UN!FIL report of the incident was 
issued after an Israeli raid into southern 

Lebanon, and the allegations were dented by 
the Israeli army. 

Israel's U.N. Ambassador Yehuda Z. Blum 
previously had sent Waldheim what was de
scribed as a "sharp" written protest of the 
"false information given by UNIFIL." To the 
Israelis, the Dutch report appeared as further 
evidence of what they consider a. pro-Pales
tinian bias by the United Nations and its 
peacekeeping forces. 

In extenuation of the original UNIFIL re
port, Waldheim said the board of inquiry 1be
l1eved that "distance, angle of observation, 
smoke resulting from the explosions when 
the (Israel) soldiers blew up the ammunition 
and equipment of the Palestinian armed ele
ments, and the prevamng tension all contrib
uted to the Dutch soldiers of UNIFIL report
ing what they thought they had seen, rather 
than what actually occurred." 

The secretary-genera.I faulted the Dutch 
battalion and UN-FIL headquarters at Na
qoura, in Southern Lebanon, for accepting 
the report of the alleged incident "without 
taking adequate measures to verify the de
tails." e 

ALTERNATE TAX PROPOSALS 
• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the distin
guished senior Senator from Ohio, Sen
ator GLENN, in an article publ1shed in 
today's New York Times, has presented a 
thoughtful and persuasive critique of 
the tax reduction proposals submitted to 
the Congress by President Reagan. In 
the article, Senator GLENN offers .::on
structive proposals for alternate tax cuts 
designed to increase investment, produc
tion, and productivity. 

Mr. President, I commend Senator 
GLENN'S article to my colleagues and ask 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
ALTERNATE TAX PROPOSALS 

(By JOHN GLENN) 
WASHINGTON.-Although I share President 

Reagan's determination to resuscitate our 
economy, I am increasingly doubtful that his 
tax proposals will do the job. 

America faces an acute shortage of invest
ment capital-a. shortage that may well be 
the greatest single inhibitor of industrial 
productivity, modernization, and new-job 
creation. Genera.ting an average industrial 
job now requires a $%.000 to $60.000 invest
ment. rn high-technology industries, even 
greater investment soon wlll be required 
simply to maintain existing employment lev
els, let alone increase the number of new 
jobs available. :rn more-mature industries, 
a large-scale capita.I infusion is mandatory. 
To moderni7.e and regain its comoetitivene•·s 
in world markets, the steel industry needs 
$3'l blllion in investments over the next five 
yea.rs; the auto industry requires an eye
pop)'.)lng $80 blllion. Sma.Jl business, which 
provides 55 percent of all private-sector em
ployment, is faced with imminent capital 
starvation. 

If our problems a.re largely on the supply 
side, it is puzzling why the Administration 
has proposed an economic pro~am in which 
the Federal budget deficit will remain in ex
cess of $50 billion in fiscal 1981 (thus con
tinuing to crowd an already tight money 
market) and in which only 20 percent of the 
total tax cut is earmarked for direct supply
side support. The White House argues that 
since its cuts, unlike prevtoui; Administra
tions', are skewed in favor of taxpayers in 
middle- and upper-income brackets, more 
money will go into investment than con
sumption. Indeed, Administration spokesmen 
have said that they assume that 50 to 70 per
cent of the individual tax cuts will wind up 
being invested. 

That is a. mig>hty big assumption, particu
larly since only 20 to 30 percent of all pre-

vious personal tax cuts were transformed 
into investment dollars. Moreover, except for 
the wealthy, 1, creased Social Security taxes 
will all but neutralize the benefit of de
creased marginal tax rates: After the new 
withhc·ldings are factored into the equation, 
a family of four earning $25,000 comes out 
ahead by $23. The same family ea.ming $50,-
000 will save $91. How many industrial bonds 
or stock certificates will $91 buy? 

What happens if we fall short of the Ad
ministration's 50 to 70 percent investment 
target? What if, as many economists predict, 
a. 10 percent tax cut for indiv1dua.Js results 
in a $60 billion increase in aggregate de
mand-a sum larger than the proposed 
budget cuts and business tax reductions 
combined? Quite simply, our economy could 
ea.slly be in far worse shape than it is today. 
Jn the President's words, "too many dollars 
cha.sing too few goods" would ignite sn ex
plosive new round of infia tion. Insumcient 
ca.pita.J investment would leave our indus
tries uncompetitive, create fewer new jobs, 
and provide lower tax revenues with which to 
balance the Federal budget. 

Why must we gamble that persona.I cuts 
will eventually splll over into investment? 
Why not provide a more modest tax cut for 
individuals, and target what ts truly required 
directly to the supply side? Assuming that we 
can formulate adequate safeguards to ensure 
that businesses use the extra. capita.I fo.r pro
ductive, job-promoting investment (rather 
than for, say, the acquisition of other com
panies), we might consider the following: 

Amending the proposed 10-year, 5-year, 
37yea.r depreciation schedule to 10-5-3-1, 
adding a one-year write-off for expenses in
curred for pollution control. 

P.roviding greater tax incentives for indus
trial research and development, perhaps even 
a. bottom-line tax credit for certain kinds of 
research. 

Structuring even-faster depreciation sched
ules for hig.h-tecbnology industries that must 
be given the opportunity to write off their 
equipment in less than five years. 

Offering investment tax credits, or even re
fundable ta.x credits, for industries willing to 
invest on-site in economically distressed 
areas. Such inducements might prevent fur
ther deterioration and community disloca
tion in major urban areas. 

Giving more immediate effect to the pro
posed cuts in capita.I-gains taxes. Such cuts 
would be particularly helpful to small 
business. 

Reducing the rate at which interest income 
is taxed. To encourage small savers as well as 
large, we could even exclude from taxation 
the first several thousand dollars of such 
income. 

These suggestions are not comprehensive 
but they do provide a foundation for discus
sion, and clearly address the problems of cap
ital formation and job creation head-on. 
Obviously, the ogres of infiation and unem
ployment cannot be slain through tax cuts 
alone. Budgetary restraint, regulatory reform, 
reduced dependence on foreign energy 
sources, and greater cooperation among in
dustry, laibor, and government must all be 
part of our long-term economic program. But 
for now, whatever happened to supply-side 
economics? e 

BILINGUAL EDUCATION 
Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, 

Americans have become emotional, vocal, 
and politically active about English as 
the primary language in the schools. 
President Carter fueled these fires with 
his proposed ruling last year to force 
local schools to teach non-English
speaking students in their native lan
guage. 
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I am pleased to report that the Reagan 
administration rescinded the Carter rul

. ing. As Sheldon Steinbeck, counsel for 
the American Council for Education 
says: 

The Federal Government can provide guid
ance and assistance for bilingual education, 
but not a heavy-handed mandate. Local 
school boards need flexibility in implement
ing a national policy. 

Well said, Mr. Steinbeck. 
We must not forget, however, that the 

supporters of this ruling have not van
ished. We must be aware of their views 
on this explosive subject. 

On my left, we see immigrants, mostly 
Hispanics, who define bilingual educa
tion as a more or less permanent two
track educational system-involving the 
maintenance of a second culture and an 
emphasis on ethnic heritage, I must add 
that we are dealing with many refugee, 
immigrant and entrant groups. The most 
vocal and politically active, however, are 
the Hispanics. They supported the Car
ter ruling. 

On my right, we see local school om
cials and State administrators, who, for 
the most part, define bilingual education 
as the teaching of English to new immi
grants. They prefer a loose Federal defi
nition which allows them to formulate 
their own programs, according to local 
needs. The Carter ruling ignored their 
definition, and required special teaching 
in English along with transitional in
struction of other subjects in a student's 
first language. 

The State of Virginia retaliated last 
December and decided that its schools 
would not obey the Carter ruling. The· 
State approved Fairfax County schools' 
English-as-a-second-language program, 
which used English only, in teaching 
immigrants. 

Surprisingly, the Feds accepted the 
all-English program. The Department of 
Education concluded that "achievement 
test scores of students in the program 
showed they had made 'consistent and 
6;ignificant progress through intensive 
English classes and concluded that the 
system's teaching methods were an ac
ceptable alternative to Federal rules re
quiring school districts to provide special 
.classes in foreign languages to students 
who do not speak English as a primary 
language." 

Virginia scored a substantial victory. 
First, the Department of Education ad
mitted that its mandates had room for 
improvement. Second, it raises the possi
bility of every county in the country, in
cluding Los Angeles and San Francisco, 
going all English in their bilingual 
programs. 

Mr. President, I ask that Charles Mc
Cabe's two-part series of articles from 
the March 9 and 10 San Francisco 
Chronicle be printed in the RECORD. Mr. 
McCabe explains in more detail the 
politics and problems atf ecting bilingual 
education in the United States. 

REAGAN AND Two TONGUES 

(By Charles McCabe) 
I shall use as a touchstone for the early 

Reagan administration the way it and its 
leader are handling the problem of b111ngual 
teaching In our educational establishment. 

Since our educational system ls heavily un
der federal subsidy, the problem ts the presi
dent's, as ts b111ngualism's parent problem, 
the immigration crisis. 

The core of the problem ls Spanish-speak
ing children and whether they should be 
taught in their own language or in English. 
This ls a matter that bas become, by inde
cisiveness on the part of previous adminis
trations, emotion-ridden and politically 
explosive. 

There have been several interesting dll
velopments since the last time I wrote on 
the subject. For one thing, public opinion 
has become very vocal about English as 
first language in the schools. 

This year, if President Carter had not been 
defeated, a rule by the new U.S. Department 
of Education making b111ngual education 
mandatory would have gone into effect. Un
der it, local public schools would be forced 
to educate non-English-speaking students 
in their mother tongue. 

That proposed rule had many local school 
officials up in arms because it would require 
special teaching in English along with tran
sitional instruction of other subjects in a 
student's first language. Cost of program: 
As much as $591 million, with Washington 
picking up one-third of the nut. It would 
affect an estimated 3.5 m111ion children. 

Early last December the state of Virginia 
decided it would have none of the U.S. De
partment of Education program. The Vir
ginia education depar.tment decided that 
Fairfax County schools need not teach for
eign-speaking students in their native lan
guage. This action was the resolution of a 
five-year fight between public otnclals and 
the county, with the government threaten
ing to withhold up to $18 m111ion in funds. 

The feds, unexpectedly, accepted the all
English program. The USDE, in a letter to 
Fairfax County school authorities, said it 
was much impressed wLth the results of the 
county's $2 million program to teach Eng
lish to foreign-speaking students. 

The letter said, according to UPI, "achieve
ment test scores of students in the pro
gram showed they had made 'consistent and 
significant progress' through intensive Eng
lish classes, and concluded the system's 
teaching methods were an acceptable alter
native to federal rules requiring school dis
tricts to provide special classes in foreign 
languages to students who do not speak 
English as a primary language." 

The importance o! the Virginia initiative 
can hardly be overestimated. First, it got 
USDE to agree that its A11gust rnso gu~oe
lines were !ar from infallible. Second, and 
perhaps more important, it demonstrated 
that if one county in Virginia could go all
English, there ts no reason why every county 
in the country, including San Francisco and 
Los Angeles, could not do the same thing. 

Effort and the support of the federal gov
ernment are all that is required. That, and a 
brisk handling of .the politicians, CMcano 
and otherwise, who stand to gain most from 
introducing this immense boondoggle into 
the nublic schools. 

And finally, President Reagan, who re
portedly wants to abolish the USDE, bas 
lent a receptive ear to the Virginia action. 
The decision to go all-English is much more 
easily made by a president of tl-e U.S. than 
by a governor o! California, where a Chicano 
cabal appears intent on setting up a huge 
S~anisb-s~eaktng enclave in this state. They 
would do this in tl'-e name o! civil riahts, 
whereas such a program as proposed by 
USDE woulQ. almost certainly. wltll the help 
of the poutlclans, result in 111lteracy ln two 
languages. 

REAGAN AND TWO TONGUES--PART 2 

A true story. This chap is a former Mid
dle School Spanish teacher in San Fran
cisco. He ls a native Spanish speaker who 

was graduated from a South American high 
school before earning a B.A. at Cal, with 
a minor in Spanish and a major in Math . 

Recently this man took the written test 
given to applicants in his school district 
for a job in the local b111ngual program. 
He flunked the test! 

I am reliably informed that last year's 
test contained no questions dealing with 
Spanish or Central or South American cul
ture, customs or literature. There WERE 
questions about the current leadership in 
th~ Chicano community, their identity and 
role and achievements, matters that were 
of no interest to our former Spanish teacher. 

B1lingual teaching in California has been 
politicized to a !are-thee-well. Under rules 
that now prevail, community activists and 
their friends are given jobs as teachers and 
the district ts conned by Chicano politicians 
into arranging temporary credentials from 
the state. 

It is even rumored that there are a num
ber of persons on the b1lingual payroll who 
are neither tn the classroom nor actually 
doing anything connected with the pro
gram. 

The number or those needing b1lingual 
education is regularly inflated. This· results 
in an English-speaking program, using Span
ish as the first language, that mostly pro· 
duces, in the words o! one bitter critic "third 
class education from third class teachers." 

Under our system, it ts notorious that 
Johnny can't read. What about Juanlto? 

The monstrous educational boondoggle, 
proposed by President Carter's Dept. of Edu
cation, would have forced local public sGhools 
to educate non-English-speaking students in 
their mother tongue, and at a cost o! $591 
million. Early last month President Reagan's 
new secretary o! education, T. H Bell, re
voked Carter's proposed regulations and re
instated 1975 guidelines that do not have 
the force or law. 

The wretched thing about the new brand 
or "mother tongue" educational pi:ogram is 
that it ts wholly legal. The U.S. Supreme 
Court tn 1974 cited the Civil Rights Act of 
10 years earlier in ruling that students are 
discriminated against, because of national 
origin, i! schools fail to provide special help 
in teaching English. Two years ago the Carter 
government signed an agreement in a federal 
court case, agreeing to issue the regulations. 

I happen to think the Supreme Court was 
wrong. So does nearly every school admin
istrator in the country. And it is entirely 
possible to "provide special help in teaching 
English" without making the "mother 
tongue" the first medium of instruction. Go 
b9.ck to the old system of assimilation that 
ma.de so many immigrants fluent in the 
language of their adopted country. 

There are, it must be admitted, some 
Spanish-speaking students who need a 
limited, repeat, limited exposure to an 
English as a second language program. 

some or that $591 mtmon, with the Feds 
picking up a third, could be used to 
strengthen this ESL program when it ts 
indisputably needed. Many of our child 
immigrants from Mexico are illiterate in 
Spanish. 

Secretary Bell called President Carter's fed
eral rules on b1Ungual education "harsh, in
flexl":lle, burdensome, unworkable and in
credibly costly." Further, "the rules are 
fiercely oppcsed by many, supported by few." 

Says Sheldon Steinback, counsel for the 
American Council on Education and a mem
ber of Reagan's "transition team:" "The fed
eral government can provide guidance and 
assistance for b111ngual education, but not 
a heavy-banded mandate. Local schools 
boards need flexil:'lllty in implementing a 
national policy." The "mother tongue" idea 
needed k1lling. Good riddance.e 
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THE POOR: PROFILE OF FAMILIES 
IN POVERTY 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, if the 
administration spokesmen are accura~ly 
reflecting the administration's social 
policy decisions, we are -being presented 
with an extraordinary change in the pur
poses of public assistance. 

I refer to the March 19 statement of 
Mr. Edwin L. Dale, Jr., spokesman for the 
Office of Management and Budget, as 
quoted in the . New York Times of 
Mareh 20, 1981, that--

The policy decision is that welfa.re ts a. 
se.!ety net and not an income-supplement 
program. 

Mr. Dale was commenting on a new 
report by the Center for th~ St1:1dY of 
Welfare Policy of the Umyers1ty of 
Chicago, entitled "The Poor: Profiles of 
Families in Poverty," which analyzes the 
impact on low-income families of certain 
of the administration's proposed budget 
reductions and program changes. 'Ille 
study examined the aggregate impact of 
changes in six Federal programs <aid to 
families with dependent children, medi
caid, food stamps, low-income energy as
sistance, public housing, and comprehen
sive employment and training) on fami
lies in 10 States. Several of its findings 
merit attention, among them the con
clusion that the administration's pro
posals would narrow-and in some cases 
eliminate-the income gap between wel
fare recipients wh() work and those who 
do not work, thereby reducing-and in 
some cases perhaps eliminating-the in
centive to work. 

The policy is whether a welfare recip
ient who works should be better off than 
one who does not. If there is no economic 
gain from working, there is no economic 
reason-although there may be other 
reasons-to do so. 

For 14 years, the program we know as 
aid to famiiies with dependent children 
has embodied the principle that welfare 
recipients who are able to work should 
have an incentive to work. 'Ille Social 
Security Amendments of 1967 estab
lished what is known as the "$30 and a 
third earned income disregard." This 
means that a welfare recipient who 
works can "keep" the first $30 of each 
month's earnings, plus one-third of all 
additional earnings, plus whatever is re
quired to pay for work-related expenses 
and children's day care. The welfare 
check is reduced by the amount of earn
ings in excess of those disregarded under 
this formula. 

In New York State, for example, an 
AFDC family of four <mother and three 
children) with no outside earnings re
ceives $373 a month in cash assistance 
plus $150 in food stamps. Should the 
family head take a part-time job paying 
$396 a month <and assuming monthly 
work expenses, including day care, of 
$200 a month), the family's net cash in
come would be $667, plus $40 in food 
stamps. Thus the family as a whole would 
be $191 beter off each month as a con
sequence of the mother's employment 
than it would be if she stayed at home. 

The result is that a significant num
ber of welfare recipients do work. In 
1977, some 21.8 percent of all AFDC fami-

lies in the Nation had income other than 
their welfare benefit. That represents a 
population of 763,000 families (65,000 of 
them in New York) who are both eco
nomically better off as a consequence of 
working and in which the children are 
growing up with the awareness that one 
who works is better off than one who 
does not. 

The administration proposes changes 
that would all but eliminate this incen
tive. In the 10 States sampled by the 
University of Chicago, the average differ
ence in monthly incomes between welfare 
recipients who work and those who do 
not is $126. Under the administration's 
proposals, this would ·shrink to $29. In 
New York, the average monthly income 
of AFDC recipients who work would fall 
from $704 to $533, just $15 more than 
the average income of nonworking fami
lies. In Louisiana, the difference would 
vanish entirely. In California the differ
ence would shrink from $188 to $15. 

This is ironic, to say the least, for this 
is an administration that in other pro
nouncements appears committed to the 
proposition that welfare recipients must 
work. Indeed, another of the "reforms" 
that has been proposed would reinstitute 
the practice <which has been on the Fed
eral statute books since 1964 but has been 
"suspended" since 1968) of requiring 
welfare recipients <except those with 
very young children) to engage in com
munity service in return for their 
monthly check. 

All this bespeaks a politically fashion
able but fundamentally inaccurate view 
of public assistance. The program we 
know as aid to families with dependent 
children is first and foremost a program 
to aid dependent children. Of the 10.3 
million individuals receiving AFDC ben
efits in 1979, only 3.1 million were adults; 
7.2 million were children, 4.2 million of 
them under the age of 10. 

The typical AFDC recipient is a child 
living in a fatherless home. Fatherless 
for any of a number of reasons: Death, 
desertion, divorce, illegitimacy. But as a 
child, nevertheless. 

'Ille number of such children is grow
ing. According to data that I published 
in the spring issue of the Journal of the 
Institute for Socioeconomic Studies, ap
proximately one-third of the children 
being born this year will live in a fe
male-headed household that receives 
AFDC benefits at some time before their 
18th birthday. One child in three. That 
makes AFDC second only to public ed
ucation as the Government program 
with the widest impact on American 
children. 

Recent history is not encouraging. 
Only 7 percent of the children born in 
1940 could expect to spend a portion of 
their minority in a female-headed fam
ily receiving AFDC benefits; 17 percent 
of those born in 1950; 22 percent of those 
born in 1960. 

These are dependent children. And 
AFDC exists in order to keep roofs over 
their heads, food in their mouths, and 
clothes on their backs. It embodies the 
response of society to the elemental 
needs of dependent youngsters. 

It is not a lavish program. In New 
York btate, for example, the average 
monthly cash benelit today for a family 
of four is :i;a'l3. other than a slight in
crease in the '·shelter allowance," this is 
the same benefit as was provided in 1914. 
That means its purchasing power has 
been eroded 64 percent by inflation in 
the 7 years since it was established at its 
present level. 

But for all its inadequacies, it is first 
and foremost a program for children. 
And changes in it should be evaluated 
in terms of their impact on dependent 
children. That is why one grows weary 
of debates about "welfare policy" that 
are couched in terms of the behavior of 
adults. It is not a program for adults. 
That some adults are also supported by 
it-96 percent of them husbandless wom
en with children-is a consequence of 
the fact that most dependent children 
live with one parent. 

Of course some of those adults can 
work. This is amply demonstrated by 
the fact that more than one in five of 
them does work. That we would like all 
who can work to work is attested to by 
the existence (since 1967) of the work 
incentive program, which requires adult 
recipients to register for work and, when 
jobs are available, to take them. Taking 
away the economic incentive to work 
will not reduce dependency. To the con
trary. Does it not risk consigning AFDC 
recipients to permanent dependency? 
Does it not reverse two decades of prog
ress in American social policy? It should 
be resisted. I, for one, will resist it.• 

THE EQUAL ACCESS TO COMMUNI-
CATIONS ACT OF 1981 

• Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor S. 615 and S. 616, 
introduced by my distinguished colleague 
from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY). I congratu
late him on his concern for the deaf 
citizens of the United States and will 
work with him again this year for en
actment of this important legislation. 

The Equal Access to Communications 
Act of 1981, S. 616, promises to make the 
telephone a useful communicative tool 
for hearing-impaired Americans. It 
would do so by establishing a matching 
grant program for the installation for 
teletypewriters in local, State, and Fed
eral governments. The teletypewriter, 
or TTY, allows the hearine;- or speech
impaired individual to "talk" over regu
lar telephone lines. After attaching a 
telephone headset to the 'ITY, the indi
vidual can type a messa£!e that is simul
taneously printed by a 'ITY at the other 
end of the telephone connection. 

Mr. LEAHY's bill would also re'!ulre five 
key Federal agencies to install TTY's in 
their main and regional headquarters 
and would provide Members of Conisress 
wi.th a TrY in their Washington offices. 
These terminals would register urgent 
inquiries, complaints, and other mes
sages from deaf persons who could not 
otherwise contact these offices by phone. 

Another fP,ature of this legislation that 
would benefit the deaf community is its 
proposed tax deductions and credits for 
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installation, servicing and other costs 
associated with the purchase and use of 
TTY'S. 

Some of these devices retail for up to 
$1 700 a hefty investment many deaf 
~pl~ cannot afford. And, since TTY's 
require about twice the time to convey 
their typewritten me6S'age as does the 
human voice, long-distance calls on 
'ITY's place a further financial burden 
on those who need to use them. 

The second bill, S. 615, which I am also 
happy to cosponsor would provide a tax 
credit toward the costs of buying and 
using television captioning equipment, 
equipment that would transform a deaf 
person's television from a silent screen 
to a subtitled source of infonnation and 
entertainment. Taken together, these 
bills address the special needs of our 
hearing-impaired constitutents, some 14 
million people. 

Mr. President, in October of 1977, my 
omces in Hartford and Bridgeport were 
the first congressional omces anywhere 
to install teletypewriters. For 3 years 
now, hearing-impaired Connecticut resi
dents have had ready access to members 
of my stat!. Alternatives-forcing cleaf 
persons to rely on letters or third-person 
callers-often delay action on urgent 
problems and all too frequently the deaf 
person simply gives up and drops out of 
the democratic process. I submit that 
this result has tragic ramifications not 
only for that individual but also for our 
political system. Government needs the 
ideas and participation of the physically 
handicapped. We can encourage rather 
than discourage their involvement by en
acting legislation that will help the hear
ing-impaired to be heard. I , therefore, 
urge my colleagues to support the F.Qual 
Access to Communication Act of 1981.• 

REPORT BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN 
ON A TRIP TO THE MIDDLE EAST I 
PERSIAN GULF, DECEMBER 13-22, 
1980, UNDER THE AUSPICES OF 
THE SENATE COMMI'ITEE ON 
ARMED SERVICES 

• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, late last 
year I traveled to the Middle East/Per
sian Gulf under the auspicies of the Sen
ate Committee on Armed Services. I did 
so to study :firsthand the complex issues 
involving that region which have such 
important ramifications for our own na
tional security. 

I would like to take this opportunity to 
~hare with my colleagues my main con
clusions and refiections from that trip, 
which took me to Saudi Arabia, Oman, 
Jordan, Israel, Lebanon, and Egypt. 

In doing so, I would note that this re
port reftects the situation in that region 
as it existed last December. Events have 
occurred since then which alter slightly 
certain specifics regarding some of the 
issues I address. Even in these instances, 
I believe the thrust of my remarks re
main current. 

My report follows: 
REPORT BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN 

As a. member of the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, I recently returned from a 
9-day Committee-sponsored trip to six na
tions in the Middle East/Persian Gulf area. 

This report contains my refiectlons on the 
lessons of that trip and on U.S. pollcles to
ward that crisis-prone region. 

I was privileged to meet during my journey 
with, among others : Prince Abdullah, Second 
Deputy Prime Minister and Commander of 
the National Guard of Saudi Arabia; Colonel 
(Prince) Fahd-Bin Abdullah. Director of Op
erations of the Royal Saudi Air Force; Oman's 
Foreign Minister Qais Abdul Munim Zawawi; 
Deputy Foreign Minister Yusuf al-Alawi; 
Wing Commander Harry Guile, Air Member 
Joint Statr, Oman! Ministry of Defense. Also 
Jordan's King, Hu.ssein; Foreign Minister 
Marwin al-Kasim; Army Commander-in
Chief, Lt. General Zeid Bin Shakir; and 
Minister of Information Adnan Abu Odeh; 

Prime Ml ulster Menachem Begin, and his 
possible successor In that omce, Shimon 
Peres of Israel; Foreign Minister Yltzhak 
Shamir; a ud Maj . General Natan Sharon!, 
Chief of .i:'lai:ls, Israeli Defense Force; 

Lebanon's .1:·resident Elias Sarkis; Defense 
Minist er Jo11eph Skaff; Milltary Chief of Stai! 
(Maj . Gen) Munir Tarabay; and former 
Prime Minister Salim al-Hoss. 

Egypt's President Anwar El-Sadat; Deputy 
Prime Minister and Foreign Minister Kamal 
H&ssan All; and the t hen Defense Minister, 
the late General Ahmed Bada.wl. 

I had extensive discussions with our Am
bassadors and teams of experts in each of 
our embassies in these nations, as well a.s 
with American businessmen in Saudi Arabia 
and an omclal of ARAMCO, the major oil 
producer there. 

For the first time In many yea.rs, a U.S. 
Senator visited Lebanon---& tragic micro
cosm of all the confilcts of the Middle East. 
In addition to meeting with the clv111an and 
military omcia.ls listed above, I :flew to the 
headquarters of the United Nations Interim 
Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) in Naqurah, 
Southern Lebanon. There, I talked with the 
force's Deputy Commander, Norwegian Brig
adier General Odegaard, and to American 
Army omcers assigned to his staff. 

I was able to land aboard one of our two 
airers.ft carriers on station in the mouth of 
the Persian Gulf-US.S Ranger (CV-61)
observe the launch and recovery of her full 
range of combat aircraft, and talk with her 
omcers and men. In Riyadh, Saudi Arabia 
we observed the operations of our Airborne 
Warning and Control (AWACS) a.lrcra.ft and 
talked to the omcers and enlisted men and 
women sent to that nation to help it defend 
Its oil resources from hostile air strikes. 

I fiew to the Musandam Peninsula at the 
Strait of Hormuz, the very tap on the Per
sian Gulf oil keg which contains more than 
half the world's petroleum resources. And 
lastly, I fiew over much of Israel by hell
copter to observe that nation's strategic de
fenses. I was able to land on the west bank 
of the Jordan River, on the Golan Heights, 
at an Israeli Air Force fighter base, and also 
to fiy over the existing air bases In the Sinai 
Desert and the new fa.clllties being con
structed In the Negev Desert by the United 
States for Israel. 

These a.re my principal refiectlons from 
these endeavors: 

First, the United States has traveled a long 
way since December, 1979, when the brutal 
Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan underscored 
the need to improve our military ca.pabllltles 
in the Middle East/Persian Gulf. But these 
efforts to improve our military ca.pabllltles 
must be a.ccelera.ted, for we stlll have a long 
way to go. Most importantly, there needs to 
be an immediate renewal of the U.S. com
mitment to defend our vital Interests in the 
region by whatever means necessary, Includ
ing force. 

That commitment, a proper one in my 
view, was undercut when many of President 
Carter's critics contended we la.eked the 
military muscle to keep it. I disagreed with 
those crticisms then, and my trip further 

convinced me we have that capablllty now, 
although we clearly must Improve it further. 

Nevertheless, the statements by trum
peteer.> of doom have created mis.percept.ions 
al>ou t our comm.I. tnlen t . Wherever I wenrt on 
my rtirip, with whomever I spoke, there W8S 
agreemelllt t ha.t 'the Soviet Be!l.r thiJ.rsts for 
Persian G u lf oil, and that only one greait 
power oan s tand in her way~he Uni•ted 
St;ate3. T h ere i3 certaint y that a Soviet 
seizure of Persian Gulf o LI woul d threaten 
our security, and t ha;t of rt.he rest of the 
FTee World, as much as any direct mllltary 
move Russia m ight make against us else
where. 

From my in vestlgrations before a.nd aiflter 
my t r ip, and from my observations while ln 
t he region, t here is, at worst, no clear cer
t a;i.Ility rega.rdln g 1t he outcome of any 1Rus
&i0a.n ·thrust inoto ·the Perst a.n Gulf area.. U.S. 
military forces, projected into t he region to 
hal t a. ·Russian advance, may, 1by t hemselves, 
be capable of defeating the threat. Moreover, 
the Russians mUS1t consider ithe role rthait re
gional powers , particularly Turkey and Is
rael, migh•t p lay. 

The sailors, Marines and soldiers--omcers 
and enlisted peroonnel-t h a..t we have on 
duty l n rt.he region a t present , rand t hose 
we could deploy to <the area in ia. criSlis-
po.ssess s ignlfioa.nt and powerful m.ilitary 
ca.pabili'tiea. 

Special menrtion must be made of ithe Navy 
men of the oamer RANGER, in the Arabian 
Sea., a nd of t he Air Force men and women 
of t he 552nd A!l.rborne Warning and Oontrol 
Wing (Tinker AFB, Okla.) operating our 
Sdp'histica.ted. AW .AfJ3 aircraf t ourt of Saudi 
Arabia.. 

The RANGER wias a rtighit , well- run ship, 
with high m orale and a dedi oa.t.ed crew. The 
552nd AWCW showed equailly high profes
sionia.Lism. The confidence that !these Navy 
·a.nd Air F'orce personnel d'lspJa.yed in rthel~ 
aiol'H,ties to successfulJ.y accomplish their de
fense mission was impressive. 

Since rt'hese a nd our other forces have 1been 
oper.a.tdng in t he region, these abil1ties have 
been enhanced as important operaitlona.l les
sons have been learned, especially in t he 
areas of taic tica.l ooordina.t ion and command, 
control, and communications (C3 ), according 
rto t hose mllltary professlona.ls wi.th whom 
I spoke. 

It must furthermore be pointed out that 
our allles have deployed major n aval forces to 
the region, and that together with our ships, 
the naval combat capabilities these forces 
embody outweigh-qualitatively and quan
titatively-those of the Soviet naval presence 
in the area. 

That our present military capabllltles in 
the region need improvement ls not in ques
tion, but there should be no miscalculation 
and no misunderstanding by the Soviets that 
America. (and her allies) can go to war to
morrow in the region and face them with an 
imposing array of forces . Campaign rhetoric 
a.bout supposed American military weak
nesses must be put aside and the commit
ment President Carter made in his State of 
the Union message a year ago renewed. That 
commitment, and what it means for the Free 
World, should transcend politics. 

Second, the basic thrust of our current 
milltary efforts to address the Persian Gulf/ 
Middle East threats both from external and 
regional sources appears to be the correct one, 
although there are certain programs which 
we should explore, and certain improvements 
we should consider, to accelerate our near
term posture. 

Acceleration of our planning and Imple
mentation of the Rapid Deployment Force 
initiatives ls required to give this commit
ment greater meaning. Programs to better 
organl:>:e, train, eaulp, and make ready the 
Rapid Deployment Force should rec~lve high 
priority. Mllltary construction to improve the 
utility of our naval/air installation at Diego 
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Garcia and o! the !a.c111tles in Oman, Som
alia., and Kenya to which we have been 
granted access should proceed a.s rapidly a.s 
possible. 

"Fa.cllltles use" agreements, rather than 
establishment of "permanent bases," seem to 
be the most acceptable and effective arrange
ments a.t this time. 

This ls especially so in Egypt, where I be
lieve a.t this time that Congressional insist
ence on a formal, signed agreement between 
ourselves and that nation a.bout fa.ci11tles 
does not secure any real benefits, and 1f 
pressed, ultimately could be self-defeating. 

We should accept President Sadat's offer 
to use airfield and port !a.cllities at Ras Banas 
(on the Red Sea.) !or prepositioning equip
ment and for emergency operations, and we 
should promptly begin upgrading those 
!a.c111ties. 

However, President Sadat told me he would 
be "crippled" 1! we seek to make Ras Banas a 
regular base or insist on a written agree
ment embodying our limited access. 

There ls little doubt in my mind that Presi
dent Sadat ls correct--such ls the bitter leg
acy o! colonialism in Egypt and elsewhere in 
the region. We might as well accept that, 
and the Executive Branch should undertake 
a renewed, special effort to articulate this 
more effectively to those in Congress who 
have insisted on such a wrl tten agreement 
before approving use o! funds to upgrade 
Ras Banas. 

U.S. law should be changed, 1! necessary, 
so as not to require such an agreement oefore 
Congress appropriates money to improve our 
rapid deployment ca.pa.b111ties overseas. To 
protect our taxpayers from premature invest
ment o! large sums of money, we might con
sider phasing the m111ta.ry construction pro
gram differently. 

The new Administration must hammer 
home the point to Congress that, by dicker
ing about a written agreement for Ras Banas, 
we already have delayed too long beginning 
the m111ta.ry construction required to effec
tively support projection of American mm
tary power into the Persian Gulf. 

In addition, there were many of us in 
Congress and the Executive Branch who had 
harbored hopes or plans that, instead of Ras 
Banas. we might use for our RDF, Etzion , the 
existing Israeli air base in the Sinai Desert 
which Will be returned to Egypt . ' 

President Sadat rejects such use of Etzlon 
because he wants Egyptian sovereignty i~ 
the Sinai uncluttered when that -authority 
ls finally reestablished by 1983. 

President Sadat says "no" firmly enough, 
and he has said it often enough, that we 
should accept his decision and use the next 
best alternatives instead of pursuing re
jected. options. 

President Sadat also suggests that the 
Saudis need our presence so much-to pro
tect their Moslem state and monarchical 
form o! government against Soviet threats
that we should be able to Insist successfully 
on at lea.st pre-positioning equipment In 
Saudi Arabia.. Trhe Saudis told me strongly 
that they wlll not permit this at the present 
time, but the new Administration should be 
sensitive to President Sadat's e.dvice a.nd en
courage such an option for the future. 

We also should invei;tlga.te the posslbllltles 
of home-porting an additional U.S. Navy air
craft carrier closer to the region. 

We should proceed with our near-term 
pre-posltiontn~ proizra.m a.board naval vesseJs 
and at certain port/airfield locations as fast 
as possible. 

We should renew our investigation of more 
alternative sites for such pre-positioning and 
for increased access rlP-hts and overflight 
rights-both in nations current ly beinit con
sidered, but In others as well. Thei:;~ r.ould 
include D11boutt, Turkey, Pakistan Bahrain 
Israel and Egypt. ' ' 

Third, we must also revamp our command 
structure in the Persian Gulf region. 

Our Pacific a.nd European Commands 
(CINCPAC and CINCEUR) presently divide 
the responsib111ty for opera.ting forces in the 
region. 

The dividing line ls the Ira.n-A!gha.nista.n 
border on land and the Strait o! Hormuz a.t 
sea.. 

Our Middle East forces needs one m111tary 
commander-not two. That area ls more crit
ical to our security than most areas of the 
world. We need one command to study and 
plan !or its defense. We need one command 
to coordinate the operation of our forces. 
That single command should take respon
sib111ty for all of the lands and waters in 
the Near Ea.st, i.e., Persian Gulf, Middle East, 
Southwest Asia., and the Horn of Africa.. 

Currently, we have five ships inside the 
Strait of Hormuz, i.e., in the Persian Gulf 
itself, controlled by the Commander-in
Chief, U.S. Forces, Europe, CINCEUR, while 
the two aircraft carrier battle groups a short 
distance away, just outside the Strait in 
the Arabian Sea, a.re operationally con
trolled by the Commander-in-Chief, U.S. 
Forces, Pacific, CINCPAC. This ls an invita
tion to confusion at a critical moment when 
close coordination could decide the outcome. 
If another example be needed, our four 
AWACS aircraft in Saudi Arabia a.re under 
the operational control of CINCEUR, while 
on the carriers a few hundred miles a.way, 
the tactical aircraft that might respond to 
the threats which the AWACS' aircraft sen
sors perceive, are controlled by CINCPAO. 

There is no excuse for less than total or
ganizational clarity of command of forces 
on the same mission in a single interrelated 
area of such vital importance to the na
tional security of the United States. 

The present deliberations by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff a.bout the command struc
ture a.re late in coming, but welcome at 
la.st, although inter-service rivalries threaten 
the decision process. 

We should take one other preventative 
action in the Gulf. Because one of the most 
effective ways to close the Strait of Hormuz 
to oil tanker tramc is to mine it (slnldng 
a ship or two won't do it-it ls 26 miles 
wide) , we should expand our own efforts to 
imorove our mine countermeasures ca.pa
billties and our collaboration with other 
nation$ which already a.re well-est.abJlsbed 
in this field. Serious consideration should 
be given to accelerating our building a. new 
class of mine countermeasures shius a:r>d to 
ta.king other measures to counter the threat. 

Fourth, our top civ111a.n d~fense a.11·rl mlli
t arv leaders should lmprov~ their dl9.logue 
wtt.h their co1mterp'\rts in that reci:lon and 
wit"1. our a.mes who 'a.lrel!dy are snnnortinci: us 
in this regard, In a.n effort t:> bett er coordi
nate •pla.nn1ncs. pro<?ra.mming and operations 
for ·the defense of the Persian Gui!. 

As both a sym'bol o! Free World deter
mination to help the n'3.tions of the regton 
protect themselves and as a. rea.1 mecha.nlsm 
to lncre::i.se m111tary effectiveness, senior 
civilian defense officials and m111ta.ry per
sonnel of all these nations ohould mP.et regu
larly to discuss cooperative initiatives. 

If possible, the conduct of multi-national 
military exer :-ises also ought to be co!lsid
ered to augment the lessons learned from 
pa.st, and to be learned from future. bilateral 
joint oper·l.tions. This latter point was 
stressed by sever.al leaders o! nations in the 
area. 

Fifth, as a demonstration of our continued 
high level commitment to defend our vital 
interests in the Persian Gulf, we should 
dispatch tre Secretary o! Defense and Secre
tary of State to consult with their counter
parts in the Gulf States. 

During the Carter Administration, the 
Secretary o! Defense and the Chairman o! 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff both visited the 
region, and such missions by their successOll's 
would provide important symbolic and sub
stantive continuity to our Persian Gulf pol
icies. A complaint I heard during my journey 
was that no American Secretary o! Sta. te had 
visited the region recently, and we should 
remove this irritation. 

Sixth, turning to the prospects far a last
ing peace in the Middle Ea.st. Because the 
United States has perhaps th~ best cha.nee 
to encourage a. settlement between Israel 
and her Arab neighbors, the President must 
involve himself deeply In the peace process. 
American leadership ls an essential Ingre
dient in crafting an acceptable, durable 
peJ.Ce settlement in this region. 

Our historic commitment to Israel, a com
mitment firmly rooted in the recognition 
o! the vital role she plays as the· only demo
cratic state and as our strongest ally in the 
region, should not be altered in that process. 
Clearly, Camp David taught us that peace 
can be achieved by strengthening our friend
ship with Ar-3.b nations without weakening 
our relationships with Israel. 

Ca.mp David taught us more than that. It 
taught us that peace is possible and that 
miracles stm can take place. The first mira
cle was breaking the circle of hostm ty sur
rounding Israel since its inception in 1948. 
The agreement between Israel and Egypt has 
tended to be overshadowed by the difficulties 
in implementing the accords. But those dl!
ficulties cannot be allowed to diminish the 
significance of the agreement itself. It is pre
cisely that significance which gives us some 
hope for a. second miracle--a. framework for 
resolving the Palestinian issue. 

In this context, the difficulties are clearly 
reflected in the four "principles" for a. Pales
tinian solution supported by many Arab 
leaders: 

1. Withdrawal of Israel from "occupied 
territories." 

2. "Self-determination" for the Palestini
ans. 

3. Recognition of the Palestine Liberation 
Organization (PLO) as the spokesman for 
the Palestinians. 

4. Secure borders for all the states in the 
area. (presumably including Israel-but that 
is left to implication). 

The internal contra.diction of these prin
ciples creates problems for Israel's security, 
and some already have sought to suggest 
one possible way o! dealing with them: di
rect talks between Jordan and Israel. This 
approach would, in effect, take the baton 
a.way from the Ca.mp David marathoners and 
pass it to a. new combination of runners 
seeking the finish line of peace. I do not 
believe such an approach Will work a.t this 
time no matter how desirable it may ulti
mately be. 

King Hussein wlll neither join the Ca.mp 
David process now nor negotiate with Israel. 
He told me strongly that Ca.mo David is a. 
"dead horse" whose very mention creates a. 
ne~ative reaction in the Arab World. Nor 
Will he bargain separately with Israel. He 
believes that Sadat's "sin" was recognizing 
the reality of Israel. Hussein believes that, 
when Sadat agreed to a se,oarate oeace be
tween Israel and Egypt, he removed the real 
pressure point which could have forced 
Israel to agree to a.n "a.ccepta.ble" solution 
to the Palestinian problem. Additionally, 
Hussein is vehement when he claims that no 
other Arab state Will make a. separate pea.ce 
with Israel a.nd that the Palestinians, repre
sented by the Palestinian Liberation Orga
nization, must be a. participant in any re
gional peace nroce<>s. 

It would be ironic indeed if Camo David, 
which split Arab unity on the fundamental 
issue of Israel's existence, produced grea.ter 
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unity a.mong the remaining Arab states rela
tive to a. solution of the Palestinian dilemma.. 

There may be a. way . to "end run" the 
problem of how to proceed. While we con
tinue to try to move a.head with the Ca.mp 
David process between Israel and Egypt, I 
believe it would be desirable if we shift our 
Jordanian focus from attempts to involve 
them in the process to an attempt to try to 
involve them in defining the shape of a fin.a.I 
product or agreement. 

King Hussein told me that a few years 
a.go he and the Palestinians discussed what 
form of government might emerge from a 
peace seettlement. I found this comment 
striking since it ls at variance with his oft
repea.ted public position that his interest 
ls solely in securing a process of pure se1.f
determination and not in what that process 
produces. Hls discussions with Palestinians 
included "product," not just "process." 

I asked him if he was going to continue 
such discussions. His response was neither 
nega.tlve nor positive. It ts an issue we 
should explore with him, and I hone the 
President will arrange such a meeting a.s 
soon a.s possible. 

My hypothesis ls this: Hussein's explora
tion of the ultimate shape of a.n at?reement, 
when combined with previous indications 
that he favors a. confederation with Jordan 
as the "best" solution to the Palestinian 
·problem, as opposed to an independent West 
Bank state, suggests a possible approach 
which might help by-pass some of the sticky 
"process" issues. We may be able to leap
frog the critical unresolved concern with 
"how" to negotiate and get right to the act 
of negotiating. If such an act led to a. gen
eral agreement on the sha.oe of a. Pa1estin-
1an solution-and agreement between Jor
dan and the Palestinians and Israel even 
though they never sa.t down to dls~uss it-
then the pressure for implementing such 
a consensus solution might create a.n en
vironment in which the process problems 
were less severe and more manageable. 

I do not know 1f this approach w111 work. 
But I do know tha.t no a.pnroach will work 
without the active involvement of· the 
United States. Euerv leader with w)"lom I 
spoke--includlng Hussein, Begin and Sadat-
agreed that, without the deep involve
ment of the United States: 1) There would 
be no second "miracle" and 2) the Untt.ed 
States can only be involved effectively if the 
President personally ls involved ·in the 
process. 

The political and personal rlslrs we are 
asking; t.he leaders of thesP. nations to take 
ls credible onlv if t.he President of the 
Unttert Stq,tes ls w1111ng to match tho~e 
rls1rs himself. 

The search for the next sten to peace will 
be elusive. rt will be llk"e--in the words of 
one Jordanl9n lea.ner-Joolrln~ for a. soft s-oot 
on a norcunine. (One of the i;n-a.ohic symbols 
of t'tle oolltica.l complexity ls that Jordan's 
oftlcla.l maos of the re~on either leave a blank 
soace where Israel is or call Israel "occupied 
Palestine.") 

But the President must talre the risk. The 
road to peace ~!'Oes through Washington be
fore it can reach Amman and ultimately to 
all the nations involved. Only the Russians 
benefit when the ca.ldron keeps bo111ng tn the 
Middle East. 

My seventh recommendation deals with tt>e 
complex Issue of arm.s sales to nations In t.he 
Middle East and Persian Gulf. Mv nrtnclpal 
impression ts that Amerl<'an security assist
ance programs tn the Middle East wm con
tinue, for the foreseeeble future, to be 
plagued by confllcting obfecttves. The mm
tary capab1Uties of key Arab nations (Ef?VOt 
8audi Arahla, Jordan, and Lebanon) need -t~ 
be enhanced to Increase their own sel!-de
fense cai")abil1ties, particularly against real 
threats from Soviet surrogates. Yet, we must 
be concerned about not upsetting the mm-

ta.ry ba.l&nce between Israel and her Arab 
neighbors and about escalating arms inven
tories in the region. 

We seek, through our arms sales, to 
strengthen our a.mes without upsetting any 
regional military balance. Often those who 
request such sales do so as much 
from a. need to seek physical symbols of our 
support as from a realistic need for the arms 
themselves. Our decisions in this delicate area. 
must be based on our goals and not on the 
psychological (as opposed to real) needs of 
other nations. Those psychological needs can 
be satisfied 1n other ways; our primary need 
for strength and stab111ty can only be 
achieved through rational and restricted 
arms sales. The situations in saudl Arabia., 
Lebanon and Jordan may help mustrate my 
point. 

In 1978, the Congress approved the sale 
of 60 F-15's to the Saudis, after ex~Ucit com
mitments to the Congress that such planes 
would not be enhanced with offensive equip
ment so as to present a. threat to Israel. 

Such offensive equipment included bomb 
racks and specifically fitted fuel tanks for 
long-range ca.pab111ty. The Saudis are now 
requesting the enhancement equipment de
spite those clear commitments made in 1978. 

Sixty-eight members of the Senate, includ
ing many who voted for the 1978 sale, signed 
a letter to President Carter urging him to 
deny the request for enhanced equipment. 
President Carter, during the campaign, 
vowed not to approve any equipment for the 
F-15's which would give the aircraft "offen
sive" ca.pab111ty. President Reagan clearly 
implied the same position during his own 
campa.!gn. 

The threats to the Saudis (and their oll) 
are many. First and foremost are internal 
threats from Muslim funda.menta.llsts such 
as those who took over the Mosque in Mecca, 
and from some of the Palestinians who work 
in the oil fields and who are now placated 
by public statements of support (and 
money) from the Saudis for the PLO. Of
fensive armaments for the F-15's will not 
be useful a.gs.inst such internal threats. 

The second most serious threat is an ex
ternal, commando-like raid against the oil 
fields. 

The fact, re-emphasized to me on my visit 
to Saudi Arabia., is how diftlcult it is to pro
tect key points in the oil pipelines running 
to the tanker ports on the Saudi coast. These 
are the diftlculties which make the Saudis 
vulnerable to a. commando-like assault 
against which the F-15's a.re of little value. 

A third poesible threat is e.n invasion by 
Iraq or Iran. 

The F-15's, 1f given greater offeru;ive ca.p
a.1b111ty, may be of some greater value as a 
deteITen·t to sudh an tnvssion. But the d~
rent effeot of retailiatory air oa.pa.b111ty was 
of limiited value in prevell'ting a.n invasion 
of Iran by Jmq, and Ira.n's revolutlona.ry me.d
ne.ss a.pp&ren.tly is not affected by such re
t:.alia.tory threa;ts, as seen by the host.age 
seizure a.nd by Khomenl's a.ttempts to stir up 
the Shia. in Iraq a.nd Sa.udi Arabia to over
throw their "evil" governmeonts. 

Giving the Saudis F-15's offensive capa.
b111ty also would threa.ten Israel and require 
additional defensive measures on her part 
to meet the addltiona.l threat. Only 1f one 
discounts the coDJtlnutng a.vowed. threats to 
Israel by Sa.udl leaders and their continued 
major finanoial support of the PLO and its 
terirortst a.ottvit.ies against Israel, and the 
fa.ct that the 8audis have pa.rticipa.ted (a.1-
bett of.ten la.te and wea.kly) in the three 
Ara.b wars against !srael, oan one be sanguine 
about the potential use of offensively-ca.p
a.'ble F-15's &gainst Israel. 

The Congress obviously was concerned 
albout that threat in 1978. (The Saudi m111-
tary argued to me that tihe 1978 commitments 
never should have been ma.de 1n the first 
place). 

The Sa.udis need our protection as much 
a.s we need their oil. Their sheltered way of 
life, their religious orthodoxy e.nd their mon
archy with its billions of dollars of invest
ments a1broad can't survive under the domi
naition of Russia. or her suriroge.tes. 

(This Observation also applies to the Stre.
tegic Petroleum Reserve. We should get on 
with filling it. It represents no real compet
itive threat to the Saudis-it would con
tain but a few months supply. Whait it does 
provide is some limited security for the U.S. 
age.inst an tnterru.ption in supply, a.nd there
fore it rendel'\S us less of a. hostage to those 
who would interrupt t'ha.t supply.) 

'Ibe oil weapon threat must be put in its 
place. The Saudis must know that we know 
they need our protection and if they cut off 
oil to us in response to our filling our 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, or in retaliation 
a.gs.inst us for some other American action 
of which they do not approve, we would have 
that much less incentive to protect them 
against the threatening world they face. 

The m111ta.ry sales picture in Lebanon ts 
even more complex. The always precarious 
balance between Muslim and Christian com
munities in Lebanon has been upset, per
haps permanently. Lebanon ls bleeding to 
death. The hemorrhaging is ca.used by the 
"occupation" and control of parts of Lebanon 
by the Palestinians, the Syrians, the Chris
tian m111tias, and Major Haddad, a.11 of whom 
a.re more powerful in their areas than the 
Lebanese Army. The United Nations peace
keeping force is there by the sufferance of 
those armed elements, and it o-::ierates under 
constraints so narrow as to make tt impossi
ble for it to carry out its ma.nda.te--to dis
arm armed elements and keep the peace in 
the area. of their activity. 

The future is bleak in Lebanon. There will 
be no mil1ta.ry solution without a. political 
solution to the Palestinian problem, and then 
only "maybe". The Syrians will have to leave 
also, as part of any solution. 

The Lebanese wm be asking for a huge in
crease in U.S. m111tary assistance. Could such 
arms sales, for instance of tanks, win back 
control of Lebanon for the army of the cen
tral government? The consensus of the peo
ple I spoke with is "no". The most a gradual 
build-up will provide is a.n army ready to fill 
the vacuum in case a. political settlement ts 
reached. 

We must build up the Lebanese army sen
sibly, and we must continue to press for a. 
political settlement. But we must recognize 
how dlftlcult it will be to make even slow 
progress. 

The life of this beautiful nation, a. micro
cosm of the Middle East's problems, is llter
a.lly at stake. We have neglected Lebanon. 
Its peoples' sufferings a.re as obvious as the 
Syrian tanks which fortify Syrian check
points all over the roads. 

The UN role and position in Lebanon must 
be strengthened and the U.S. should initiate 
discussions in the UN Security Council to 
determine the possibilities for a.ccomplishtng 
this. 

In Jordan, the issue of U.S. arms aid also 
occupied much of my discussions, and com
plaints about the late delivery of equipment 
already agreed-upon by both nations echoed 
those heard earlier in Oman, and later in 
Lebanon. Another particularly sensitive issue 
with the Jordanians is the upgrading of their 
armored forces with American sub-compo
nents and new tanks. 

I came a.way from such discussions frus
trated that it has relatively little effect to 
respond to complaints of late deliveries by 
explaining the limitations of the U.S. defense 
industrial base and the fa.ct that even our 
own forces must wait too long for delivery 
of needed equipment. There ts llttle under
standing of the just.ifted American reluctance 
to divert needed weapons from our own mili
tary inventories to send overseas in foreign 
military assistance. 
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There also is the concern expressed in 
Israel, that sale of additional sophisticated 
tanks to Jordan could contribute to altering 
the ground balance of military power be
tween these two nations, and between Israel 
and the rest of the Arab world. 

The complexity of the arms sales issues in 
Saudi Arabia, Lebanon and Jordan illustrates 
the competing claims that can be offered 
both for and against such sales. But those 
arguments can best be analyzed if we keep 
in mind that a sale of arms does not in
herently enhance American military inter
ests, nor does a denial of arms inherently 
negate the political relationship that a na
tion has with the United States. There are 
other ways to serve the political and military 
needs of nations; ways which do not involve 
a threat to the military balance which the 
United States has a vested interest in pre
serving in this troubled region of the world. 

One major form of such relatively non
threatening military assistance is the U.S.'s 
International Military Education and Train
ing Program (!MET). This is perhaps the 
most cost effective, and least costly, form of 
U.S. security assistance available. Not only 
does it not entail transfer of more threaten
ing, lethal equipment which might upset a 
regional m111tary balance, but the exposure to 
American military and societal values experi
enced by the foreign students broadens their 
understanding of our nation and its form of 
democracy. 

Therefore, in considering revisions to the 
U.S. security assistance budget for fiscal 1982 
and the future, we should expand the !MET 
program for Oman, Jordan, Egypt and 
Lebanon. 

These, then, are the principle recommen
dations which I have developed from my trip. 
There a.re, in addition, several concerns which 
my experiences in this region lead me to be
lieve should be better explained to the Amer
ican people. 

We must understand the strategic position 
and external threats to our friends from their 
perspective. For instance, Oman, "guarding" 
the Strait of Hormuz to her north has no eco
nomic need to keep it open-her oil is ship
ped from ports located below the Strait. But 
she is threatened to her west by South Ye
men, supported by Russia. and Cuba.. Another 
example: Egypt ls not pre-occupied with 
threats from Israel-she is very much con
cerned a.bout her mortal enemy Libya, which 
has a. power-mad dictator and oil riches to 
arm herself with Soviet weapons to threaten 
stab111ty in the region, in general, and in 
Sudan. Chad and Egypt in particular. Sudan 
contains a. great stretch of the Nile River, be
fore that waterway reaches Egypt. And Egypt 
considers herself dependent on the Nile for 
her very life's blood, since her population 
lives almost exclusively along its banks (the 
other 98 percent of Egypt is desert). 

We must understand the internal dynamics 
of our allies. The future of Camp David is 
less likely to be determined in the short run 
by negotiations between the parties as it will 
be by Israeli elections {where Begin may try 
to paint Peres as a supporter of an independ
ent Pale.,tinian state on the West Bank, and 
Peres will try to paint Begin as someone who, 
because of an infiexible manner, received too 
little credit for Israel while giving away much 
at Camp David). I have already alluded to 
internal dynamics in Saudi Arabia and Egypt 
regarding U.S. permanent bases and access 
rights. 

We must unshackle ourselves from some 
self-imposed restrict.ions in light of the 
threat to our interests in the Middle East. 
For instance, Oman wants_ our help training 
its internal security personnel and police. 
Our domestic law prohibits us from provid
ing such training, although we are allowed 
to help train its army. I would hope our law 
could be changed so justifiable exceptions 
could be allowed, on a case-by-case basis 
and upon notice to the Congress. 

We must seek to avoid sterotypes. For in
stance, Arab states are much more different 
from each other than many Americans real
ize. The totally closed society of Saudi Arabia., 
fearful of even the slightest "western" in
fluence and dominated by religious ortho
doxy, is as different from Jordan as Canada 
is from Mexico. Another example: stereotypes 
a.bout the Palestinians place them huddled 
in refugee camps, and while there a.re too 
ma.ny of those. other Palestinians have be
come economically powerful in many Arab 
lands to which they have emigrated. They 
a.re a. potent economic force as well as a 
political lightening rod in the Middle East. 

Persian Gulf/Middle East security prob
lems a.re more complex tha.n many in public 
and the Congress realize. They extend far 
beyond the "U.S. vs. U.S.S.R.'' and "Arabs vs. 
Israel" to include: 

Arab vs. Arab 
Religious factions 
Modernization strains 
Islamic fundamentalism 
Resentment still to former colonialism 
Palestinians---not only vis-a-vis Israel, but 

within many nations in region. 
Our solutions have to be evaluated from 

these perspectives as well as the popularly 
recognized ones. 

We have to consider expanding a.id in the 
non-m111ta.ry areas, and coordinate this and 
diplomatic efforts better with OlJr major 
European allies and Japan. 

M111tary programs, alone, wm not ensure 
the sta.b111ty of the Persian Gulf/Middle 
East. In fact, alone, if not well considered, 
they can exacerbate the problems. 

The basic aspirations of most people in
volve housing, food and survival. The Strait 
of Hormuz and Rapid Deployment Forces 
mean little to the masses of Egypt or to the 
desperate Lebanese. They are struggling 
against more immediate threats, and we 
should help their governments in their ef
forts to cope with them while we seek their 
assistance to deal with common problems. 

Increased "economic supporting assist
tance" as pa.rt of the FMS program, could 
help improve the economic development and 
transportation networks of these nations. 
There a.re important to m111tary ca.pab111ty 
also. Our allies must be encouraged to pro
vide more aid in these non-military areas, 
along with more direct defense efforts. 

Some nations of the region must do more 
to distribute their oil wealth among their 
populations, as well as better reconcile the 
competing desires of their peoples for more 
democracy with the desires of the rulers to 
maintain their more monarchical forms of 
government. 

Lastly, we have to recognize that even if 
we solve some of the many problems plaguing 
this part of the world, the others, individ
ually or in combination, could well defeat 
our efforts to promote regional stab111ty. 

The complexity of the problems in this 
region encourage such a pessimistic assess
men t.e 

THE IMPACT OF OIL DECONTROL 
ON CONSUMER PRICES 

• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the latest 
Consumer Price Index presents clear evi
dence the decision to immediately de
control oil was a huge miscalculation by 
the administration. The statistics show 
that energy price increases following de
control caused another sharp spurt in 
the inflationary spiral. 

Mr. President, according to the Bu
reau of Labor Standards data released 
todav, the Consumer Pr'ce Index <CPD 
was 11.3 percent h;gh~r than in Febru
ary 1980. The CPI for all urban con
sumers rose by 1 percent in February 

1981 and data provided by the Bureau of 
Laoor Standards <BLS) indicates that 
the rising cost of energy-gasoline. 
motor Oll, fuel oil, nautral gas, and elec
tricity, accounts for 60 percent of the in
crease i11 the February CPI. In two of 
the key sectlons measured by BLS, hous
ing and transportation, the energy fac
tor accounts for the largest percentage 
of the increase. Unquestionably in the 
other key area, food costs, the rising 
energy cost was the biggest factor in any 
increase. 

Mr. President, shortly after President 
Reagan's decontrol order, the New Eng
land Congressional Caucus estimated 
that immediate decontrol would cost the 
average New England household an ad
ditional $75 pr.i.or to October 1 of this 
year. More recent estimates by several 
consumer groups, including the Citizen 
Labor Energy Coalition, have indicated 
that immediate decontrol will cost the 
average family an addlt:onal $100 to $200 
for heat and gasoline this year. 

In Rhode Island, Mr. President, the 
impact of immediate decontrol over the 
past 8 weeks has been quite clear. Since 
the administration's decision to decon
trol crude oil and gasoline, Rhode Island 
families have been hard hit with dra
matic increases in the cost of both heat
ing oil and gasoline. Where the average 
price in January for home heating oil, 
prior to decontrol, was just over $1.20 a 
gallon, and $1.29 for a gallon of regular 
gasoline, it is now $1.29 a gallon for 
heating oil and $1.39 for a gallon of 
gasoline. 

Electric rates are another area con
tributlng ·to th~ spiraling cost of energy. 
Rhode Island electric rates are approxi
mately 160 percent above the national 
average. It is also my understanding that 
the rates consumers pay for electricity 
in Rhode Island are currently 1the high
est in the Nation. 

Mr. President, the decision by Presi
dent Reagan to decontrol oil im
mediately was unnecessary and has re
sulted in a heavy burden for many fami
lies whose budgets are already stretched 
to the limit. The latest inflation statis
tics are ample proof that the President's 
decontrol of oil has added greatly 1to the 
burden of inflation.• 

WHAT IS GOING ON AT VIRGINIA 
MILITARY INSTITUTE 

o Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, with the 
need for upgrading the military status 
of our Nation, it is essential that the fu
ture leadership of that military be Amer
ica's best. Some of that leadership will 
come from military academies such as 
the Virginia Military Institute <VMn. 

Unfortunately, a proposed superin
tendent of VMI would not lead to the 
future combat military officers we direly 
need. Fortunately, for my colleagues in 
the Senate, I have obtained an advance 
copy of a magazine article dealing with 
the background of this proposed super
intendent. The article will he contained 
in the April 1 issue of the Review of the 
News. under the title, "Military Politics," 
by Susan L. M. Huck, Ph. D. It deals with 
the proposed superintendent, Josiah 0. 
Bunting. 
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As I write this introduction, Mr. Bunt

ing is under fire. He should be. So that 
my colleagues and those in touch with 
VMI graduates may know the true story 
of Josiah Bunting, I earnestly entreat 
all to read this background and pass the 
word. 

A more likely candidate would be Gen. 
George S. Patton III, whose father at
tended both West Point and VMI. 

I submit the article for printing in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
. MILITARY POLITICS 

(By Susan L. M. Huck) 
Suppose you had sunk a fortune into a 

ball club loaded with expensive star players 
and it kept losing. Would you accept the 
explanation of your expensive coaches and 
managers that "Times are changing"? Not 
likely. But if you were to accept that ex
planation for 30-odd consecutive yea.rs, you 
would surely deserve to be fiat broke. 

Losing performances have been turned in 
by our lavishly funded Department of De
fense ever since it took that name. The play
ers on the field have changed many times 
over, but the management team has always 
been of the same school. So it seems fair 
enough to ca.st a critical eye upon that situa
tion. 

Readers wm be spared a review of my ear
lier work on the extent to which members of 
the Eastern "Liberal" Establishment use the 
Council on Foreign Relations to play musical 
chairs with top command policy-making 
positions in the Department of Defense. For 
details see my articles in American Opinion 
for October 1977 and July-August 1980. 

It is important to note that C.F.R mem
bers also try to manipulate our military and 
defense thinking. They do this by placing 
one member after another in charge of the 
United States Military Academy, dominating 
the Social Science Division of the Academy, 
and trying to have their people in command 
of the war colleges grouped under Defense 
University. Besides this, C.F.R. members staff 
and direct the research institute symbiot
ically attached to non. 

Now, just as the country is regaining its 
Conservative balance, the "Liberal" bllght 
may be spreading to the non-federal military 
colleges. As we go to press 1t seems that Vir
ginia Military Institute might soon have a 
veteran Council on Foreign Relations mem
ber (1975-1979) named Josiah O. Bunting 
III as its new Superintendent Another can
didate for the post, Genera.i Sam Walker, 
was a C.F.R. "military fellow.'' Under this 
program, the federal government actually 
sends high-ranking officers to the headquar
ters of this private "Liberal" club and then 
pays the club tuition to learn the thinking 
of Council members. 

As you see, this is a. very special priva.te 
club. 

Josiah Bunting is an alumnus of V.M.I. 
who graduated as first captain and won a 
Rhodes Scholarship. He makes a favorable 
imnressive apoearance. But examination of 
subsequent glitter reveals a good deal of 
tinsel, as we shall see. 

First let us note that V.M.I., like The Cita
del of South Carolina, is in a. class with the 
better-known service academies in the pro
duction of top quality officers for our Armed 
Forces. Not being federally control'ed, they 
have not yet been strong-armed into going 
coed, their honor systems have held uo bet
ter under the waves of propaganda, and in 
general thev have been better able to main
tain standards and traditions they consider 
desirable. We need such schools as V MI 

h
becadutse we need good officers, and they. a.~~ 

ar o find. 

So it is a matter of more than parochial 
concern when the distinguished general of
ficers available for the Superintendency of 
V.M.I. are a.pt to lose out to a. man who made 
his biggest splash in life by feeding the "anti
military" propagandists supporting the Viet
cong back in 1972. 

Since then, two overlapping networks have 
ta.ken care of him, wafting Josiah Bun ting of 
Philadelphia. from one comfortable and pres
tigious position to another. One is the 
Rhodes Scholar network, and the other 
heavily overlapping the first, is the aforemen
tioned Council on Foreign Relations. How 
else would college presidencies continue to 
rain down upon a. man with only a Master's 
degree and but four yea.rs of teaching ex
perience? 

On the basis of his fine record as a. V.M.I. 
student, Josiah Bunting III received a 
Rhodes Scholarship, and spent the years be
tween 1963 and 1966 earning a Master's de
gree from Oxford at what can only be called 
a very languid pace-end, alas, becoming 
quite a snob, as is all too evident from his 
books. Thus did Oxford ruin a good officer. 

Those in and out of the Establishment 
who a.re alert to manifestations of the tre
mendous high level effort to create an elitist 
New World Order know the purpose of the 
Rhodes Scholarship program. Cecil Rhodes, a 
key architect of the British Empire, stated 
openly that the purpose of his program was 
to groom and indoctrinate non-British ci•ti
zens so that his One World schemes could, 
through them, be promoted around the globe. 
Rhodes Scholars a.re encouraged to think of 
themselves as a.n eu.ite especially qualified to 
run the world, and they know that their 
careers wlll be boosted a.long by those al
ready in high places. 

Heady stuff for a young man. Small won
der that when it ca.me time to go on active 
duty Bunting found his fellow officers to be 
crashing bores, uncultured and uncouth, un
imaginative, sycophantic, conformist, and so 
forth. 

Bunting's one-year tour of duty in Viet
nam would seem enviably privileged to 
others. He was a company commander for 
a.bout half the time, and was then promoted 
to major and became an operations officer at 
divisional headquarters. It was here that he 
must have received a massive wound to the 
ego, because he has been nursing it ever 
since, at the expense of the Army as a. whole. 

Not every ma.:or can look forward to three 
years as a. West Point professor, but that's 
the sort of thing which does happen to 
Rhodes Scholars. As a further sign of 
high-level favor, Bunting was picked up by 
the radical Aspen Institute for Humanistic 
Studies in 1970. A study by the Freeman In
stitute, drawn from publications of the As
pen Institute, establishes - beyond question 
that this organization feels privileged not 
only to design the political structure but 
even the religion for a World Government. 
One need hardly add that those who pro
pose such things also expect to run the 
system. 

While teaching history at West Point, 
Bunting was also writing his first "novel," 
The Lionheads. In common with his later 
book, The Advent Of Frederick Giles, Bunt
ing's fictional efforts are so autobiographical 
that you have to wonder which parts are not. 
(That includes the coarser episodes, too.) 

The Ninth Division becomes the Twelfth 
Division, with the same locaton and misson 
at the same time as the real-life Ninth, and 
one can only conclude that Bunting's own 
objective was to smear some real-life people, 
particularly his commanding genera.I. This 
sort of thing is not well received in the Army, 
so Bunting resigned to become a. "Libera.I" 
hero and was duly hailed in Life maaa7Jne 
as a. brilliant "man of Letters" who couldn't 
bear those bloodthirsty clods, his fellow of
ficer, a minute longer. 
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If one believes the critics and the jacket 
blurbs, Bunting is saying that his Private 
First Class Everyman died because the gen
eral seeking favor in Washington, moved his 
unit into place by boat instead of helicopter. 
When you read the book you discover that 
the hapless prhate's misfor cune had not.bing 
to do with his means of arrival: Curious. 

And here is Bunting feeding lilies to the 
"anti-military" Leftist book critics by havi:1g 
one otherwise normal officer say that "the 
nice thing" a.bout some automatic weapons 
is its slow rate of fire, which ensures tha.t 
"they can feel each bullet going in.'' The 
"Liberal" reviewers loved that, thrilling to 
its nuances, instead of cynically inquiring 
as to why the sicko did not use a. semi-auto
matic weapon. 

The year 1972 was one of major transition 
for Bunting-soldier to civilian, to publicly 
acclaimed intellectual and man Of let ters, 
and of course the darling of many people 
who~e hearts belonged to Hanoi. 

But not enough of those received the word. 
On campus after campus where refusal to 
'hire an avowed Communist would lead to 
vast uproars about academic freedom, 
Bunting's application for professorial or ad
ministrative worlc was doomed •by ·the Liberal 
Communist united front thait was showing 
thumbs-down on all American officers. Bunt
ing told Life magazine, 

"It's grotesque. Up here at West Point I'm 
a running dog commie, and down there I'm 
a fascist pig." 

The "down there" to which Bunting pa.r
tlcularly referred was Wa.shington College, 
in Maryland. The president of Washi.ngton 
College at the time was Charles Merdinger, 
who had been contacted to help Bunting and 
was trying to create the posi-tion of "assist
ant to the president" in order to lb.ire him. 

Here's how it works. Rhodes Scholar and 
Council on Foreign Relations member Colo
nel Amos Jordan, who had spent nearly all 
his Army years teaching at West Point, and 
who was retired in 1972 with the rank of 
brigadier general, put out the word through 
the network. Merdinger, Rhodes Scholar and 
retired Navy captain, tried to create suitable 
employment for distressed Scholar Bunting. 

Charles Merdinger declares that prejudice 
against mllitary officers prevented lbim from 
doing so, although he also says that the fac
ulty feared Bunting because "he could have 
taken any of their jobs.'' 

Since neither the Navy captain nor the 
Army major were prepared to fight to guar
antee former American officers the same 
rights as Communists, they were routed by 
half a dozen V.C. sympathizers and their 
deluded student rabble. But it all worked 
out for the best, Merdinger says, because 
Rhodes Scholar and Council on Foreign Re
lations man Stansfield Turner came through. 
Vice Admiral Turner was then pre<;ident of 
the Naval War College at Newport, Rhode 
Island. 

Despite the written objections of many top 
officers at the Na.val War College--objections 
which seem to have b~n read by Bunting, 
despite having been addressed to Turner
Josiah Bunting was granted "a full chair in 
history." Discussing the matter with a sym
pathetic interviewer, Bunting described 
what protesting officers "saw to be my vari
ous sins against tbe country and the Army.'' 
Nevertheless, although "they think I'm the 
ant.ichrist un there," Bunting was ensconsed 
at the Naval War College. Naturally he did 
not tell anyone how it was arranged through 
the Rhodes Scholar network. 

In 1973 the certifiably "Liberal" Bunting 
was made president Of Briarcliff College, a. 
girls' school outside New York City ... 
suggest that it was t1'e network SP.a.in. Bunt
ing kent in tl:le nuhlic eve bv being inter
viewed by Bill Moyers (C.F.R.) on public 
broadcasting, by having Mayor John Lindsay 
(C.F .R.) grace the campus, by being named 
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a "contributing editor" of Harper's magazine 
on the basis of one (1) article, and so forth. 
He was admitted to the Council on Foreign 
Relations in 1975. 

When under his care Bria.rcltiI went bank
rupt in 1977 and was purchased by Pace 
University, Bunting moved on to the presi
dency of Hampden-Sydney, a small all-male 
college in Virginia. 

One caution aibout Bunting ls that he has 
never stayed put very long. He represents an 
investment to the "Libera.I" networks which 
have been moving him a.long, and they may 
decide, for example, that he would do them 
more good on the politica.l scene. 

What would Josiah Bunting do to V.M.I. 
if afforded the post of Superintendent? 
Quaintly, Charles Merdinger reminisced 
about how he had himself wanted to trans
form Washington College into a little 
Oxford, and suggested that Bunting shared 
his dream. Nothing came of it, in that case, 
but it's a thing to watch. In both his books 
and public statements, Bunting keeps jump
ing up and down on the subject of bringing 
culture to the officer corps. 

Now culture ls a. very good thing, unless 
what is really meant is typical "Liberal" 
snobbery. We have mention.eel Bunting's 
snobbery. His seoond book, The Advent Of 
Frederick Giles, contains a treasure house of 
examples. For instance, we discover that 
nobody worth a fig ever came from Okla.-

homa., Kansas, South Dakota, or even subur
ban Chica.go. 

When Bunting wishes to create a "Middle 
American," his acute powers of observation 
filt and hang in a closet, bat-like, until he 
is finished.. Bunting uses his straw-man's 
American :flag tie-clasp like a bell, tinkling 
it to get "Liberal" glands sa.llva.ting in antic.
lpation of the great intellectual slaughter 
Bunting is about to wreak upon its wearer. 

The wearer of the American fia.g tie-clasp, 
who also doesn't like Commies and says so in 
mixed company, is exposed by author Bunt
ing, you see, as a poseur who fakes his famiJ
larlty with llterature and philosophy. Bnnt
lng catches him mouthing a comment off 
the dust jacket of a book, and discovers that 
he engages in premeditated vocabulary 
building. 

But what have we here? 
When Bunting ls being a music snob, he 

can tell me anything. I only know that 
obbligato looks better with two B's. That's 
minor compared to the fact that, in Bunt
ing's books, invitations are "wrangled," 
opinions "live," and women even carry 
"pocka.boolrs" ! Well, well, who is the ignorant 
oaf now? The first compassionate reaction ls 
to ask why the entire editorial and proof
reading staffs of a major publishing house 
were out to lunch when those bloopers went 
by. A compassionate follow-on thought ls 

that perhaps they were not out to lunch at 
all, but lying on the fioor exhausted after 
catching countless other fiuffs. 

It ls the level of the bloopers that is most 
appalllng. can you imagine the president of 
Briarcliff College thinking that women carry 
pockabooks? So much for· the fia.wed founda
tion of Bunting snobbery. 

Aside from that, a reading of his written 
output leads to the conclusion that he has 
been playing "Liberal" chopsticks for the 
past 10 yea.rs, hitting the same few notes 
with the same two fingers. Too bad. If he 
hadn't been carried off to Oxford, he might 
have remained an officer and a gentleman 
and made a very fine Superintendent of the 
great Virginia. Military Institute. e 

RECESS UNTIL 9: 30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I know of 
no further business to come before the 
Senate. I move, in accordance with the 
order previously entered, that the Sen
ate stand in recess until the hour of 9: 30 
a.m. tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to and, at 7: 13 
p.m., the Senate recessed until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, March 25, 1981, at 9: 30 a.m. 
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